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F O R E W O R D  

As ONE WHO has had some experience of the Tibetan question 
in its bearing on the defence of India, both before and  after 1947, 
I am proud to have been asked to introduce Dr. Mehra to  his 
English-reading public, no\v perhaps more conscious than in the 
days of thc Raj of Tibet's importance in the balance of power in 
Asia. No student of contemporary events 011 the Himalaya can 
afford to be without the background given by an accurate a n d  
unbiassed appraisal of the causes, the course, and the results of 
the expedition ~vhicll \vent wit11 Sir Francis Younghusband to  
Lhasa in 1904. Others have written on this subject. But, t o  
my kno~rleclge, none has subjected a dramatic theme to so close 
and painstaking an analvsis as thc author of the volume now 
presented. 

Parshotam La1 h4ehra is a Panjabi. Born in Amritsar, he 
graduated fi-om the Pailjab University \\-it11 Hoilours in 1940, 
and remained as a llistory teacher there until 1951, when he 
.joinccl the staff of the Indian Military Academy, a t  Dehra Dun. 
Aftcr wide-spaced tl-avel, during ~ v h i c l ~  he was admitted to  the 
degree of Ph.D. a t  Jollns Hopkins, Baltimore, he became success- 
ively Research Oficer in the Indian hlinistry of Dcfence, and  
Reader in History a t  the transferred Panjab University which 
has arisen a t  the new capital of tllat state a t  Chandigarh. Of 
Dr. Mehl-a it may truly l ~ c  said that his approach to historical 
matcrial is far more solicl and much less fi~ntastic than the aery 
pinnaclcv of Corbusicr against the foothills of t l ~ e  Himalaya. 

Tllc al~tllor ~vrites ~vi th  remarkable fairncss and objectivity, 
apportioning halancetl criticism or colnmerldation ~vherc  these 
are due, recognizing the strength and ~vcakncsses \7f the character 
of thc chicf actors, ~vhctller in council or in the field, including 
Rri t ish, Indian. Ti l~ctan,  Ncpalesc, Chinesc or R ~ ~ s s i a n .  He is 
mvarc that, thollgh Yotungllusband forced his Ivay ~ ~ i t h  an  army 
t o  IA1iasa, his ~,crsonalit)- I\~;/F such that hc left behind for his 
collnl~-ymrn, ant1 indeed for Intlia, as it \verc, a pleasant odour, 
all impression tliic to tlic Ti l~ctan rccogrlition of him as a man of 
Ilono~u, t l lo~~ghtf~l l ,  gallant. vcl-y I ~ l ~ m a n  and, as they could see, 
one to ~vhom spi~.itlial val~lcs ~\ .crc all-important. Y o ~ n ~ h u s b a n d ' ~  
prc\c~lcc in 1,Iiasa \\.a\ intlcccl tlie 1)cginning of tllc understanding, 

vii 
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later developed by others, between the rulers of Tibct on the one 
hand and Britain and India on the other. Before his time there 
was a temporal and a spiritual barrier, set by the Himalaya and 
the then stagnation of Tibet, a barrier not overpassed by the 
inspirations of Buddhism. The  fact that India is now doing all 
she can to ensure that the new Tibetan spirit shall live on owes 
a t  least something to those far-off initiatives in 1904,. 

Dr. Mehra puts all this to us in memorable words. And from 
records now available he gives us admirable documentation of 
the complicated springs of policy operating in Curzon's mind, 
and forced by him on a n  unwilling and moribund Conservative 
administration in Britain, a policy which eventually led to the 
Mission's taking the field. This analysis is followed by a fascinating 
narrative of the slow progress of the Mission in the field, leaving 
the reader with the conviction tha,t, had not its leader been a man 
of the finest calibre, the whole expedition must have ended in 
military and political disaster. As one reads, it is impossible to 
withhold sympathy from the unfortunate man on the spot, with 
uncertain and often contradictory instructions, hampered by a 
mulish subordinate, surrounded by a hostile population, and 
required to keep his nerve and his temper a t  an  altitude of 15,000 
feet. It was a prodigious effort and it succeeded, leaving good-will 
behind. The  smallness of the men who wished to censure 
Younghusband on his return is astonishing and it is f ~ ~ l l y  brought 
out. 

Today, no doubt, the Chinese, and others blind to their own 
record, tvould scorn all this as old-fashioned imperialism. To  
such a view Dr. hlehra's account is an  admirable corrective. 
While he does not spare the arrogance of Curzon, the uneasy 
littleness of Brodrick and others, he is able to turn our eyes to the 
long-term importance of Tibet on the international stage--a fact 
now ftllly realized by the India of Mr. Nehru and r Shastri. 
On one point I find the author's analysis not conclusive-the 
degree to which Crlrzon was j~~stified in assighing Rusfian-inspired 
intrigue in Lhasa as the main ground for despatching the Mission, 
in other words, 'the Rlissian bogey.' On  this issue i t  is probable 
that more evidence might have been availaljle on a diligcnt perusal 
of the reports forwarded to Curzon by the Nepal Government, 
originating with their Agent in Lhasa. 
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Dr. Mehra writes a limpid and arresting English prose which 
is a pleasure to read. His pages are many, but they are enlivened 
by a humorous touch. Younghusband would have enjoyed the 
verdict of the Tibetans on the British character, cited from Charles 
Bell's writings and comparing us with the Chinese: 'When one 
has known the scorpion, one looks on the frog as divine.' 

The frog has a proud look and a way of jumping unpredictably. 
But he is never fierce or vindictive. 

Newhanz House 
Steyning (Sussex) 



A C K N O W L E D G E M E N T S  

To SAY THAT this book grew out of a thesis for a doctoral degree 
from the Johns Hopkins University more than a decade ago would 
be factually correct, although in the psocess the transformation from 
the original has been beyond recognition. A varied career, in and 
out of the strictly academic world, kept the author from under- 
taking a major revision which the availability of new source- 
material in the intervening years had made absolutely imperative. 
Lately, thanks to the seemingly invisible, yet remorseless, inexorable 
pressures of University life the idea of publishing the work, 
without any change whatever, first suggested itself early in 1962. 
I t  would be only fair to record my warm appreciation of the fact 
that the publishers were willing to undertake this without ado. 
O n  second thoughts, ho\vever, it appeared that while the original 
may stand in its entirety, an introductory chapter might be added 
which would survey not only the new research-material available, 
but comprehend such ~vork as had made its appearance in the 
interregnum. When the task was finally undertaken, in the latter 
half of 1962, the inadequacy of this approach became evident. 
I t  was clear that the entire script needed a thorough re-examination 
and in fact, the last three years have been spent in planning, 
bringing up-to-date and re-writing the whole. What has 
emerged is the net result of this fascinating, if time-consuming, 
process. 

A work of this character is inevitably a co-operative venture 
if only in the sense of a very large number of people making it 
possible. Nor is it always easy to list adequately all those whose 
help is often-times so generously, indeed unstintingly, given. 
Distinctions in such cases are bound to be invidious at best and 
whether a name occurs in the beginning or towards the end is 
more fortuitous, less deliberate. 

The author's deepest debt of gratitude is to Professor Owen 
Lattimore, under whose gllidance the work was first undertaken. 
Despite the tremendous strains to which he was then exposed-his 
Ordeal By Slander bears a deep impress of the agony of those 
fateful years-Professor Lattimore took a kcen, pcrsonal interest 
in nearly everything connected with my research. He read the 
script with utmost thoroughness and made most valuable comments 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS xi 

in improving it. I am also grateful to Professor Ernest F. Penrose 
who was my second supervisor. Professor Fritz R4achlupY Chair- 
man of the Committee under whose sponsorship the doctoral 
work was conducted, was most understanding and helpfcl too. 

The revised volun~e now presented, was made possible partly 
through the courtesy of the British Council which tvas generous 
with a four-month Bursary award. Through Miss Cranmore, the 
Council in London enabled me to visit Oxford, where at Christ 
Church I was able to work on the 'Salisbury Papers.' She 
also made it possible for me to meet Lieutenant-Colonel 
Hadow, one of the few surviving members of the 1904 
expedition, at  Chudleigh, near Exeter. The Coloiiel was kind 
enough to loan to me his private diaries for 1903 and 1904 which, 
though sketchy, proved most useful. I was also able to make 
a brief visit to Kedleston Hall, outside Derby, the ancestral home 
of Lord Curzon and his forebears. I11 London itself, apart fiom 
worlting a t  the India Oflice Library and the British Museum, 
I was able to meet Mr. Leonard Mosley, Lord Curzon's latest, 
if most controversial, biographer. Sir Harold Nicolsoi~, \\.I10 

knew the Indian Viceroy at first-hand, was most generous with 
his time and this despite his age and numerous othcr pre- 
occupations. 

The typescript was read and most usef~~lly commeilted upon 
by Sir Olaf Caroe. It gained more from him than I could 
adequately acknowledge here. He was good enough too to lvrite 
a Foreword. I should also like to acknowledge my debt of 
gratitude to Mr. Kenneth Rose of the Daily Telegraph who has a 
first-rate understanding and kno~rleclge of Lord Curzoi~ avd 
was so kind as to read through the manuscript and make useful 
observations. Mr. Hugh Richardson oflered many helpful 
suggestions in the earlier part of the script. 

To the Library authorities at the Johns Hopkins University and 
the staff of the Library of Con!gress in 'Ct'ashington, D.C., my 
dcbt, though old in years, is yet deep and abiding. Mr. S. C. 
Sutton, Librarian at thr India Oifice Library, \traq extremcly 
helpful in my work in 1,ondon; at Delhi, hlr. V. C. Joshi of the 
National Archives and MI-. Girja K ~ t n ~ a r  of Sapru ISol~se were 
most accommodating. Mrs. V. M. Yaryemkovaska) a, visiting 
Lecturer in Russian at the Panjab Univrrsity (1964-65) was 
helpf111 in translating partc of Lcontc'yc\-'s book, as was Colonel 
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Geoffery Wheeler of the Central Asian Research Centre in London 
in locating some Russian material. At Chandigarh my task 
was eased by Dr. Jagdish Sharma and his very energetic staff in 
the University Library to all of whom I am deeply indebted. 

Through the good offices of the 14th Dalai Lama, I was able 
to look thrmgh parts of .he biography (rNam Dhar) of the 13th 
incarnation. Unfortunately, it is far from enlightening on aspects 
of Tibet's political history with which this treatise is principally 
concerned. 

Dame Eilcen Younghusband, daughter of Colonel Francis 
Younghusband, was gracious enough to loan to me the private 
letters of her father which, written at the time of the expedition, 
offer a most important clue to an understanding of its various 
facets. Lieutenant Colonel the Lord Kingsale who shares with 
Colonel Hadow the proud distinction of being a survivor of the 
Lhasa Mission was kind enough to loan to me his rich collection 
of photographs pertaining to it. 

In typing the script and getting it ready for the press a team 
of young men-Keshav Chandra, Madan Sharma, H. S. Raja, 
R. C. Goel and Ramesh Kumar did a difficult job, sometimes in 
trying circumstances. I was also able to utilise part of the 
typing facilities afforded me by the Dictionary of Nationalist 
Biographies project, through the courtesy of the Institute of 
Historical Studies and its Director, Dr. S. P. Sen. 

A word on the plan of the work may not be out of place here. 
The attempt in these pages, as the title indicates, has largely been 
to interpret the course of events which indeed is otherwise so well 
known. In doing so the author has leaned heavily on the private 
papers, diaries and personal, sometimes intimate, correspondence 
of the chief men directly involved. A major difficulty that this 
treatment presents-and on which the avid critic will readily 
pounce-is the repetition of the same source at more than one 
place. Yet its greatcst strength lies in that i t  lays bare-as State 
papers, official despatches and Foreign Of ice  memoranda so 
successfully camouflage-the motives and motivations which the 
policy-makers had so near at heart. 

.\gain, in thc narrative unroldecl, an cffort has 11ecn madc to 
view the entire serlllence of events in the light both of an overall 
picture of India's landward periphery with its rich, yct dilTicult 
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legacy and the political philosophies, such as these lbrere of the 
men Mfllo conccived, planned and finally esecuted the ~ r o j e c t  
of the Mission. Additionally, the expedition has becn viewed 
not in isolatio~l but as a n  essential, indeed integral, part of the 
manifold aspects of L.ord Curzon's Viceroyalty. 

Two gaps in this work, spring readily to  mind. One, under- 

lined by Sir Olaf Caroe, is the lack of definitiveness regarding the 
nature and extent of Russian intrigue. The  intelligence reports 
from Kathmandu, which I was able to look through a t  the Public 
Record Ofice in London, are unfortunately not very re14varding. 
Another source one could think of was Russian source material. 
Here in spite of my best efforts, it was not possible to work a t  the 
Archives in Moscow much less unearth any 'papers' or Memoirs 
of Count Benckendorff, then Russian Ambassador a t  the Court 
of St. James or the contemporary records of the Russian Foreign 
Office. The  fact that Russian works, viz. V. P. Leonte'yev's or 
A. Popov's do not list such material is intriguing and may plausibly 
argue for its non-existence. Yet a thorough search needs to be 
undertaken and should prove extremely illuminating. 

Another problem relates to Mr. Brodrick's role in doing 
Younghusband down. The  present writer does not, on the 
evidence to hand, entirely share the views held 11y other authorities 
in regard to the the11 Secretary of State's alleged acts of omission 
and commission in this context. For a final word here too must 
await a more thorough research. The  Curzon manuscript urhich 
I was able to look through a t  the India Office Library offers to 
an  extent a corrective, as does Balfour's a t  the British Museum. 
What however should be most revealing in this case are the 
Brodrick Pofitrs made available in London in the fall of 1963, 
which unhappily synchroniscd with my own return to India. 
Later efforts, supplemcnted by several friends, to make the 
hliuseum autliorilies relent and permit microfilming or in the 
alternate managc a 111-ief visit to London, proved singularly un- 
availing. I11 110th cases the author is acutely conscio~ls of the 
lacr~nae and co~rld only hope that these may 11e remeclied a t  a 
lalcr stage. 

I should bc failing in my duty if I did not acknowledge here 
my clcl~t to t \ .~~o  of my distinguished precllrsors in this field whose 
work saw the li,ql~t of day before mine collld. Ilr.  Alastair 
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Lamb's Britain nrld Chitltse Ce~rlrnl Asia is an extremely competent 
stucly as is Colorlel Peter. Fleming's Bllyotlets to Lhnsn, a work of 
great merit and \\-orth. I had the privilege of meeting both of 
them and had the bcnefit or their counsel. 



I N T R O D U C T I O N  

IN THE LONG and chequered history of Tibet, the opening years 
of the t\ventieth cei?tury occupy ail important place. For once 
the veil was drawn off from the face of the Hermit kingdom and 
its long-guarded and sedulously-cherished isolation shattered; the 
British in India had led an armed expedition to the seat of the 
Tibetan government-to Lhasa, 'the abode of gods'. 

The story of the Younghusband Mission, though old in years, 
has never ceased to cvince the interest and excite thc curiosity 
of students of frontier affairs, even in lands far removed fiom the 
barren and trecless wastes of Tibet. Today that story has assumed 
added importance for, the specialist apart, any intelligent student 
of international relatioils finds it exceedingly hard to grasp the 
meaning of much that has lately passed over a couiltry tradi- 
tionally known only for its mystery and snow, \vithout a reasonable 
familiarity with the aims and objectives visualised-and the results 
that flowed ii-om this expedition. Simply told the episode is a 
brief one and relates to the summcr of 1903 \vhen Lord Curzon, 
then Viceroy and Governor-General of India, chose a Major 
Younghusband to lead a small number of 'fi-ontier diplomats' to 
negotiate some trading rights, and settle a few outstanding border 
disputes, with the representatives of Tibct's 'god-king' and of the 
Imperial Chinese Resident at Lhasa. 

The British commercial mission, escorted by a couple of 
hundred wcll-armed troops, penetrated a little over a score of miles 
into the country to initiate the parleys. IVTonetheless it folded 
up as a full-fledged military expedition that dictated terms to the 
battle-worsted Tibetans in the audience-chamber of the golden 
Potala. This chapter in Indo-Tibetan relations which Baron 
Curzon of Kedleston thus opened has not yct drawn to a close. 
For verily it would seem that the (Communist) Chinese invasion 
of Tibet in the fall of 1950, the 'Agreemcnt on Trade and Inter- 
course between the Tibet Rcgion of China and India' in April 
1954, the March (1959) Rebcllion in Lhasa with the Dalai Lama 
a fugitive from the land of his birth and faith, follo~ved by the 
more recent demotion of the Panchen Lama and Tibet's 'elevation' 
to the status of an 'Al~tonomous Region' of the People's Republic 
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are  part of the chain reaction that started on its course more than 
half a century ago. 

Nor could it be maintained that the last word has been said 
on the Younghusband performance a t  Lhasa. T o  he sure the 
treaty which the victorious British Commissioner concluded there 
marked the beginnings of controversies \vhose reverberations still 
fill the pages of learned books and journals. The  Curzon-Young- 
husband team though it had succeeded in persuading a reluctant 
British government to sanction the advance to the Tibetan capital, 
failed cvoefully in carrying conviction after the initial goal had 
been reached. The  two of them-'old friends and fellow-travellers', 
to  borrow Lord Curzon's words-had visualised a political settle- 
ment that would have left the British in supreme control, with a 
territorial and an  economic stranglellold over the land which 
would hake been hard to shake. The Conservative government 
of -4rthur Balfour shrank from the prospect a t  the very moment 
of its realisation, and repudiated some of the most vital adjuncts 
of what their Commissioner had committed them to. There are 
indeed fetv instances in history where an expanding imperial 
system thus deliberately set limits to its expansion and denied 
itself the very means whereby it subsisted and flourished. 

Armed encounters, then as now, lead to violent reactions. 
Younghusband and the men he commanded had borne the brunt 
of the monks' wild, if fl~tile, fury--at Guru, on the way to and 
a t  Gyantse itself. Hot blood too had markecl the trail of British 
progress and yet after the (Gyantse) jong liad heen takcn, albeit 
the lamas' scowls persisted, there were no  battles, Te~v ugly 
incidents and little if any bloodshed. The return of the expedition 
was peaceful-for though the Tibctans could not readily believe 
the fact of withdracval, they yet satv it with their o ~ v n  eyes! 

I n  planning the expedition to Lhasa the British had to be 
mindful of Tibet's imrnediatc neighbours to the south. Sikkim's 

recalcitrant Maharaja, Thutob Nam~aya l ,  and llis wilful Gyalmo 
Ivere then living at Kurseong, virtually as s ia te  prisoncrs. No 

wonder the picturesclue Himalayan kingdom's mood \\.as none 
too pleasing, a fact that cntailed resultant dislocations of move- 
ment for mcn and material to the land beyond the Nathu-la. 
Bhutan too long sat on thc fence and an effort Lvas required to 
bring the Tongsa Penlop on to the British side. 
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T o  both the kingdoms of thc Thunderbolt, Nepal's Gurkha 
Prime Minister was a sharp contrast. For Chander Shamsher not 

only helped the British lvith all the intelligence (little distinct 
though from lvild hazaar gossip) that his Agent could garner a t  
the Tibetan capital, but rendered all possible assistance, short of 
mcn, to make the British effort succeed. What is more, in 
August-September, 1904 Captain Jit Bahadur, as no doubt 
Bhutan's Tongsa Penlop, played a most significant role ill bringing 
to a successful fruition the labours of the Younghusband expedition. 

One of the Himalayan kingdoms lvas Rrita in's protectorate 
and, small and tiny as they are, cou.ld have been in no position to 
resist Calcutta's impeiious dictates. What is amazing about the 
British venture is not their part, but the role played by the Chinese 
Amban Yu Ta'i. Tle \\!as, until the very last, extremely hclpful, 
indeed renlnrkably co-operative: he nearly appended his signature 
to the Lhasa Convention. Thc British were agrceably surprised, 
the Wai-chai-pou so embarrassed as to order his subsequent recall 
and eventual humilia tion, to save 'face'. 

Peking apart, St. Petcrsburg of Czar Nicholas I1 Ivas long 
considered a n  interested party. Indubitably one of the most 
crucial factors that decided the Home Governmeilt on launching 
Younghusband was the fear of Russian intrigue, real or imaginary. 
The  name of Aguan Dorjieff, a Buryat Rfongol who was a Russian 
subject and a closc confidante of the 13th Dalai Lama, loomed 
large, and portentously, in Lord Curzon's most intimate corres- 
pondence as it did in ponderous Command Papers and Foreign 
and Political Department Procecdings. 

Having humblcd the Tibetans, and toppled ovc1- the Dalai 
Lama-who had taken flight to Urga across the fiozcn Chang 
Thang-\'ounghusl~and and his men did not tarry long in TJhasa. 
Nor, in retrospect, did thc land or the lama l~ecomc a British 
protectoratc. T o  bc surc, in the ~vakc of the British expedition, 
the Chinese asserted control a i d  the last few ycars of' the tottering 
Ch'ing on the mainland witnessed an  armed occupation of the 
Tibetan capital by Chincse forces under thc control of the re- 
doubtable Chao Erh-fcng. 

1Vhat has bcen telescoped in the fe14.2) paragsaphs above is the 
story unfolded in the many pages that follow. It is a long, and 
onc hopes fascinating, narrative, in which an effort has bcell 
made to lend depth and dimension by viewing Tibet as an  
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important factor in the larger whole of India's landward periphery, 
of her long, and sprawling, northern frontier. So too the expedition 
to Lhasa has been studied, not indeed in isolation but as an 
integral part of the manifold aspects of the colourful, if contro- 
versial, viceroyalty of Lord Curzon. 
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CHAPTER I 

I N D I A ' S  L A N D  F R O N T I E R S  

IN ITS STRICTLY geographical connotation a frontier is a 'line of 
demarcation between territories with independent sovereignties', 
or donstitutes 'an area of separation' between two regions of 
'more or less homogeneous, and usually denser, population.'l 
I t  is of such 'frontiers' that Lord Curzon spoke when, in his 
classic essay bearing that name, he described them as 'the razor's 
edge' on which hang the modern issues of war and peace, and 
of life or death to nations.2 From this it may follow that much 
of human warfare in Europe, no less than in Asia or elsewhere, 
has raged around and for the defence of frontiers. Indeed, 
names such as the Alps, the Pyrenees, the Danube and the Rhine, 
no less than the Tacna-Arica between Bolivia and Peru, conjure 
up crowded memories. Equally well-known and looming some- 
what portentously in the storied past of these countries, are the 
Great Wall of China or the Khyber pass in India. 

Frontiers of more recent and topical interest are the 38th parallel 
in Korea or the 17th across the two Viet Nams, the long and 
sprawling land frontier extending over two thousand miles between 
India and China which, hitherto dormant, is now the subject of 
a bitterly raging conflict between the two countries. Again, 
there is the potentially much more dangerous Russo-Chinese 
frontier including, for convenience, the Mongol-Chinese sector, 
stretching all the way from the Tumen river on the Korean border 
to the Pamir roof adjoining Wakhan's tongue of land in Afghan- 
istan. Here too the long-simmering Moscow-Peking dispute, 
now boiling over in public, threatens to make live what had been 
for long a relatively not-so-active a frontier.) Yet again, and 

1 Brigadier-General Sir Osbert Mance, Frontiers, Peue  Treatits and International 
Organi.\ation (Oxford, 1946), p.  1, and C. B. Fawcett, Frontiers, A Study in Poiitical 
Geography (Oxford, 192 l ) ,  p. 2 1 .  Two other studies may be listed here: Sir T. 
H .  Holdich, Political Frontiers and Boundary-Making (London, 1920) and Owen 
Lattimore, 'The Frontier in Human History' in his Studies in Frontier History 
(Oxford, 1962). 

2 Ceorgc Nathaniel Curzon, Frontiers: The Romanes Lertrlres (Oxford, 1907). 
3 In an articlr, quoted by Tass, the Soviet Communist newspaper Prauda 

maintained that the attitude of the Chinese Comlnunist Party leadership on a 
thermonuclrar war 'aims at undermining not only the struggle against imperialism 
itselr' but that Peking's refi~sal (to sign the test ban treaty) "placed her in the 

1 
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despite some thawing of the cold war, there is the still active, if 
intangible, East-West frontier that has riven Europe-and not 
Europe alone-in twain for nearly two decades now. For them 
and around them, wars hot and cold have been waged in the past 
nor has the threat, as discernible at present, altogether abated for 
the foreseeable future.4 

In the making of frontiers, international law has a significant 
role to play. The recognition of the existence, sanctity and 
permanence of frontiers is one of the foundations on which the 
law of nations has been built. Constituting as they do the very 
warp and woof of international covenants, frontiers once negotiated 
and demarcated cannot be denounced and torn up unilaterally. 
They thus remain inviolate and unalterable save through negotiation, 
for any use of force majeure in such cases would be a denial of 
international law itself.5 Vital as the element of power politics 
is, and the preceding lines are a testimony to its import, it does 
by no means stand alone. As a matter of fact, human geography 
plays an equally important part.6 For what makes for frontiers, 
and frontier problems, are such factors as race, population, 
language, geography and access to the sea.' One need hardly 
stress that religion in varying degrees plays an important role, 
e.g. the birth of Pakistan (1947) and Israel (1948), and that the 
slogan of self-determination has been a powerful weapon in 
creating new frontiers by disrupting ancient ones.= 

company of the most bellicose sections of imperialism', Th Statesman, Calcutta, 
August 14, 1963. Later (7Ie Statesman, April 5, 1964) the same paper charged 
that Peking 'went over to open political warfare' aimed at dividing the inter- 
national communist movement and intentionally 'doing everything to exacerbate 
differences'. 

4 The fact that Peking has openly repudiated, and France tacitly torpedoed, 
the nuclear test ban treaty initially signed by the U.S.A., U.K. and the U.S.S.R. 
early in 1963 (and later subscribed to by a very large number of countries, 
including India) bodes ill for the easing of international tensions. 

5 W. K. Fraser-Tytler, Afghanistan: A Study of Political Developments in Central 
Asia, 2nd edn. (Oxford, 1953), p. 308. 

6 Harold George Nicolson, Peace-Making (London, 19 19), pp. 130-3 1, charged 
that geographical, economic and transport considerations were not given enough 
weight in determining the best frontiers for a stable territorial arrangement at  
Versailles. 

7 Sir Osbert Mance, op. cit., p. 1. 
8 Sir Alfred Cobban, SelJ-Determination, 2nd edn. (Chicago, 1948), is a valuable 

contribution to an understanding of the havoc wrought by the workings of this 
doctrine. 



Students of political geography draw a further distinction 
between a 'boundary' and a 'frontier'. I t  is held that the 
geographical and historical boundaries, shown as lines on a map, 
represent in fact the edges of zones or 'frontiers', that the boundary 
does not merely demarcate geographical regions or divide human 
societies but represents the optimum limits of growth of a parti- 
cular society.9 In an address to the Royal Society of Arts, in 1935, 
Sir Henry Mclvlahon maintained that a frontier meant a wide 
tract of border land which, because of its ruggedness or other 
difficulties, served as a buffer between two states. A boundary, 
on the other hand, was a clearly defined line expressed either as 
a verbal distinction (delimited) or as a series of physical marks 
on the ground (demarcated); the former thus roughly signified 
a region, while the latter was a positive and precise statement of 
the limits of sovereignty.10 I t  would follow that the Great Wall of 
China connoted the domain that it was thought proper to include 
in the Chinese i i ~ n  h'sia, marking it from the 'outer darkness' 
of the barbarians. So too did the Roman Empire's frontiers 
along the Danube, which separated it from the uncivilised tribes 
beyond its pale." Much the same would hold true of the Khyber 
in Indian history. For the problem here, as in the two earlier 
instances, was not only one of keeping the 'barbarians' out, but 
also of setting limits to the expansion of an imperial system. 

Another factor deserves to be constantly kept in view. Many 
geographers and other keen students of the social sciences, speak 
of natural barriers as if these were active forces 'forbidding' or 
'preventing' passage. I t  is easy to slip into this practice but, in 
fact, in the relationship between man and nature, it is man who 
is active; nature is passive. I t  is important to make the distinction, 
because by so doing one approaches the historical aspect with an  

9 'All objective frontiers have some width. The  common conception which 
is expressed in such terms as 'frontier line' and 'border-line' is a result of the 
natural human tendency to think of things in sharply defined separate compart- 
ments: it is not based on a careful observation of facts'. Fawcett, op. cit., p. 17. 

10 Sir Henry hIcMahon, 'International Boundaries', Journal of Royal Sociep 
of Arty, Vol. 84, 1935-36. 

Professor Lattimore contends that 'the linear frontier', as it is conventionally 
indiratcd on a map, 'always proves, when studied on the ground, to be a zone 
rathcr than a linc.' Owen Lattimorr, 'The Frontier in Human History,' 
op. ci!., pp. 469-70. 

1 1  Owen Lattimorr, Inrier Asian Flontiers of Chirla, 2nd edn. (New York, 1951), 
pp. 238-40. 
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unimpeded mind. For instance the Himalayas, or the Pyrenees 
for that matter, present a different kind of barrier to primitive or 
less advanced societies than to an industrialised society that is 
equipped with aeroplanes or the frightening armoury of thermo- 
nuclear weapons: here it is not nature that has changed, but 
man.12 Again, whereas a mountain system-and the extent to 
which it is a barrier is inversely proportional to the ease with which 
it can be crossed-tends to mark a separation between economic 
and strategic regions, a river-and the larger and more navigable 
it is, the more important this aspect-forms an artery within a 
region. Trade tends to converge towards the river from both 
sides. Inevitably thus, when a large river is made to demarcate 
a frontier between states, two principles come into head-on 
collision: that of political separation in the midst of a natural 
economic unit.13 This conflict characterised the history of such 
rivers as the Rhine or the Indus and portends, in the not distant 
future, to become important in connection with such a river as 
the Amur. 

In the light of the recent breath-taking advances in the domain 
of science and the art of warfare such as polaris submarines and 
thermonuclear rocketry, not to mention the cosmonauts, one 
wonders if the age-old division between natural and artificial 
frontiers has any validity today. Thus, will the sea, the desert, 
the mountain and the river and what may perhaps be non- 
existent today, namely, the barrier of forest and marshes that 
separated the states of the Heptarchy in Saxon England, or the 
Pripet marshes which stood as a defensive stockade in the western 
frontiers of Russia, any longer guarantee natural security as they 
once did? For the matter of that, even such artificial contrivances 
as a neutral territory, state or zone, or a buffer state, e.g. Afghan- 
istan and Tibet during the British period, or one secured by 
international guarantees, e.g. Laos or Austria or the Mongolian 
People's Republic, do not inspire in the guarantors, much less 
among those so guaranteed, any measure of confidence. For 

12 'The changing significance, for changing societies, of an unchanging 
physical configuration. . . leads to the axiomatic statement that frontiers are 
of social not geographic origin.' Owen Lattimore, 'The Frontier in Human 
History,' op. cit.,  p. 471. 

13 And here it is a9 well to remember that of the two main functions of a 
frontier-that of securing protection and of facilitating or, at any rate, allowing 
intercoursethe precise use varies considerably both in time and place. 



frontiers today are fast evolving from being mere geographical 
barriers into human bulwarks against political ideologies and  
systems of government, each of them claiming ultimate perfection 
and allowing a t  best a modicum of peaceful, if highly competitive, 
co-existence. 14 

An apt study of a frontier wherein both the geopolitical, as well 
as the human geography elements have played significant roles 
in that of India's long and sprawling land frontier which, for most 
of its length, is conterminous with Tibet. For convenience, and, 
a clearer understanding of its impact on the land of the Lama 
it may be worth-while to analyse, however briefly, its historical 
geography under the two obvious subdivisions into the north-west 
and the north, north-east segments. 

From the very inception of its recorded history, and the fight 
of Chandragupta Maurya against that post-Alexander satrap 
Seleucos, India's north-west frontier has been a subject of consider- 
able concern to her rulers.15 For here a number of passes, 
including the Khyber, had, like 'narrow sword-cuts in the hills', 
provided the invaders a royal road to the northern plains.16 
One may go further and say that principally it was to protect 
these passage-ways against heavy onslaugllts from 'barbaric 
hordes' that every powerful Indian Empire evolved a 'frontier' 
policy. Thus, examined against the background of their respective 
times, the policy of Chandragupta Maurya against the post- 
Alexander Greeks, or of Anandpal vis-a-vis the Ghaznavids, was 
in no whit different horn that of Balban against the Mongols or 
of Akbar or Aurangzcl:, when faced with threats from Central 

14 Refcrence here is to the 'Iron Curtain' or its counterpart in Asia, loosely, 
and celtainly very inaccurately, described as the 'Bamboo Curtain.' These 
'curtains' have a connotation apart from mere geography. UNESCO's emblem 
strcssing that dcfcnce against war must be built in the hearts of men is another 
case in point, as also is thc Bcrlin Wall. 

15 I n  R. C:. hlnjurndar (Gcneral Editor), 711e Age o f  Imperial Un i l v  (History 
and C ~ ~ l t f l r e  of the Intlia Psoplc, 11) , Bornbay, 19.-) I, Dr. Radha Kumud Mookerji 
gives (C:hapters 2 & 3. PI). 39-70) a connrcted account of foreign invasions both 
Fersian and Macedoninn, and the evolution of a hlauryan Imperial Policy 
towarcls thrm. 

16 A.  S. Bc\.rrirlge, 'Thr Khaibcr as the In\-aclers' road to India', 3ournal  
of the Hoinl C,'cn~lnl Atinrl Socir !~ ' ,  13 (1926), pp. 230-58 & 308-74, attempts 
to tracr the routes of the seven great im~adcrs of India from Alexander 

(327-26 R . c . )  to Nadir S l ~ a h  (1738-39). The Journal is henceforth abbreviated 
as JRC.,lS. 
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Asia." Ranjit Singh's thinking, and perhaps more so his handling 
of the frontier in the post-Nadir Shah-Ahmad Shah Abdali period, 
has brought him the well-merited tribute of his British successors. 
The  latter, whose span has been the most recent in Indian history, 
deservedly demand a somewhat closer examillation if only to 
underline their legacy to the present. 

Under British rule, the North-west frontier first attracted 
notice when, in the opening years of the nineteenth century, the 
fear of a Tsarist advance through Persia became acute. Actually, 
ever since the days of Czar Peter's apocryphal will, a Russian 
advance to India has been regarded almost as axiomatic. Later, 
the alliance of Napoleon Bonaparte ~v i th  Czar Alexander I sealed 
a t  Tilsit (July 1807) posed a far more serious threat. And while it 
be true that the John Company's territorial domain was as yet far 
distant from the North-west frontier, iiitense diplomatic activity 
was in evidence with missions bcing simultaneously despatched 
to the courts of Ranjit Singh, the Amirs of Sind, and the Afghan 
and Persian rulers. Later, in the eighteen-thirties, the Napoleonic 
bugbear yielded ground to an intense fear of the Russian colossus 
and the rapid advance of the Tsarist empire, across the steppes 
of Central Asia,ls appeared a t  once sinister and pregnant with 

17 Fairly accurate, though inevitably brief, accounts of these policies may 
be delineated through the appropriate volumes of the Cambridge History of 
India or the more recent, though as yet incomplete, ten-volume History and 
Culture of the India People. A one-volume history for ready reference is R. C. 
Majumdar, H .  C. Raychaudhari and Kalikinar Datta: An .4dvanced History of 
India, 2nd edn. (London, 1950). 

1s I t  is held that the first liussian plan for the invasion of India was hammered 
out in the heat of the Ochakov affair (1791) resulting from an unsuccessful 
British effort to make Russia give away to Turkey the Ochakov fortress on the 
Black Sea which it (Russia) had captured after a costly combat. 

Even before the Treaty of Tilsit, Czar Paul had suggested to Napoleon, in 
1800, the plan of sending a joint expedition to overthrow British rule in India. 
When the French showed lack of warmth, he decided to go it alone and ordered 
General Orlov, of the Don Cossacks, to mount an invasion and proceed "from 
the Indus to the Ganges." Later, at  Tilsit, an invasion of India was definitely 
planned as between the Czar and Napoleon. For an excellent study, though with 
pronounced Russophobia, see Alexis Krausse : Russia in Asia, 1558- 1899 
(New York, 1899). Also see H. Sutherland Edwards, Rus.rian Pr0ject.r a,cainct 
India: from Czar Peter to General Skobeletf (London, 185.5)' Charles Marvin, The 
Rwsian Advance Towards India: conversatiom with Ru.rsian Genera1.r and Stntesmen 
(London, 1882) and 'An Indian Officer', Russia's March  toward.^ India (London 
1894). 



dangerous portents. The  British Governor - General Lord 
Auckland's war against Afghanistan (1839-42) was designed to 
lay low this ghost. I n  the wake of the war, and not unconnected 
with it, came the annexations of Sind (1843) and of the Punjab 
(1849) which together brought India's British rulers face to face 
with the problem of a long and difficult border stretching all the 
way from Baluchistan in the south to the Hindu-Kush in the 
north. I n  actual fact, this 650-mile frontier tract contiguous 
with Persia on the Mekran coast and with Afghanistan through 
the Khyber, Bolan and intervening passes, fell under the two 
separate provincial administratiolls of Sind in the south and of 
Punjab in the north. This largely explains why the 'frontier' 
policies evolved in the two parts were distinct, and indeed divergent, 
from each other. 

An interesting evolution in frontier thinking and this applied 
to the north-west no less than to the north-east was the concept 
of a strong and united, if viable and friendly, buffer. I t  was this 
fact that transformed Afghanistan (and later Tibet) in the nine- 
teenth century from the much more familiar role of a thoroughfare 
in history into that of a buffer, maintaining 'a sort of equilibrium 
produced by the pressure of two almost equal powers' from the 
north-west and the south-east.19 Latcr, two major settlements 
in the closing years of the (nineteenth) century helped to delineate 
boundaries and thereby define Afghanistan's status. The  first, 
the demarcation of the Durand Line in 1893, laid down the 
southern and eastern limits of the Amir's dominions, the negotiating 
parties regarding the agreement as a 'full and satisfactory settlc- 
ment of all the principal differences of opinion' which had arisen 
betwcen them in regard to the frontier.20 Its importance not- 
witllstanding-and it did put an end to the existing uncertainty 
about thc boundary-thc story of the frontier since 1893 would 
seem to suggest that the Durand Line accentuated tensions and 

19 A. J. Toynbee, 'Journey in Afghanistan and the North-West Frontier', 
JRCA.S, 49 (1962), pp. 277-88. 

20 Arter Sir Mortimer Durand who negotiated and signed the agreement with 
Amir Abdur Rahman. This laid down a boundary, as delimited on a map, 
which was attached to the  treaty. 

For thc f~rll text of the Agreenlent a reference may be made to C .  U. Aitchison 
(compiler), A Collection of Treaties, Engn%qement.r, and Sanads Relating to India and 
Neigl~houring Countries (Calcutta, 1929-30-3 l), 14 Vols., XIII. 



8 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

increased the chances of a collision for 'an international line that 
divides the allegiance of a tribe is a fertile cause of disturbance'.zl 

A second major achievement in this direction was the Anglo- 
Russian demarcation of the Pamir boundary which came about 
in 1895. The  British feared lest the Russian annexation of the 
Amir's Wakhan valley in the north-east corner of his dominions 
should, by outflanking the frontier agreed upon in 1873, bring 
their Indian empire into actual physical conterminity with the 
Tsarist.22 They had indeed endeavoured hard, albeit unsuccess- 
fully, to interest the Chinese, for it was here that the western limits 
of their (Chinese) empire met those of the British on the south and 
of the Russians on the north.23 By a self-denying ordinance, 
the two signatories agreed not to exercise any political influence 
or control across the line from their respective territories. In 
this way the Northern frontier of Afghanistan was now clearly 
defined, as was its southern and eastern. So indeed was its 
alignment which, through a consistent (British) policy of gifts, 
subsidies and a generous supply of arms, leaned heavily towards 
their Indian empire. 

Yet despite definitions-and the Durand Line-the problems 
of the north-west frontier did not vanish with the end of the old 
century. Actually they were to persist in the shape of the 
perpetual tug-of-war between the 'civilising' activities of the 
British political authorities and the no less active pursuits of the 
tribes in what was euphemistically called 'no man's land' being 
the tract of territory between the administrative boundary and 
the Durand Line.24 Nor did independence for the subcontinent 
usher in a new era for the frontier, as the problem has not funda- 
mentally altered since the British handed over authority to the 
Pakistan goverment.24a As of today, the North-West Frontier 

21 For a critical evaluation, see Sir Olaf Caroe, The Pathans (London, 1958), 
pp. 382-83 and C. C. Davies, The Problem of the North- West Fronlier (Cambridge, 
1932), pp. 161-62. 

22 Praliamentary Papers, 1895, CIX, Cd. 7613 and Report on the Proceedings of 
the Pamir Boundary Commission (Calcutta, 1897). 

23 For an interesting analysis, see W. K. Fraser-Tytler, op. ci t . ,  Appendix IV 
("Where Three Empires Meet"), and Owen Lattimore, Sinkiang, Pivot of Asia 
(Boston, 1950), Appendix 111. 

24 In official parlance it was 'tribal territory' which, under the Act of 1935, 
was part of India, though not of British India. It included the 'Frontier States'. 

24a Professor Toynbee has made the point that Pakistan cannot be the same 
make-weight to Russia on the other side 'as the British Indian Empire' supported 



Province no longer exists as a separate entity-a clear enough 
repudiation of what was done by Curzon-being now a part of 
the larger, if amorphous, political amalgam of West Pakistan. 
And yet, the old if somewhat elaborate paraphernalia of allowances, 
Khassadars, Scouts, Frontier Constabulary and Political Officers 
has remained practically unchanged.25 Besides, political rumblings 
of a disturbing nature have been injected by the Afghan claim 
for 'Pakhtoonistan' which threatens to undo the very bases of 
the existence of the Durand Line and hence of Pakistan's western 
boundary. Two caveats, however, may be entered here. One, 
with the exit of Daud Khan from the Kabul scene, the Pakhtoon- 
istan threat, for the present a t  any rate, has taken a back seat. 
Two, paradoxical as it may seem today, Pakistan itself appears 
to have been transformed into a buffer as between Russian and 
Chinese spheres of influence, and power, in Central Asia. Yet 
in a situation of considerable complexity it is not quite certain 
whether Afghanistan today plays its now familiar nineteenth 
century role of a buffer state or the Indian Republic has any 
direct link with the problem of the north-western frontier 'save 
possibly as financial backers to any scheme of frontier defence 
intended to safeguard the whole subcontinenf.26 Afghanistan 
apart, the concept of the buffer is closely, almost inextricably, 

by the United Kingdom, used to be. For the greater part of the military 
strength of the sub-continent is not turned outwards towards the North-West 
Frontier, 'as it used to be in our time', it is turned inwards. Toynbee, From 
the Jamuna to the Oxus (London, 1962), p. 34. 

25 Under the Constitution, promulgated on February 1, 1962, Pakistan (as 
earlier since 1956) comprised the two provinces of West Pakistan and East 
Pakistan, each headed by a (Provincial) Governor. The former NWFP thus 
became a part of the 'One Unit' (actually 'one unit' was established at  the end 
of 1955, as a prelude to the first Pakistan Constitution of 1956) West Pakistan. 
The fronticr States of Swat, Dir and Chitral were designated as semi-autonomous 
areas. Critics aver that this extreme centralisation would imply a relative 
neglect of the frontier and its problems. 

Sir Olaf Caroe, who visited the NWF in 1956, arter it had become part of the 
onc-unit, noted that 'the Deputy Commissioners and Political Agents were 
sitting prctty in just the same places, and apparently doing their work in exactly 
the same way, that they have still the same 'Scouts Corps' which have been 
strengthened'. Sir Olaf Caroe, 'Pakistan Revisited', JRCAS 44 (1957)' 
pp. 175-86. 

26 'But with the departure of the British in 1947 the whole fabric of the 
defence of India through the buffer state has come to an end, in fact if not in 
diplomatic theory'. Fraser-Tytler, OF. cit., p. 297. 
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linked up with Tibet and one may therefore, with advantage, 
turn from a study of the north-west to that of the north-east. 

Compared to the north-west which has been somewhat of a 
perpetual trouble-spot down the ages, the north, north-east has 
been until very recently, a source of little if any anxiety. Perhaps, 
in consequence, it came to be taken for granted. So formidable 
has the physical barrier becn that no known invaders appear to 
have scaled its heights, much less negotiated its difficult snow- 
laden passes, to invest the rich Gangetic plains on the other side. 
Again, an Imperial power in India almost since the days of the 
Epics would seem, as a matter of course, to extend its bounds to 
the Himalayan ranges. Thus Arjuna in the Mahabharata is said 
to have defeatcd the people living around Lake hlanasarowar, 
while the Rnmayann makes a mention of the founding of' the 
city of Pragjyotish.27 Much later, on the coins of Samudragupta, 
appears the figure of Haimavati, while Kamarupa (Assam), 
Nepal and Kartaripura (Kumaon and Garhwal) are said to have 
acknowledged that ruler's authority and paid him tribute.28 I n  
much the same manner, Hiuen Tsang mentions the presence of 
the tributary King of Kamrupa a t  Harsha's assembly a t  Kanauj.29 
Nor did this broad pattern which came to be accepted tacitly 
all the time register any change under  mus slim rule in India. 

I n  contrast to the north-west, British contact with the north- 
eastern frontier was of a much earlier date. Thus trade prospects 
with Nepal were explored, and the expeditions against Bhutan 
despatched, in the period of Warren Hastings whereas the first 
direct contact with Afghanistan came, as was briefly noticed, 
with Lord Auckland's war in the early forties of the nineteenth 
century. Again, the fight against the Gurkhas of Nepal (1814-16) 
as also the first war against Burma ( 1  824-26), took place in the 
opening quarter of the ninetcenth century, while the British did 

27 For brief references, see 'The Historical Background of the Himalayan 
Frontier' in Notes, ibfemornnda and Letters E.uchan,qed Between the Governments of 

India and China, Sepember-Nooernber 1959, abbreviated as White Paper N o .  
(New Delhi, 1959), pp. 125-32. 

For details, see R. C .  Majumdar (Ed.), T h  Vedic Age (London, 1951), 
pp. 288-93 and 291-304. 

28 B. G. Gokhale, Sumudra Guptn (Bombay, 1962), p. 52. The writer, 
however, identifies Kartaripura as Kartarpur, a town in the Jullundur district 
of the Punjab. 

29 Radha Kumud hlookerji, Harsha, 2nd edn. (Delhi, 1959), pp. 43-44. 



not enter into full inheritance of the problems of the ~or th-wes t  
until the annexation of the Punjab in 1849 or the occupation of 
Sind a bare half a dozen years earlier. 

And yet all this 'primacy' notwithstanding the north-east has 
long continued to be a 'forgotten' and a 'neglected' frontier. 
Indeed the young, and otherwise imaginative Lord Dalhousie 
pronounced the Assam frontier to be 'a bore' while the wife of 
a n  oficer attached to the Abor expedition of 19 1 1 ,  expressed 
herself much to the same effect in clear, and no uncertain, terms: 

It is such a bore that my husband has to go off on that silly 

Abor expedition to fight those stupid aborigines with their queer arborcal 

Ilali  ts.'30 

Nor had things changed even as late as the early forties for a 
well-known Indian scholar, lvriting in 1943, publicly bemoaned 
the fact that 'serious students of frontier history' continued to 
confine their attention to the routes taken by Alexander and his 
followers and had been 'altogether indifferent' to the eastern part 
~vhich, from the political no less than the military standpoint, 
was of the greatest significance.3' Again, Sir Charles Bcll, a 
noted authority on this part of the frontier, frankly confessed that 
'the north, north-east frontier of India does not receive the 
attention that it deserves. The Indian Government . . . devotes 
a preponderating attention to the north-west.'32 

iVhat lay a t  the bottom of this studied 'neglect'? \Why was 
the north-ca~t a 'forgotten' frontier ? The explanation is partly 
to be found in the fact of the 'Himalayas' presenting an almost 
impassable barrier. Indeed the 'abrupt and absolute' character 
of this formidable 'abode of snow' has had a profound impact 
on the Indian mind and, on Indian history. Thus, as was briefly 
noticecl earlier, compared to the disturbed state of the north-west, 
the north-cast has been remarkably quiescent. Through thousands 
of years of its recorded, and oft-times unrecorded history there is 
no single mention of an invasion from the north, nor is a large- 

30 Verricr Elwin, India's ~Vorth-east Frontier (Oxford, 1959), Introduction, 
p. xvi. 

31 Anil Chander Banerji, The Eastern Frontier of India, 1784-1826, 2nd Edn. 
(Calcutta, 1945). The citation is from the preface to the First Edition 
(September, 1943). 

32 Sir Charles Bell, "The North-East Frontier of India", JRCAS, 17 (1930), 
pp. 22 1-26. 
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scale armed expedition from the south known to have crossed the 
mountains, in search of unconquered lands.33 

As a necessary qualification to the above, one may mention the 
British expedition to Lhasa, with which this treatise is principally 
concerned, in the early part of the century. I t  is important, 
however, to bear in mind the fact that the Younghusband venture, 
which doubtless ended as a military expedition, was initially 
conceived as a peaceful embassy despatched to negotiate a 
commercial agreement.34 If only to straighten the record, one 
may also list the Chinese incursions into Nepal (in 1792) which 
were clearly in retaliation for the earlier (1788) advance of the 
Nepalese into Tibet and their sacking of the Tashilhunpo 
monastery at  Shigatse.35 Later, attempts were made both by the 
Dogras (1834-41)36 and the Gurkhas (1855-57) to browbeat the 
Tibetans in the west, no less than in the east. In  either case, 
however, the period syncllronised with the decline of the Manchu 
authority over the mainland with the result that the Tibetans 
yielded ground, nor was any retaliation visited on the invaders. 
O n  the contrary, Zora~var Singh's attempts to wrest Ngari ended 
in the Dogras securing their hold over Ladakh,37 while in the 
case of Nepal, the rights of extra-territoriality for their nationals 
as also of trade in Tibet, were obtained. These were, of course, 
unilateral. 

33 'No other fact has had a greater significance on the evolution of Indian 
history. I t  (the Himalayas) had in the past cut India off from its continental 
affiliations. T o  the Hiridus the world ended with the Himalayas. . . . I t  is 
a matter of significance that there has never been the slightest disturbance of 
social life by invasion from the side of the Himalayas'. K. M. Panikkar, 
Ceograbhical Factors i n  Indian Hi.rtory (Bombay, 1959), pp. 66-67. 

34 Sir Eric Teichman, Tra~ te l s  o f  a Cons~llar OfJicer in Eastern T ibe t  (London, 
1922), p. 10. 

Sir Basil C;ould, 'Tibet and her Neighl,ours', in International AJairs (London), 
26 (19JO), pp. 71-76, clescribcs the Younghusband expedition as 'a political 
mission with a military escort'. 

35 For a fuller account, see 11. R. Regmi, 'The first Gorkha-Tibet War' in 
his il.lodern .Nepal (Calcutta, 196 I ).  pp. 167-207. 

36 Actually Zorawar Singh Dogra was acting for Gopal Singh Dogra who, 
in turn. was nominally acting Tor Ranjit Singh the Sikh ruler ancl, arter 1839, 
his successors. 

37 For Basti Ram's eye-witness account of Zorawar Singh's advance into 
Tibet, see A. Cunningham. Lariakt1 (London, 185-I), also K. hl .  Panikkar, 7-h 
Founding o f  the Ka.rllmir State (London 19\33), pp. 74-89, the same work having 
appeared earlier as Gulab Singh (London, 1930). 



The fact of the invasions, listed in the preceding paragraphs, 
should not be deemed to alter the general pattern of the inviola- 
bility of the snow-clad Himalayas. For it is important to remind 
oneself that fundamentally both Nepal and Kashmir, either as 
aggressors or as victims of aggression, belong to a different physical 
milieu than do the plains of northern India or for that matter, 
Tibet vis-a-vis the northern plains. 

I t  has already been suggested that John Company's relations 
with the states on this part of the frontier were established earlier 
than with those on the north-west. The first armed encounters 
with Bhutan (1 773), Nepal (1814-16) and Burma (1824-26) have 
been briefly alluded to. With Sikkim, by contrast, the first 
contact was of a peaceful character-the British ceding to her 
some territory which Nepal had earlier (1 81 7) wrested.38 Later 
in 1835, however, the Raja of Sikkim was made to surrender 
'unconditionally' the Darjeeling tract, under a deed of 'grant'. 
Except in the case of Nepal, however, this represented not the end, 
but the beginning of a vigorously pursued British attempt to push 
India's borders to the outer limits of these mountainous states. 
Yet relations with the latter were not to be stabilised until the 
mid-sixties of the nineteenth century, when Sikkim, reduced to 
the position of a protectorate, became an Indian 'State' in the 
then idiom, while Bhutan though never part of India agreed to 
be guided by her in its foreign relations.39 

Subsequently attempts were made by the Chinese, and the 
Tibetans, to rake up their old, if somewhat shadowy claims to 
the lands of the Thunderbolt. The British rejoinder was the 
Treaty of 1910 negotiated with Bhutan by Sir Charles Bell, the 
then Political O f f i ~ e r . 4 ~  Nearly forty years later, anticipating 
aggrejsion by the Chinese in Tibet which actually came within 
less than twelve months, independent India despatched troops to 
Sikkim in 1949 and in the same year concluded a fresh treaty 
with Bhutan which broadly confirmed the earlier relationship 
established in the British period.41 Basically, however, the 

38 John Claude White, Sikkim and Bhutan (London, 1909)' p. 17. 
39 White, op. cit., pp. 280-81. 
Also see P. L. Mehra, 'Lacunae in the Study of the History of Bhutan and 

Sikkim', Indian History Congress, Proceedings of the 23rd Session (Calcutta, 196 1)' 2 
Vols, 11, pp. 190-201. 

40 Bell, Tibet ,  Past and Present (Oxford, 1924), Appendix 11, pp. 280-81. 
41 For the full text of the treaties, see C. H. Alexandrowictz (Editor): Indian 
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distinction must be clearly drawn: Bhutan is not a part of India, 
Sikkim, in effect, is. As for Nepal, she remained sovereign and 
independent but friendly and closely aligned to the (British) Raj. 
The aid it rendered in quelling the (Indian) Rebellion of 1857 was 
valuable, as no doubt were the sinews of war furnished to the 
British military machine in the shape of the recruitment of the 
Gurkhas. Lately, India's independence no less than the emergence 
of a strong and powerful regime in China, have injected new 
stresses and strains into the Himalayan power equilibrium. More 
recently, Peking's aggression against India, and Pakistan's growing 
intimacy with China despite her close alliances with the Western 
bloc, have exposed Nepal to contrary pulls, resulting in an even 
more complex juxtaposition of forces.42 

Year Book of International Afairs (Madras, 1953), 11, pp. 319-22. 
42 Girilal Jain, India Meets China in Nepal (Bombay, 1959) and Anirudha 

Gupta: Politics in Nepal (Bombay, 1964). 



CHAPTER I1 

T I B E T  A N D  I T S  G E O G R A P H Y  

FROM THE GENERAL to the specific. A rapid summary survey 
of India's land frontier in the preceding chapter leads inevitably 
to the more restricted question of the place occupied therein by 
Tibet. 

Broadly speaking, in any comparative assessment of India's 
north-west with her north-eastern frontier, some important 
factors may be kept in view. T o  start with, the principal 
geographical feature of the 300-mile odd tract from the tri-junction 
of Burma, India and Tibet in the east to Bhutan in the west, are 
high mountain ranges (from 8,000 to 12,000 feet), an almost 
impenetrable forest and numerous unforded rivers and streams, 
fed by a rainfall as high as any in the world. Again, while Burma 
in the south was under British sway, China-later Manchu or 
Nationalist-did not present any actual expansionist threat for, 
throughout the nineteenth century, beyond the peaceable Tibetans 
'there lay rather than loomed China'. I t  is true that Chinese 
claims were never actually forsworn, yet the fact that their 
authority was non-existent meant that there were no troubled 
waters for the tribes to fish in. No less significant is the fact that 
all along this part of the frontier the border is conterminous with 
Tibet for there is no intervening state-no Bhutan or Sikkim, 
not even a Nepal.1 Again, while some inter-tribal trade must have 
trickled through, there was no large-scale commerce with any of 
the northern states-either with China or for that matter with 
Tibet. Thus for a hundred years or more, with a difficult 
geographical configuration, with a complete absence of any threat 
of aggression from without, and with almost no commercial inter- 
course with the countries across the border, the frontier in the 
east was at  best a cul-de-sac. 

Today the old picture has well-nigh completely altered. For 
the first time in history there is an  actual confrontation of India 
and China on the Himalayas whereas during the British period, 

1 For descriptive accounts, mostly travelogue, see Colonel F. M. Bailey, 
China, Tibet and Assam (London, 1945), and No Passport to Tibet (London, 1958), 
Geoffrey Tyson, The Forgotten Frontier (Calcutta, 1945), and W. F. Kingdon- 
Ward, Assam Adventure (London, 1941). For frontier delimitation, see J. P. 
Mills 'Problems of the Assam-Tibet Frontier', JRCAS, 37 (1950), pp. 152-61. 
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to go no farther back, from Warren Hastings to Louis Mount- 
batten, there was always a Tibet in-between. Besides, Burma is 
now an independent state and Communist China, casting a long 
and  fearful shadow, poses a major threat not only to India but, 
across the seas, to the whole of South-east Asia. 

As one moves westwards from the Assam hills, the northern 
frontier no longer touches Tibet directly. For, intervening 
between India and Tibet lie Bhutan, Sikkim and Nepal, in that 
order. Together sometimes aptly described as the "inner ring" 
of states, as compared to the 'outer', they had an  important 
bearing on defence problems in this part of the frontier.' Here 
it was physical geography, added to Tibet's autonomy-effective 
until the Communist take-over in 1950-that largely determined 
the shape of things. Nor were there any big garrisons stationed, 
nor yet any fortified cantonments or frontier constabularies. No 
wonder there was a signal absence of any 'romance' of frontier 
life here, and when a military or 'political' officer talked of the 
'frontier', he behaved 'as if the North-western were the wholeY.3 

An interesting way of looking a t  the fiontier, more especially 
in its nineteenth-century British-Indian context, is of being the 
pivot or hub of a system of security and defence comprising, as it 
were, three concentric zones or rings. I n  the outermost lay, on 
one side, the maritime route from the eastern Mediterranean, 
through the Middle East, to the Indian Ocean, and on the other 
Indo-China, then an integral part of the French Empire in the 
east and the Dutch East Indies controlling the vast Indonesian 
archipelago. The  sea-route was vital and the British mastery 
thereof ensured an undisputed control over i t ;  so also was a 
workable understanding with Britain's European neighbours, the 
French and the Hollanders. The  intermediate circle or shell 
constituted a ring of states such as Afghanistan in the west, Sinkiang 
in the north and Tibet in the north, north-east. And finally, 
there was the soft under-belly comprising Baluchistan, the North- 
west Frontier tribes and states, Gilgit and Leh, Sikkim and Bhutan 
and the tribal areas sundering Assam from its neighbours in the 
north and in the south-with Nepal occupying a very 'special' 

2 Three recent studies are I.;. M. Panikkar, Problems o f  Indian Dejenre (Bombay, 
1960), Satyanarian Sinha, T h e  Chinese A,cgres.fion (New Delhi, 196 1 ), and Romesh 
Sanghvi, India's JVorthern Frontier and China (Bombay, 1962). 

3 Sir Charles Bell, 'The North-Eastern Frontier', op. c i l .  
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position in this ('inner') ring.4 Principally thus, apart from a 
thorough knowledge of major events in Europe and the juxta- 
position of the balance of power there, any understanding of 
India's land frontiers, and the problems connected therewith, 
would entail a clear grasp of the political geography of these 
states vis-a-vis India. 

In  the outer periphery, the first two, namely Afghanistan and 
Sinkiang, fall outside the scope of this study, and yet one may 
tarry awhile if only to underline the fact that alongside Tibet 
they present an identical problem. And this, to borrow Lord 
Lytton's picturesque phrase, is one of the survival of earthen 
pipkins between iron pots.5 A condition precedent to the 
existence of such states is that Russia and China in the north 
should hold aloof from India (and Pakistan) in the south, for in 
proportion as the iron pots approach each other, the earthen 
pipkins are endangered. 

In his 'Political Testament' the Amir Abdur Rahman of 
Afghanistan, compared his country's plight to that of a swan 
swimming in a pond, with a bear on one bank and a lion on the 
other. In another context, he referred to it as 'a goat between 
these two lions' or 'a grain of ~vheat between two strong millstones 
of the grinding mill.' And he counselled his successors, for a 
long time to come, to keep to deep water. For while he was 
afraid of a Russian advance very close to the borders of his 
country, he was at the same time convinced that this would act as 
a permanent deterrent to England, for thereby she would be 
warned that 'Russia is close enough to advance upon her'.6 As 
for Tibet, Sir Charles Bell thought her to be an 'ideal' buffer 
and cautioned against the possibility, and danger, of either China 
or Russia dominating her.' Much the same holds true of Sinkiang, 
as she stands at the backdoor of India and Pakistan which is at  

4 This line of reasoning is developed in C. S. T'enkatachar, Geographical Realities 
of  India (New Delhi, 1955), pp. 50-51, and Sir Olaf Caroe, 'The External 
Problems of India and Pakistan', Asiatic Review, 44 (1948), pp. 303-9. 

5 At the interview which Lord Lytton gave in Simla (October, 1876), to the 
British Muhammadan Agent Atta Muhammad, stationed a t  Kabul. For 
details, see Lady Betty Balfour, IIistory of Lord Ljlttorl's Indian Adnlitlistration 
(London, 1899). 

6 Cited in Sir Evelyn Howell, 'Some Problems of the Indian Frontier', 
JRCAS, 2 1 (1934), pp. 181-98. For the two citations, see Sultan Mahomed 
Khan (ed.), The Life of Abdur Rahmnn (London, 1900), 2 Vols., 11, p. 281. 

7 Bell, 'The North-Eastern Frontier', OF. cit. 
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the same time the front door of the Soviet Union, and at an angle 
of the hinterland frontier which, for centuries, has been regarded 
as the backdoor of China.8 Besides, the frontiers of Sinkiang which 
touch the (Inner) Asian Soviet Republics, are 'the geographical 
centre of gravity' of the non-Chinese territories of China.9 I t  
would thus seem that a closer, detailed look at Tibet, in the context 
both of its geography and history, would be an aid to a better 
understanding of all the three countries in the outer periphery. 

To  say that Tibet's geography has, and in a profound manner, 
influenced life on India's northern frontier would be stressing the 
obvious.IO Here it is necessary to revert to a point, briefly 
alluded to above, namely that the relative development of societies 
in India and the mountainous regions beyond has conditioned 
the respective attitudes of these countries to the problems of 
terrain on this frontier. For while physical barriers may be static, 
the working of the minds of men behind them is not. And it is 
the men and ideas behind the barriers that matter. An historical 
conspectus thus becomes as relevant as an understanding of the 
physical geography. 

Tibetans call their country 'Bod', the colloquial pronunciation 
being 'Po', in Western Tibet rendered as 'Bod'. Early Tibetan 
works refer to the country as 'Tobbat', 'Tubbat' or 'Tibet', the 
word Tibet being a corruption of 'Bod stod' ('Po To')." According 
to the Chinese, 'Tu Fan', or depending upon a variant in the old 
pronunciation of the second word, 'To Bo' is the country's name: 
'To' being a phonetic rendering of the Tibetan word for highland, 
while 'Bo' is the name the Tibetans give to themselves.12 Sanskrit 
chroniclers of the seventh century refer to it as 'Bhot' and its 
inhabitants as 'Bhot-ias'." To Europeans it came to be called 
'Tibet', probably because the great plateau, with its uplands 

8 Owen Lattimore, 'Sinkiang, Pivot of Asia", ob. cit., p. vii. 
9 Ibid., pp. 220-21, 
10 'In [act, the vast barren uplands behind the Himalayas provide the 

most magnificent defence in depth imaginable.' K.  M. Panikkar, 'Geographical 
Factors in Indian Historv', op. cit., p. 70. 

11 Bell, The People of Tibet (London, 1928), p. 1 .  
12 Tsung-lien Shen and Shen-chi Liu, Tibet and the T1betan.r (Stanford, 1951), 

p. 4. 
13 According to W. W. Rockhill, Notes on the Ethnolo,qy of Tibet, based on 

collections in the U.S. National Museum, Annual Rebort of the Smithosonian 
Institution for the year ending June 30, 1893 (Washington, 1895), Tibetans from 
whatever part of the country they come from speak of themselves as 'Bod pa' or 
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bordering the frontiers of China, Mongolia and Kashmir, through 
which travellers reach here, is called by the natives 'To Bhot' 
(high Bhod) or 'Tibet'. 

For most part Tibet is a wild, desolate, arid waste in the heart 
of Asia's steepest mountains. Thus her northern boundary is 
formed by the Kuenlun and the Tang la ranges while to the west 
stretch the Karakoram and the south is bounded by the Himalayas. 
The eastern ranges, however, are pierced through by Asia's 
mightiest rivers-the Yangtse, the Mekong and the Salween- 
which make the Tibetan plateau as inaccessible from the east 
as do the mountain ranges on the other three sides. The lie of 
the land or its slope, is from the west to the east-and from the 
north to the south. In sum, Tibet may be viewed as an elevated 
plateau, with an average height of 15,000 feet, ringed around by 
a great quadrilateral of mountain ranges.14 I t  is a high upland, 
for the most part bleak and barren and cut by mountain chains 
stretching all the way from Kashmir to West China: an inhospitable 
waste of a frozen desert, windswept and waterless, frightening and 
almost formidable in its geographical features. Necessarily it is 
barren of trees or of vegetation, and offers few possibilities for 
large human habitation.15 

The Tibetan plateau ranges in height from 9,000 to 29,000 feet 
above sea level, nearly three-fourths of it lying above 10,000 feet, 
while in large areas all elevations exceed 16,000 feet. A well- 
known geographer computes that in Tibet, between the Himalayan 
and the Karakoram ranges alone, there are 50 summits ofover 
25,000 feet in height.16 Interspersed with these mountain ranges, 

Bod people. The word Tibet represents two Tibetan words meaning 'Upper 
(high) Bod' by which name the central and western portions are called to dis- 
tinguish them from the eastern which is sometimes referred to as 'Man Bod,' 
or 'Lower Bod'. Mongols use the term 'Ta-ngut' for the Tibetans of the north 
and west and 'Tibet' fbr those of the centre and the south. 

14 The French geographers Jean Brunhes and Camille Vallau: La Geogr~phie 
de L'Histoire (Paris, 1921) describe Tibet as a high altitude desert backed by 
rugged mountains. Cited in Robert Strausz-Hupe, Geopolitics (New York, 
1942), p. 232. 

15 Sven Hedin, Trans-Himalayas, Discoveries and Adventures in Tibet (London, 
1909), 2 Vols., 11, p. 197 gives an  instance where during his travels in the 
northern frozen desert (Chang Tang) he did not, for 79 days of an arduous 
journey, come across a single human being. 

16 George B. Cressey, Asia's Lands and Peoples, Second Edition (New York, 
1950), p. 160. 
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however, are broad river valleys such as those of the Indus, the 
Sutlej and the Tsangpo or the much more familiar Brahmaputra. 
Mention may also be made of the Kham area where deep river 
valleys and forests materially alter the look of the country. 
Except for these, however, most of the rest of the land is sparsely 
peopled not only by reason of its unusual elevation and the sharp 
temperature contrasts between day and night but also for its lack 
of adequate water resources. Nor should that be surprising in a 
land where precipitation is almost nil and travelling, therefore, 
hazardous.17 A caveat, however, may be entered here. Hazards 
notwithstanding, lateral movement is far easier on the Tibetan 
plateau than in the Himalayan gorges which lead it on to the 
Indian side. Hence the enormous tactical advantage enjoyed by 
China with her troops on the plateau, given time for 
acclimatisation. 

Physically, Tibet has two broad divisions: the Chang Tang 
and the rest of the country.18 The former is the vast unexplored 
plateau of the north and central Tibet, occupying nearly 75 per 
cent of the entire area. Though the country's mean height is 
about 16,000 feet, many of its peaks range above 20,000. Again, 
since it is at  once barren and desolate, Chang Tang is ~rincipally 
dependent on the southern regions even for the barley necessary 
to feed its domesticated yak, no less than its itinerant nomad. 
The remaining part of the country, nearly one-fourth in area, may 
be further sub-divided into three regions. One of these, the 
valley of the Tsangpo and the broken country along the northern 
foothills of the Himalayas, is quite a distinct geographical unit. 
I t  is an area of Tibet's highest density of population, its plateau 

17 H. E. Richardson, Tibet and Its History (Oxford, 1962), p. 3, quotes 'a 
kind of national hymn of the ninth century or even earlier' which describes 
Tibet thus: 'The centre of high snow mountains; the source of great rivers, a 
lofty country, a pure land.' 

18 David Macdonald, Tibet (Oxford, 1945) gives three geographical divisions: 
North Tibet, South Tibet, and what he calls Western or Upper Tibet. Professor 
Lattimore ('Inner Asian Frontiers', op. cit., p. 207) confining himself to Tibet 
'as an area of human habitation', divides the country into two: the centre 
'a land of great height' and around the periphery of the central mass 'where 
streams break down from the upper levels.' Cressey, 'Asia's Lands and 
Peoples', op. cit., lists seven physical divisions: the Himalayan system in the 
south; the Karakoram routes in the west; the Tsangpo valley; the Chang Tang 
plateau; the Altyn Tagh and the Kuenlun systems in the north; the Tsaidam 
and the Kokonor basins; and Kham in the east. 
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affording good pasture; the valleys below excellent farming land. 
The climate here is relatively mild; the winter being no colder 
than Peking, and not nearly so cold as Mongolia. Tibet's main 
food supply comes from here too; her barley and potatoes, her 
beans and vegetables. In parts of the valley, where some irrigation 
has been made possible, wheat and even some soft fruit are 
grown.19 

The second physical sub-division comprises the Tsaidam and 
the Koko Nor basins in the north-east and that 'land of great 
corrosions', the Kham plains in the east. These are mainly 
pasture lands, and afford possibilities of un-irrigated agriculture.20 
A noteworthy feature of the Kham area is the plateau ridge 
between valleys which the Tibetans call 'gang'. The third area 
embraces the districts of western or upper Tibet, known as Ngari 
which borders India's Ladakh and is reputedly rich in minerals, 
more specifically gold.21 

To define Tibet's physical boundaries and thus her area as 
well as population, is at  best a difficult, tricky business. Know- 
ledgeable writers easily distinguish three Tibets: the geographical, 
the cultural and the historical, pointing to a hard core common 
to them all. This last, 'the Tibet of our maps', is what is called 
political Tibet.22 I t  may be worthwhile to underline here the fact 
that geographical or ethnographical Tibet is a further extension 
of political Tibet and points to an area which people of Tibetan 
extraction once inhabited exclusively but wherein increasing 
Chinese infiltration has gradually submerged them.23 Thus 
geographical Tibet embraced, inter alia, what emerged in 1928 as 
the Chinese provinces of Chinghai and Sikang, which have always 

19 An excellent, first-hand description of the Chumbi valley may be found 
in Tsewang Pernba, Toung Days in Tibet (London, 1957), pp. 13-28 and 62-72. 

20 Robert W. Ford, Captured in Tibet (London, 1957), Eric Teichman, op. 
cit . ,  Marion H .  Duncan, The Yangtse and the Yak (London, 1952), Robert B. 
Ekvall, Tibetan Sky-lines (New York, 1952) furnish reliable accounts of this 
region, as also do Andre Migot, Tibetan Marches (London, 1959) and G .  A. 
Combe, A Tibetan on Tibetans (London, 1926). 

21 A. Reeve and Kathleen M. Heber: In Himalayan Tibet (Philadelphia, 1926), 
Alexander Cunningham, Ladakh (London, 1854), and Captain Hamilton Bower, 
Diary of a Journey Across Tibet (London, 1894). 

22 Schuyler Cammann, Trade Through the Himalayas (Princeton, 1951), p. 3. 
23 H. E. Richardson, op. cit., pp. 1-2, following Bell's earlier usage, has 

graphically presented (p. 2) a 3-fold concept: 'Political Tibet', 'Limits of 
Ethnographic Tibet' and 'Extent oT Tibetan influence in 6th to 10th centuries.' 
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been regarded by the people of Tibet as part of their land. So 
also a sizeable area of what, theoretically a t  any rate, Tibetans 

deem as a part of their country lies within Sinkiang. These 
factors help largely to explain the wide divergences in the 
estimates made regarding her physical measurements. Thus 
Dr. Richard gives Tibet's greatest length, east-west wise, as 
1,240 miles; its greatest breadth, north-south, as 740 miles and its 
area 2s 463,320 square miles.24 This estimate of nearly half a 
million square miles, though widely accepted, in some cases just 
about doubles itself. Resultantly, population figures are also 
extremely varied. Thus, in 1907 the Chinese government 
computed the population at 6,430,000 while 15 years later its 
figures fell to 1,500,000! This leaves a margin of five millions 
between the lowest and the highest estimates,25 which obviously 
vary according to the physical boundaries one keeps in view. 

Broadly speaking, two facts emerge from this necessarily brief 
survey. At the outset one notices the compelling fact that for 
its large area, the country is, for most part, uninhabited. If a 
generous figure of 2,000,000 be accepted for its population and 
the area be reckoned at no more than 500,000 square miles, the 
density (per square mile) does not exceed four. Actually, in the 
most thickly peopled areas around Lhasa it has been estimated 
to be 15. This thinness of population seems to be a matter of 

24 L. Richard, Comprehensive Geography of the Chinese Empire, translated by 
M. Kennelly (Shanghai, 1908). Tibet, prepared by the British Foreign Office, 
Historical Section, Vol. XII, No. 70 (London, 1920), gives the east-west 
length as 820 miles and the estimate of area as 500,000 square miles. Bell, The 
People of Tibet, p. 1, estimates the area at 800,000 square miles; Cressey, 
dsia's Lands and Peoples, p. 160, at 1 million square miles. For the 'Tibetan 
highlands'-comprising Chinghai, the Chinghai-Sikang canyon country, the 
Chang Tang and southern Tibet; Theodore Shabad, China's Changing Map 
(London, 1956), p. 261, gives the area as 900,000 square miles and the 
population as 3 million. 

25 Edward Thomas Williams, 'Tibet and her Neighbours', California Uni- 
cosily Publicatiom in Internntional Relatiom, Vol. 3, No. 2 (Berkley, 1937). Bell, 
Tibet estimates the population at between 4 and 5 millions; W. I?. O'Connor, 
Report on Tibet (Calcutta, 1903), places it between 3.5 and 5 millions. Accord- 

ing to Chinese census figures-census operations were conducted in 1953-the 
Tibetan autonomous 'chu has an area of 580,000 square miles and a population 
of 1,273,969. Theodore Shabad, op. cit., p. 268. 

Richardson, op. tit., p. 6 cites the recent figure, wrongly it would seem, as 
1,274,969 which he rejects, as he does Klaproth's earlier one of 5 millions. His 
own estirnate 'a  figure favoured by myself'-is between 2 and 3 millions. 
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concern even to Tibet's new masters.26 The  sparsity, stark as 
it is, is further accentuated by the large number of monasteries 
in the country and their armies of idle monks or lamas. The 
preceding thesis, though widely accepted, is not yet supported, 
according to Mr. Richardson, 'by any reliable and systematic 
evidence.' As if this were not enough, the prevalence of polyandry 
has meant a declining birth-rate, although here too, the same 
authority contends, the theory is increasingly suspect for unless 
there is evidence of a large number of unmarried or childless 
women, it may be hard to sustain.27 The  real working population 
was none the less fairly sma11,28 yet it was able-before the Chinese 
arrived-not only to feed itself but maintain sizeable reserves of 
foodstuff. That  helps partly to explain why Tibet's resources, 
until lately, remained completely unexplored and she lived in 
what Sir Charles Bell calls 'the feudal age'.29 Until about a 
decade ago she was, as far as transportation was concerned, a 
country without a wheel-barring, of course, the ~vell-known 
Tibetan prayer-wheel. I t  may be noted, however, that the 
Communist (Chinese) occupation of Tibet has wrought profound 
changes in every sphere of Tibetan life, the social no less than the 
economic and the political. Broadly speaking, therefore, the 

26 Lately intensive efforts are known to have been made to people of Tibet, if 
possible by large-scale transplantation of the Han, a trend that appears to have 
been re-doubled since organised Tibetan resistance disappeared with the 
suppression of the March (1959) Rebellion. Chairman Mao Tse-tung in a n  
interview, as early as November 1952, is reported to have emphasised that 
Tibet must give more attention to her population problem and suggested that 
she must have at least 10 million people. i7le N e w  York Times, November 26, 
1952. 

27 Richardson, OF. cit., p. 7. 
Two recent journalist-visitors had this to say: 'The return to lay life of 

thousands of monks who are now marrying and producing families and the 
decrease of polygny and polyandry in a more prosperous society will rapidly 
increase the population. But the most important immediate factor is that the 
new medical services are reducing the incidence of sterility by .treating venereal 
diseases and maternal and infant mortality by ante- and post-natal care.' 
Stuart and Roma Gelder, Thc Timely Rain (London, 1964), p. 99. 

28 Bell, Portrait of tAe Dalai Lama (London, 1946)) p. 17. 
29 Loc. cit. 
Professor Pedro Carrasco, Land and Polify in Tibet (Seattle, 1959), poses the 

question of Tibet being a feudal society. For a summary of the discussion, 
see Ibid., pp. 207-0. 
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description of a feudal Tibet may no longer be strictly valid,30 
as of today. There is the added fact that a fairly large (Tibetan) 
refugee population in India and Nepal has rapidly adjusted itself 
to life in the contemporary world without a too-obvious surrender 
of the spiritual values which are the hall-mark of a Shangri-la 
civilisation. 

The foregoing survey leads to another interesting conclusion 
namely, that Tibet's scanty population is largely concentrated 
in the valley around Lhasa, wherein settled agriculture has been 
possible. Professor Lattimore maintains that nearly five-sixths of 
the settled area of Tibet is distributed over an arc, running from 
west of Lhasa in the Tsangpo valley around by the east and 
the north-east, to the Kansu frontier. The valley-more 
accurately a system of valleys comprising the Brahmaputra and 
its tributaries-is easy of access from the other areas of Tibet and 
marks a dividing line between the settled agricultural area 
surrounding it and the outlying pasture lands.31 I t  extends for 
more than a 1,000 miles between the trans-Himalaya and the 
Himalaya, with the upper Indus river in the west and the upper 
Brahmaputra in the east. The valley includes the chief towns of 
Tibet-Lhasa, Shigatse and Gyantse-and provides a sizeable 
proportion of the country's requirements in agriculture and animal 
husbandry, albeit the role of the Kham area in this context need 
not be underestimated. 

As for its locale, in regard to Tibet's principal neighbours, the 
valley is comparatively distant from markets in lands to the east 
and north, though relatively closer to the south. Thus, though 
by no means ideally situated, it has become the real nerve-centre 
of the country, and the focal point for its principal highways.32 
Here, besides the old Kalimpong (India) - Yatung- Lhasa road, 
through the Chumbi valley and the heart of central Tibet, the 
Chinese completed, late in 1954, two major highways-the 
Chinghai-Tibet road linking Sining with Lhasa and the Sikang- 
Lhasa highway running from Kantse and Chamdo to the 
Tibetan capital. There is also the West Tibet road running up 

30 The Dalai Lama, My Land and My Pcoblt (London, 1962), pp. 57-60, 
suggests that some of these changes were already on their way before the Chinese 
forced the pace by means which left a lot to be desired. 

31 Owen Lattimore, 'Inner Asian Frontiers', ob. cit., p. 207. 
32 Ibid., p. 214. Professor Lattimore considers Lhasa a convenient 'transfer- 

point' for Tibet's eastern and southern neighbours. 
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the valley to Gartok and joining there with Sinkiang by the route, 
now a major highway, across the Aksai Chin. The trend of 
criss-crossing the Tibetan uplands with roads, especially those 
running down to the Indian frontier, has been further accentuated 
by the conflict with India over the border. Lhasa, the Mecca of 
all Tibetans and for many another beyond her borders, is situated 
in the valley and is the seat of the Tibetan Government. 

Along her southern border, over a distance of nearly 1,500 miles, 
and stretching all the way from Ladakh in the west to the North- 
east Frontier Agency in the east, Tibet's neighbour is India. 
The actual physical contact, however, occurs only at two places. 
In the east, for over 300 miles, Tibet touches NEFA, while in the 
west Uttar Pradesh (hill-districts of Pithoragarh, Chamoli and 
Uttarkashi), parts of Himachal Pradesh, Punjab (Spiti) and 
Kashmir (Ladakh) border on the vast deserts of Western Tibet. 
For the rest, the inner ring of states-Nepal, Sikkim and Bhutan 
-intervene between the two. The picturesque Sikkim is India's 
main gateway to Tibet via Gangtok and the Nathu-la and the 
Kalimpong-Lhasa route, over the Jelap-la, the principal artery 
of commerce and intercourse between the two countries.33 

With her powerful, and populous, neighbour in the east, Tibet's 
frontier has been a subject of an age-old dispute. I t  has been 
pointed out earlier that Chinghai and Sikang, as also parts of 
Kansu and Szechuan, though provinces of China now, have 
always been regarded by the Tibetans as their rightful d0main.~4 
The arguments of the opposing sides, in an effort to delineate the 
frontier, proved to be the major preoccupation of the tripartite 
Simla conference in 1913-14 which, so far as agreement between 
the two was concerned, proved abortive.35 

33 There are two major roads to Tibet across the Himalayas: the Hindustan- 
Tibet road, which was the very first attempt to connect India with the trans- 
Himalayan plateau and the Leh-Kashgar route which used to be frequented 
by caravans from Sinkiang. The  latter became inoperative after 1951 when 
Sinkiang was declared a 'closed area' by the Chinese Peoples Republic. 

34 Sufira. pp. 21-22. 
The Dalai Lama, op.  cit. (map opposite page 64) shows Tibet's eastern boundary 

as running to the east of Tachienlu and of Sining in the north and this he calls 
"the ancient boundary" between China and Tibet. 

35 For detailed proceedings of the Conference, see The Boundary Question 
Between China and Tibet (Peking, 1940). The ramifications of the Simla 
Conference, more especially in regard to the McMahon Line, have figured 
prominently in the acrimonious diplomatic exchanges between New Delhi and 
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Apart from the boundary dispute, China's frontier with Tibet 
has been regarded as a type by itself. Thus whereas her northern 
'is an open frontier of indefinite depth' and the southern 'artifi- 
cially closed, but not quite successfully', that with Tibet has 
been conditioned by the geography of a land that is 'almost 
impassable and almost impenetrable'.36 And yet all this not- 
withstanding, the absorptive-integrative processes of Chinese 
expansion and growth never came to a halt on Tibet's borders, 
for the pressure from her eastern neighbour remained (more 
particularly since the early part of the eighteenth century) 
relentless, inexorable.37 This, however, was a reversal of an 
earlier trend witnessed in the eighth-ninth centuries of the 
Christian era when Tibet itself constituted a source of aggression 
and her armies occupied and ruled a large area of western China 
including Kansu, the greater part of Szechuan and northern 
Yunnan. In  fact, this phase of Tibetan military activity, so 
'widespread' and persisting 'for so long', has been a subject of 
considerable speculation among serious students of Tibetan 
history. 38 

Russia in the north does not touch Tibet directly, albeit 
Sinkiang's pivotal position between that country and China has 
been a matter of great interest, not to say anxiety, to the ti bet an^.^^ 
For though not precisely a neighbour, Russia's close proximity, 

Peking over the border dispute. For details, see White Papers II and III (New 
Delhi, 1959, 1960). 

36 Owen Lattimore, 'Inner Asian Frontiers' op. cit., p. 206. 
37 Owen Lattimore, Situation in Asia (Boston, 1949)' pp. 18-20, calls the Chinese, 

type of empire 'absorptive' as compared to the 'accumulative' (British) and 
the 'incorporative' (Russian). He contends that the adoption of certain 
western methods by China in the nineteenth century, such as the building of 
railways, increased 'beyond all comparison' her ability to penetrate and 
make Chinese in population her frontier territories, viz. Manchuria or Inner 
Mongolia. In other parts, remote from the actual penetration of railways, the 
acceleration of economic and social change also speeded up the rate of 
absorption of non-Chinese minorities. 

38 Richardson, op. cit., p. 31. 
Bell, Tibet, p. 30, maintains that it was Buddhism which checked 'if it did not 

sap' the martial ardour of a race (Tibetans) 'akin to the devastating hordes 
of Jenghiz Khan,' It  may be noted, however, that Buddhism was abolished 
in  848 and did not recover for another 200 yean. There was not much of 
'martial ardour' in evidence during the period of its eclipse though quite a 
lot of fighting after it revived. 
39 Owen Lattimore, 'Sinkiang, Pivot of Asia', op. cit . ,  Introduction. 
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especially during phases of her history when the energies and 
dynamism of the Empire turned east, had not altogether left her 
unconcerned with Tibetan affairs.40 Thus early in the twentieth 
century, the conclusion of the Anglo-Russian Convention, which 
accepted Tibet as lying outside the sphere of influence of the two 
powers, was in itself evidence enough that the Russian interest 
in the country was not altogether fortuitous.41 

From the preceding lines it should be evident that the three 
great land masses of Asia-India, China and Russia-are on the 
periphery of Tibet. They have all influenced Tibet's past and 
have, to some extent, been influenced by it. 

40 D. J. Dallin, The Rise of Russia in Asia (London, 1950), p. 148. I t  it 
instructive to recall that on the morrow of Russia's military discomfiture as 
the hands of the Japanese, the Russian Foreign Minister Isvolsky wrote to the 
Tsar that 'no plans concerning Tibet should be made.' Noryi Vostok, XX-XXI, 
pp. 39 ff. 

41 'The fear of Russian designs and ignorance of Russian motives which 
historians find so dificult to understand are, unfortunately, the comlnonplaces 
of our own times'. Michael Edwards, Asia: The E U T O ~ C M  Age (Londol~, 1961), 
pp. 176-77. Talking of Russia's place in Asia, K. M. Panikkar, Asia and 
Western Dominanre (London, 1953), pp. 16-17, makes two interesting points which 
deserve consideration here: 'Russia is pcrmanently in Asia, a geographical 
fact, which will become increasingly apparent as time goes on. . . . T h e  three 
major states in the east, India, China and Japan, border on Soviet territories. 
Also the Soviet influence is continental and not maritime and in this respect it 
differs fundamentally from the influence that Europe exercised over Asia for 
400 years.' 



CHAPTER I11 

T I B E T  V I S - A - V I S  ( P R E - B R I T I S H )  
I N D I A  A N D  C H I N A  

INDIA'S RELATIONSHIP WITH Tibet goes back to a long, hoary 
past. Thus the country's first known historical King, Song-tsen 
Gam-po (more correctly Srong-brtsan-sgam-po) who both unified 
the land and contributed appreciably to its military greatness is 
believed to have come from Ladakh, and the latter's proximity 
to the Indus, and hence Indian influence, is widely accepted.1 
Songtsen Gampo, who lived in the seventh century A.D., looms 
large in Tibetan annals: with him is said to begin 'the dawn of 
Tibetan civilisation', he gave the land a strong and powerful 
impulse, was at once a law-giver and an educational reformer.2 
Again, he and his successors incorporated parts of Bengal and, in 
the west, Hunza and Swat into a vast Central Asian dominion 
which included Koko Nor and large areas of what came to be 
known much later as Chinese Turkestan. Meanwhile, India's 
cultural impact was both powerful and considerably articulate. 
Thus the king is reported to have sent a mission of sixteen officials, 
headed by his Minister Thonmi Sam Bhota, to India where it 
tarried long and travelled widely. On their return, chroniclers 
tell us, the Minister and his compatriots created the Tibetan 
alphabet and translated some Buddhist scriptures into the new 

1 For the early history of Tibet in general, and of Songtsen Gampo in 
particular, see A. H. Francke, 'The Kingdom of Nya-khri-btsanpo, the first 
king of Tibet", Journal and Proceedings of the Asiatic Society of Bengal (Calcutta), 
VI  (1910). Reverend Francke contends that the pre-Songtsen Gampo Tibet 
must correspond broadly to Ladakh. Francke's viewpoint, however, should 
be taken with a goodly pinch of salt. I t  is interesting that neither Bell (Tibet, 
p. 23) nor Mr. Richardson (op. cit., pp. 28-29) mentions Ladakh in this context. 
The Dalai Lama too (op. cit., pp. 62-63) is silent on the point. 

2 One is struck by the fact that later accounts of this king read like those of 
Peter the Great of Russia or even Alfred of England. Thus he is reported to 
have retired into seclusion for four years to learn reading and writing; or again 
to have evolved a written character for the Tibetan language so that the sacred 
books, brought from India, could be translated, Bell, Tibet, pp. 23-25. Carrasco 
op. cif., p. 15, gives the dates c. 600-650 for him, while the Dalai Lama, op. cit. 
p. 63, gives his birth as the Earth Bull Year (A.D. 629). The latter 
is impossibly late for the Tibetan ruler died in 650 and was succeeded by a 
grandson. 

2 8 
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language.3 A famous successor of Songtsen Gampo, Ti-song 
De-tsen-the two together with a third constitute the trinity of 
the "Three Religious Kings"4-was responsible for cementing 
the bonds closer. He summoned the Tantrik Buddhist Pandit, 
Padma Sambhava, from Udhayayana to give form and content 
to what is popularly, though erroneously, called Tibetan Lamaism.5 
Along with his disciple Virochan, the Indian saint dealt a severe 
blow to Tibet's indigenous (Bon) religion though in the resultant 
process a great deal of Bon practice became part of (Tibetan) 
Buddhism. As a visible symbol of his activity the Tibetan ruler, 
with the help of Padma Sambhava and Bodisattva Khenpo, 
founded in the last quarter of the eighth century, the famous 
Samye monastery, located a bare 50 miles south-east of Lhasa.6 
The power and impact of Indian influence was to gather 
momentum in subsequent reigns: the priesthood was organised 
and increased, temples sprang up and Buddhism spread. I t  may 
be noted, however, that under the rule of the Kings, Buddhism 
was part of court practice living together, quite amicably one may 
suppose, with the concurrent practice of Bon. At the same time 
trafic with India was by no means a one-way affair, it operated as 
a two-way street for while Indian teachers came and translated 
religious works, their counterparts repaired to the holy land of 
the Buddha to study the religion and the language of the sacred 
books.' 

Lamaism, which later was to incorporate sizeable influences 
both from the Chinese and the Mongols, was initially a comming- 

3 For the best account of this king, based on Tibetan sources, see W. W. 
Rockhill, T h e  Life o f  the Buddha (London, 1884), pp. 2 1 1 - 15, also S. W. Bushell, 
'The Early History of Tibet from Chinese Sources', j'ozirnal o f  Royal Asiatic 
Society (London), XI1  ( 1880), pp. 435-54 1. 

4 The third was Ral-pa-chan (died 838) in whose rcign Tibetan armies are 
said to have over-run western China. The three arc regarded as 'the out- 
standing figures in war and peace', Bell, Tibe t ,  p. 29. The Dalai Lama, OF. cit . ,  
p. 64, calls them the 23rd, 37th and 40th Kings: 'The greatest in the history of 
Tibet, and our people honour them to this day'. 

5 Thubton Norbu: Tibe t  i s  My C o u n t y  (London, 1961), p. 40, insists that 
thc term 'Lamaism' is rather loosely employed and, that the best description of 
his country's religion is 'Tibetan Buddhism'. 

6 Among the Indian scholars accompanying Padma Sambhava were Santa 
Rakshita and Kamalashila. 

7 In  Tibetan the word used for India is 'rGya-gar' which roughly rendered 
means 'the great land where people wear white'. Another expression commonly 
employed is 'Phags Yul' which is nearer to 'holy land'. 
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ling of the corrupt northern Indian Buddhism of the eighth century 
and the indigenous (Tibetan) Bon religion.8 Here apart from 
Padma Sambhava, and a host of others who followed in his wake, 
there was the well-known Dripankara Srijanna, popularly known 
as Atisha, who in the eleventh century gave a considerable impetus 
to the new faith. Within years of his arrival in Tibet were founded 
some of the earliest of a succession of famous monasteries, which 
were later to exercise such a powerful impact on the country's 
history. A cave where the Indian savant is said to have lived, 
lies a few miles outside Lhasa and is still preserved: its construction 
constituting 'a fitting home' for a religious reformer possessed of 
the zeal of Atisha. Although he had arrived on an invitation from 
the ruler of Western Tibet, his religious activities are said to have 
extended far into the central part of the country and it was under 
his inspiration that ruling nobles all over the land both accepted 
and lent a great deal of stimulus to the revival of Buddhism. Among 
the 'traffic' in reverse was a long line of monks, including the 
well-known Rinchenzanbo who preceded Atisha and a number of 
monk students a t  Nalanda and Vikramashil Universities, who were 
adepts at rendering Indian classics into Tibetan. 

Two factors, however, militated against this dual flow being 
maintained in later years. One was the impact of Mongol 
invasions from the north: Tibet's attention was, as a consequence, 
now increasingly diverted towards happenings in China and 
other parts of Central Asia and was, for long, to be riveted there.9 
Again, the Muslim conquest of India, more particularly of 
Bengal, rudely interrupted the religious intercourse. There was 
the additional fact of a well-nigh complete eclipse of Buddhism 
in India, the land of its birth, which came in the wake of this 
conquest and dried up as it were, this extraneous source of Tibet's 
religious and cultural inspiration. 

8 Apart from the Dalai Lama's, op. cit . ,  Appendix I ('An outline of 
the Buddhism of Tibet'), pp. 212-27, see L. A. Waddell, The Buddhism of Tibet 
or Lamaism, 2nd Edition (Cambridge, 1939). Professor Lattimore calls the 
early religion of Tibet 'syncretic Buddhism'. He maintains that since Padma 
Sambhava came into Tibet from Kashmir and, therefore, presumably through 
Ladakh, the supposition that the Lhasa Kingdom was created by a conquest 
based on Ladakh and resulting in the transfer of the royal capital from Ladakh 
to Lhasa would be very much strengthened. Owen Lattimore, 'Inner Asian 
Frontier', op. cit., p. 223. 

9 Infra, pp. 32-39. 
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To say all this, however, is not to deny that caravans of traders 
from India no longer wended their way across the Himalayas, or 
that a steady stream of pilgrims ceased visiting Mount Kailash, 
the abode of gods, or Lake Mansarowar wherein a bath absolves 
a Hindu of all his worldly sins, or Gangotri, the source of the 
sacred Ganges. Wars and conflicts continued too, not with India 
as such but with her peripheral states-with Kashmir and Nepal, 
with Bhutan and Sikkim. Yet the area of hostilities was, for 
fairly obvious considerations of a practical nature, localised and 
there was no question ever of occupying Tibet, much less of 
claiming dominion there. In a nutshell, the fundamental character 
of Indo-Tibetan relations, prior to the British conquest, continued 
to be non-military and non-political-the chief emphasis was on 
cultural ties, though a good deal of commerce was thrown in on 
the side. 

The sundered link with India, consequent on the Muslim 
invasions and Tibet's own preoccupations with the Chinese and 
the Mongols, was not to be forged afresh until centuries later and 
in a very different socio-political milieu. For the East India 
Company's first encounter with Tibet, towards the last quarter 
of the eighteenth century, was not motivated by religious, much 
less cultural, considerations. The aim here, as will be presently 
noticed, was commerce and the immediate occasion an armed 
intervention in a neighbouring Tibetan 'dependency'. 

Before embarking on a brief conspectus of Britain's first efforts 
to open up as it were this mystic land of the lamas,'O it may be 
well worthwhile to bring the Sino-Tibetan relationship into a 
sharper ibc~is. The influence of Lama Buddhism and its early 
associations with India have already been alluded to. Despite 
these and other binding links it has been maintained, that in the 
case of India and Tibet there is no real blending of thc climates 
and physical contours of the two countries and that this acts as a 
serious impedirncnt to intercourse. Thus, it is held, there are 
sharp lines of demarcation both in the mountain-barrier which 
is negotiable at comparatively few points as also in the social 
organisation and conditions of lifc on eithcr side. An apt summary 

10 David Macdonald, Tibet (Oxford, 1945), calls the country 'the Hidden 
I,and1, "the Mystic Land" and 'the Land of the Lamas'. Sven Hedin, A 
Conq~~est of Tibet (Ncw York, 1934), refers to the country as thc 'Snow 
Land'. 
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of the view that China's impact was more powerful may be found 
in Bell, 

We may, in fact, say that the present civilization of Tibet was taken mainly 
from China, and only in a lesser degree from India . . . the generl appliances 
of civilization, apart from religion and in a lesser degree religion also-have 
come from China. I t  is noteworthy that in the early days of Tibetan Buddhism, 
the Indian influence was considerable. . . .(Later, however) the common 
kinship-partial, though not complete, of Chinese Mongolians and Tibetans 
asserted itself against outside influence'.ll 

Whether one accepts this thesis, or rejects it with reservations, 
it may be readily conceded that Indian Buddhism played an 
important rolc by combining what were no better than territorially 
isolated social groups into a community held together by this 
identity of a common (religious) outlook. Monasticism, however, 
and the influence of the church, which kept the social groups 
bound one to the other, remained supreme throughout the ninth, 
tenth and eleventh centuries of the Christian era. I t  may be 
pointed out, however, if in parenthesis, that it was only when 
Buddhism became Tibetan, i.e. with the establishment of Samye, 
and the grotvth of Sakya, Drikung, Talung and Karma that a 
'combining' influence was exerted. The  Indian impact was in 
providing and renewing streams of doctrine and philosophy, not 
in working on the social side of monasticism. Another fact, 
briefly alluded to above, needs to be underlined here namely, that 
in the earlier phase of their history-the period of Songtsen 
Gampo and his successors-theTibetans were able to display a 
remarkable, and widespread, military prowess. Not only did 
they control the Koko Nor region, and large tracts of what later 
came to be Chinese Turkestan, but for a weelc or so even held the 
then capital of the country Ch'ang An (modern Sian) itself. 
Over Hunza and Swat too, they held sway. How precisely could 
a country, whosc demographic and other resources were as 
meagre as those of Tibet, afford this continuing and somewhat 
heavy strain is a moot point, but that it actually did so is an 
incontestable fact. 

By the beginning of the tenth century, however, when Tibet 
withdrew from hcr CentraI Asian and South Himalayan com- 
mitments, relations with China were no better than 'courtesies 

11 Bell, Tibet, pp. 25-2G. 
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and skirmishes' with border tribesmen of Szechuan and Yunnan.12 
These were to persist until, early in the thirteenth century, both 
the countries fell a prey to the Mongols, then sweeping across 
the whole of Asia. While it is true that Chingiz Khan had 
obtained the formal submission of the leading lamas and abbots 
of Tibet as early as 1206-7, and to that extent may be said to have 
conquered the land, the first known, and authentic, Mongol 
invasion of Tibet took place in 1239 under Ogodai's second son 
Godan, then Governor of Kansu.13 Chingiz's grandson, the 
famous Kublai Khan, had recognised the feudatory status of Tibet 
even before he assumed his Mongol patrimony in 1260. He did 
so by accepting the headship of one of the religious sects-the 
Sakyas, in this case-with the title of Tisri (Ti-shih) and by 
acting both as the pope of their (Lama) church, as also the 
temporal ruler of the land.14 The Mongols thus became effective 
overlords of Tibet long before they had, as the Yuan dynasty, 
completed their conquest of China. Later, their downfall in the 
middle of the fourteenth century was to be followed by a great 
deal of chaos in Tibet, with each lamasery claiming independence 
and forming alliances either with the new rulers of China or with 
some Mongol tribes. 

The weakening of Mongol authority which followed, synchronised 
with a decline in the power and influence of the Tisri and the 
birth of a new monarchy under King Chang-Chub Gyal. This 
ernergencc of Tibet's second monarchy, known as the 'Sitya' is 
regarded as thc upsurgc of a 'national revival'.ls Its beginnings, 
howevcr, implied that the old links with China (forged as a result 
of the two countries' subordination to the same masters) were 

12 Richardson, op. cit., p. 33. 
13 Zbid., p. 34. 
14 'The Sakya period represents the beginnings of modern Tibet. There 

we find the first monastic hierarchs as rulers of the whole country, the beginning 
of a direct supervision of Chinese (actually Mongol) over Tibetan affairs, the 
first attempt at centralisation'. Carrasco, op. cit . ,  p. 23. 

Mr. Richardson holds that Kublai was the patron of the Sakya sect, but was 
not Tisri. Actually he had appointed a Phagpa, nephew of the old Sakya 
Pandita, as his (Kublai's) Viceregent with the titlc of Tisri. Richardson, 
op. cit.,  p. 34. 

15 Chang-Chub Gyalsten was a prince of the noble family of Pagmortu, that 
lived in the valley of the Tsangpo. It was this family which broke the power 
of the Sakya hierarchs who had increasingly depended on the Mongol emperors. 
For details, see Bell, Tibet, p. 32 and Richardson, op. cit., p. 35. 
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now broken, with Tibet regaining its independence of Mongol 
authority entirely in its own way and in its own time. Again, 
later when the Ming had got securely in the saddle, the political 
power of the Chinese receded almost entirely from the Ningsia- 
Kansu or the north Tibetan border region. Nor need much be 
read into the 'tribute missions' which are reported to have gone 
from Tibet, headed by scholar monks, ostensibly to pay fealty 
to the country's liege lords and masters. The Ming were not a 
strong dynasty a t  home, nor could they have been very powerful 
abroad even if one leaves out of account the fanciful Chinese 
interpretation of the tributary system.16 A knowledgeable 
Tibetan scholar maintains that whereas letters from the Emperors 
of the Yuan (Mongol) dynasty to the Tibetan lamas sometimes 
contained detailed instructions on monastic administration, those 
from the Ming were of a purely complimentary nature. Added 
to the fact that Ho Lin's inscription in Lhasa mentions that Tibet 
was a vassal of China only from the beginning of the C'hing 
period, it may be reasonable to deduce that Tibet was not a 
tributary in the priod of Ming rule.17 

Under the Manchus, however, it was a different story, the 
more so as Tibet itself had been undergoing a transformation. 
It may be recalled that the downfall of the Mongols in the 
fourteenth century, and the later rise of the Ming in their place, 

16 A typical, though much later instance is the letter addressed by the Manchu 
ruler to the British sovereign and entrusted to Lord Amhert who had led a 
trade mission to the T a  Ch'ing emperor in 1816. After admonishing the 
(British) ruler against 'these embassies' which were troublesome because of 
the 'indecorous scenes' to which they gave rise and making clear that the 
presents were of 'no interest' or 'use', the emperor continued: 'In future do 
not bother to despatch them for they are merely a waste of time. You will be 
better employed administering your subjects and improving your defences. 
If you loyally accept our sovereignty, there is really no need for these stated 
appearances that you are indeed our vassal'. Cited in Maurice Collis, The 
Great Within (London, 1951), p. 324. It may also be recalled that the barge 
carrying Lord Macartney's mission in 1793, flew a pennant identifying him as 
a 'Tribute-bearing Embassy from the Red Barbarians'. For details, see J. L. 
Cranmer-Byng (Ed.), An Embassy to China (Longmans, 1962). 

An excellent, scholarly account of the tributary system under the Manchus 
is to be found in 'On the Ch'ing Tributory System' in John King Fairbank 
and Ssu-Yu Teng, Ch'ing Administration : 7hree Studies (Harvard, 1961 ) , 
pp. 107-217. 

17 Richardson, OF. cit . ,  p. 38. 
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had spelt not only a near-anarchy in Tibet, but also the recession 
of Chinese authority, plmost in its entirety, from the north 
Tibetan border region. Meantime the Mongols had been split 
into smaller and smaller tribal factions or 'federations'. Thus 
there were the western or the Oleot, the northern or the Khalkha, 
the southern or the Ordor-Tumet-Chahar and the eastern or the 
Manchurian, to enumerate only the most important. Both these 
developments threw into special importance these regions of 
northern Tibet, viz. Amdo, Kansu and Ningsia. And it was in 
this area that Tsongkapa ( 1357- 14 1 7), the well-known religious 
reformer of Lamaism, was born. 

At a time when the country was sharply split into rival factions, 
religious no less than temporal,l8 Tsongkapa founded the new, and 
reformed Ge-lugpa. Forbidden to marry or to drink, its zealous 
band of monks-called the 'Yellow Hats', in contradistinction 
to the older 'Reds'-enjoined a stricter code of morals and 
were responsible for the two main lines of pontifical succession 
in the country. For the Panchen Lama of Tashilhunpo, believed 
to be the incarnation of Amitabha, 'the boundless light', as also 
the better known Dalai Lama of Lhasa, the embodiment of 
Avolokistesvara, 'the Lord of Mercy', trace their lineage back 
to Tsongkapa's original sect.10 Church tradition also associates 
him with Lhasa's three great monasteries, the Ganden, the 
Dre-pung and the Sera-together known as 'Den-sa Sum' literally 
the 'Three Pillars of State'. I t  has been thought likely that a 
major result of Tsongkapa's reforms was to subordinate the 
southern influences of Buddhism, emanating from India, to those 
coming from the north and derived from Buddhism, Manichaeism 
and Nestorian Christianity that had flourished in Central Asia 
from the seventh century onward. Nor, it has been maintained, 
may his teacllitlg be viewed as a simple, unsophisticated process 

18 Actually, the Middle Agcs in Tibet, as for most part elsewhere, are 
popularly rcgarded as 'dark'. Thcre werc political divisions complicated by 
growing ramifications of various monastic orders. Thus apart from the Sakya 
rulers, therc were the Drinkhung, the Tshal and Tshurpu hierarchs, each with 
a powerful, private army. Thc  Sakya ascendancy was followed by those of 
Pagmortu (1359-1436) and later still came the Rimpung (1436-1565) and the 
Tsang rulers (1 565-1641). The  latter two favoured the Karamapa sect, which 
was an offshoot of the Kargyupa on which the Pagmortu had relied. 

19 For details, see P. L. Mehra, 'The Dalai and the Panchen: Tibet's Supreme 
Incarnatc Lamas', India Quarterly, XV, 3 (July-September, 1959), pp. 262-89, 
and T'oung Pno Archives, XLVII (Leiden, 1959). 
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of 'borrowing' from the north, but truly a more urbane reflection 
in Lhasa, and the part of Tibet dependent on it, of a 'new northern 
regional ascendancy.'20 This thesis, however, appears to be a 
little far-fetched and more than the tenuous array of facts can 
bear. For basically, besides the new, stricter code he enforced 
Tsongkapa's chief contribution lay in choosing one distinct line 
of tantric texts, in preference to another, as the basis of his 
teaching. 

The institution of the Dalai Lama took shape and content at a 
time when the sway of the western Mongols over Tibet had 
loosened to an extent that it was non-existent. Under Tsongkapa's 
successors-his nephew Gedun Truppa, who founded Tashilhunpo 
and Sonam Gyatso, a keen scholar and zealous exponent of the 
faith-the loyalty of most of the Mongols to the new sect was, 
however, assured. I t  may be noted for instance that the fourth 
Dalai Lama was a royal Mongol himself. Later, when the 
western or the Oleot chief Gusri Khan (also spelt Gusi Khan) 
conquered Tibet, he broke the power of the Tsang rulers and 
their principal spiritual supporters, the Karamapa. While he 
handed over authority to the chief pontiff of the Yellow,21 Gusri 
remained, as did his successors long after him, King of Tibet. 
The relationship between the Prince and the Priest-the lay 
prince buttressing the authority of the high priest who, in return, 
extended his spiritual support to the former-was by no means 
an exclusively eastern concept. The best example in Europe was 
the relationship of 'Chela' and 'Guru' between the Holy Roman 
Emperor and the Pope whereby the temporal 'Chela' allowed his 
spiritual 'Guru' to maintain a papal state in Italy. 

To  resume the narrative, aftcr Gusri's death in 1655, the Lama 
gathered more and more power into his hands, encouraged by 
the fact that the Mongols showed little interest in their new 
dominion, beyond appointing viceregents to exercise sway on their 
behalf. Meanwhile Nyawang Lobzang Gyatso,22 who became the 
fifth Dalai Lama, and is oftentimes referred to as the Great 

20 Owen Lattimore, 'Inner Asian Frontiers', ob. cit., p. 229. 
21 'It was then in the Water Horse Year (A.D. 1642) that a Dalai Lama 

received temporal power over the whole of the country and the present form of 
Tibetan government, known as Gaden-Phodr I n ,  ~ a .  foundrd'. Dalai Lama, 
op. cit., p. 65. 

22 The fifth Dalai Lama was the son, according to what the thirteenth Dalai 
Lama told Sir Charles Bell, of a poor man at Chung-gye, two days' journey 
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Fifth, established the Lama hierarchy on a firm footing. Besides 
building the world-famous Potala, he is also said to have instituted 
the office of the Panchen Lama by bestowing that title oil his old 
teacher who, with his seat of authority a t  Tashilhunpo, was to 
emerge in later years as a powerful, if rival, figure.23 Thus despite 
the fact that Gusri's successors right down to 1720 enjoyed the 
title of 'King', from the time of the fifth Lama the sovereignty 
of Tibet was to vest squarely in the persons of the Dalai and the 
Panchen Lamas, their successors being considered merely as their 
respective reincarnations. 

By the first half of the eighteenth century, the power of the 
Mongols had given way to that of the Manchus. These fifty 
years, in fact, saw the Manchu ascendancy in China well- 
established for the new dynasty had, in battle, worsted its chief 
rivals, the western and northern Mongols, and thereby emerged 
as the paramount power of Central and Eastern Asia.24 The  fact 
that the Gelupga, which now exercised authority over the whole 
of Tibet, commanded a near-complete spiritual sway over the 
othel.rvise disunited Mongol tribes presented the Manchus with 
a prospect that was none too pleasing. I t  lvas fairly obvious too 
that the one way out lvas to secure control over the high priest of 
this spiritual unity-the Dalai Lama himself.2j 

The painstaking Italian scholar Luciano Petech, ~v l~ose  work 
has been rated as the locus classicus for this period, traccs in detail 
the events leadin,o to \,vllat he calls the establishment of a Chinese 

to the south-east of Lhasa. I t  is said that he asked the Oleot hlongols to help 
him against his enemies and that it was in response to this appeal that Gusri 
Khan  came to his aid. Bell, Tibet. p. 35. 

23 I t  has been hcld that when, in 1720, the Panchen Lama was offered the 
sovereignty of wide areas in north, central and western Tibrt ,  the Lama accepted 
the district near his monastery only and in these his authority approximated 
to that \vielclcd by any other monastery or by the feudal nobility. Richardson, 
op. c i t . ,  p. 53. 

24 TIIIIS the hlanchu conquest, in spite of the sttdden success of 1644, 
actually occupied two generations from 1618-83. I t  was completed only by 
Nurhachi's fourth sllcc.essor, Ic'ang H'si and renchcd 'its height of power' under 
Chirn Lung (1736-95). Edwin 0. Rcistha~ler and John King Fairbank, East 
Atia: the Grrat 7ioclrfiorz (Boston, 1960). p. 3jG. 

25 ?'he I i 'ang H'sl rulrr, it is hcld. 'naturally regarded' the Dalai Lama as 
. . 

'one key t o  the control of Alongolia' whrse ' L a m l s m  was already claiming a 
large numhrr  of fo l lo~c l r .  Ib~d. .  p. 3G2. 
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'protectorate' over Tibet.26 The  exact form and content of 
the mainland's institutional control, and the varied political 
experimentation through which the Manchu-Tibetan relation- 
ship passed in its early phases, needs a careful analysis both for 
its immediate outcome as well as its long-range impact. Thus 
starting with a complete absence of any direct political authority 
over the country-with the Emperors possessing no more than a 
mere 'shadowy form of suzerainty', inherited from their Yuan 
and Ming predecessors-the K'ang H'si ruler tried to establish a 
vague dominion.27 There was, however, no military occupation 
nor yet a regular Resident in Lhasa; the 'protectorate' being 
dependent entirely upon the personal loyalty towards the Emperor 
of Lhabzan Khan, the Mongol 'King' of Tibet.28 This meant 
the near-elimination both of the spiritual authority as well as the 
political status of the Dalai Lama who, for Lhabzan Khan, was 
no more than a convenient instrument to subserve his own ends.Z8 
His brief ( 1  706- 18) interlude in Tibet's history was followed by 
the Dzungar holocaust ( 17 18-20) with the latter maintaining 

26 Luciano Petech, China and Tibet in the Early 18th Century, monografihic du 
Toung Pao, I (Leiden, 1950). Another definitive authority for this period is 
a work of the American scholar-diplomat W. W. Rockhill, The Dalai  Lamas 
of Lhara and their Relations with the Manchu Em/~eror .~ of China (Leiden, 1910). 

27 Mr. Richardson believes that the Ming held no shadow of suzerainty over 
Tibet and that quite consciously the Manchus started from scratch. The  
K'ang H'si ruler's initiative in this respect was commendable: 'being himself 
a Central Asian, he possessed a sympathetic understanding of the minds of his 
Central Asian neighbours'. H e  'also enjoyed some exceptional good luck'. 
Richardson, op. cit., p. 47. 

28 When the fifth Dalai Lama died in 1682, his temporal successor was his 
reputedly natural son Samgye Gyatso who, it seems, was responsible for the 
discovery and enthronement of the sixth Dalai Lama in 1696. His worst offence, 
in Chinese eyes, however was his cultivation of the Dzungar Mongols, a major 
unsettling factor in the then situation in Central Asia. Hence the Manchu 
Emperor K'ang H'sis tacit support to Lhabzan Khan-Gusri's successor to the 
Kingship of Tibet-in removing Samgye Gyatso and later even the sixth Dalai 
Lama who, a lyrical poet ('a gay toper'), was obviously unfit to discharge the 
responsibilities of a great religious headship. 

29 Lhabzan Khan's removal of the sixth Dalai Lama (Tsangyang Gyatso), 
whose death later on his way to China was widely suspect in Tibetan eyes, made 
his position in Lhasa highly untenable. In return for the Emperor's support, 
which Lhabzan now solicited, the former secured the regular payment of the 
tribute 'the first occasion' when a Mongol King of Tibet had made such a 
payment to the Manchu rulers'. Lhabzan Khan's choice as Dalai Lama was 
a 25-year old monk, reputed to be his own natural son. 
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the fiction of governing in the name of an  absentee Dalai 
Lama.3" 

Consequentially when the K'ang H'si ruler invested Tibet in 
1720, he posed both as a 'liberator' from the Dzungar loot and 
pillage and a 'pacifier' after the disturbances of Lhabzan Khan's 
reign. The Emperor took the opportunity, however, to station 
a garrison in Lhasa whose commandant was charged with super- 
vising the country's administration. Since the new Dalai Lama, 
Kesang Gyatso, was a child, the question of his exercising authority 
was, at  best, academic. I n  any case, the ruling junta was appointed 
by the Chinese although, by reason both of distance and bad 
organisation, it was little if a t  all controlled by them. The  
Emperor's chief objectives, however, of securing 'a footing in 
Lhasa' and of acquiring 'the key to religious control' over 
Mongolia, were amply met. Again, here were the beginnings of 
what turned out to be nearly two hundred years ( 1  720-1912) of 
Manchu overlordship of Tibet brought about not indeed by 
conquest, but by 'skilful opportunism'.31 

None the less the K'ang H'si ruler's control, was followed in the 
next few years (1723-27) by the withdrawal of the Chinese. I t  
is true they were unpopular yet their departure once again left 
the country very much to its own devices.32 A direct conse- 
quence thereof was a violent civil war (1727-28) complicated 
by the role of the young Dalai Lama's father, a host of his court 
proteges, and the active intervention of the Dzungars who, not 
far from Tibet's borders, were still an important factor in the 
situation. The return of Chinese garrisons thus became, once 
again, imperative. This meant, however, and not unexpectedly, 

30 Actually, the Dzungars had launched their invasion for the ostensible 
purpose of undoing Lhabzan-whom thry killrd-and of restoring the rightful 
Dalai Lama, whom they were unable to sccurr, for he had fallen into the hands 
or the Manchu Emperor. 

31 Richardson, ofi. c i t . ,  pp. 49-50. The Lhasa stone pillar inscription in four 
languages-'a magnificrnt example of Chinese skill in the ar t  of specious 
propaganda'-howcvrr, misrcprcscntcd the facts so as to imply that ever since 
1640, the Manchu E111pcrors had enjoyrd a spccial position in regard to Tibet 
ant1 that thc Emprror was the ovcrlorcl or Lhabznn Khan. 

32 Historically, the presence of Chinesc troops in Lhasa has always been 
associated, in 'Tibetan ryes, not only with overt control but with a shortage of 
supplies and a conscqucnt rise in priccs. This has partly accounted for their 
unpopularity. 
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a complete exile for the youthful Lama whose indirect 
complicity in the domestic squabbles had attracted widespread 
notice.33 

To  guard against a repetition of what threatened to be a set 
pattern, the Tibetan Council was reconstituted. Simultaneously 
two Ambans, as the (Manchu) Emperor's personal representatives, 
were to be stationed in Lhasa and assisted by an armed garrison, 
placed under a military commandant.34 I t  is significant that even 
when the Dalai Lama returned to Lhasa, after a 7-year forced 
absence in Litang, his functions were strictly limited to religious 
affairs while his temporal authority was not restored.35 In fact, 
it has been suggested that the institution now reverted to the 
position it had occupied earlier in the sixteenth century when 
the Lama was no more than a 'much respected spiritual chief 
without a valid title to temporal rule'. Again, Phola Teji who 
had emerged victorious in the civil war of 1727-28, carried on the 
administration and soon won the confidence of the Emperor, as 
he did of the Tibetans and of the Mongols, while the presence of 
Chinese armed forces made it clear that Manchu authority could 
not be disregarded with impunity. Symptomatic of the regard 
in which the Tibetan ruler was held was the conferment on him, 
in 1710, of the title of 'Prince' or 'King' by the Emperor.36 

33 The  civil war was 'partly' an  attempt 'at the restoration of the power 
of the Dalai Lama' yet seemed to ruin 'for ever' all prospects of his temporal 
rule, Petech, op. cit., p. 218. 

There is a certain lack of clarity here and it may be useful to set the record 
straight. The  civil war was brought about by a complicated situation and was 
precipitated, inter alia, by the powerlessness of the Ambans to intervene effec- 
tively. As for the Dalai Lama, within less than 25 years he was the virtual 
ruler of Tibet-in matters temporal, no less than spiritual. 

34 I t  may be noted that the Residents 'had no powers of intervention', their 
tasks being solely 'to keep the Emperor informed'. Petech, op. cit., p. 240. 

35 Actually, although the seventh Dalai Lama was a minor during the period 
of the civil war, the Manchu Emperor distrusted him. In 1728, therefore, he 
was invited to visit Peking but got no further than Litang where he was kept 
for seven years and later returned to Lhasa 'on the strict condition' that he 
would refrain from political activity. Richardson, OF. cit., p. 52. 

36 Petech, op. cit., p. 219. 
Pooh-poohing the Tibetan tendency to regard him a traitor, 'because he 

did not openly oppose Chinese overlordship of Tibet', Mr. Richardson 
considers Phola 'one of the best rulers Tibet has had, for he gave the country 
18 vean of prosperous and peaceful' government. He also reduced Manchu 
supremacy to 'a matter of form only'. Richardson, oh. cit., p. 53. 
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Phola's death (1  747), however, was to precipitate a fresh 
political crisis. For his successor Gyurme Namgyal, who was 
very unlike his father, soon came into conflict with the Imperial 
Ambans while the latter, in turn, were plotting to have him 
murdered.3' Although Gyurme was no favourite among the 
Tibetans-he is said to have been 'thoroughly hated by his 
subjects'-his martyrdom, at  the hands of the Ambans, won him 
wide sympathy and the people of Lhasa, in an excited mob fury, 
killed both the Manchu representatives as well as their officers 
and men.38 The  Dalai Lama, however, had now come of age, 
handled the situation with firmness and skill, he even dissuaded 
the mob from its overt ambitions, and opened the gates of the 
Potala to the victims of its insatiable rage. Later, appointing a 
Pandita as Senior Minister to take over the day-to-day admin- 
istration, he got in touch with the Emperor in Peking. Thus the 
Imperial troops on arrival found their task relatively easy, for all 
they had to do was so to overhaul the administration as to avoid 
their previous mistakes.39 

The Dalai Lama who became 'heir to the sovereignty of Phola' 
now came into his own, not indeed through any formal pronounce- 
ment from Peking but so imperceptibly as to suggest that he had 
always exercised the powers and performed the functions to 
which he staked his claims. I t  has been held that this implied 
'not so much the revival of Gusri's domination', as the establish- 
ment of a new titlc of sovereignty, fo; the fifth Lama had controlled 
the Government 'without actually undertaking it'.40 Institu- 
tionally, however, the Council, or the bkalon as the Ministers 
were called collectively, was restored and the Dalai Lama could 
act only through them, while the Ambans retained their earlier 
powers of supervisio~l and control over the general administration. 
Yet important as the Aml~ans' functions were, in the final analysis 
the reforms of 1751 meant giving the Dalai Lama, who now 

37 Earlier, in 1748, the Emperor 'allowed himself to be cajoled into a very 
foolish step'-the withdrawal of a major part of the Lhasa garrison. 'From 
every conceivable point of view it was a grievous mistake' actually, it made the 
Ambans ineffective. Petech, OF. cit., p. 187. 

38 Ibid., p. 199. 
39 'There was no rebellion to put down. . . . A full-sized expedition to Tibet 

seemed clearly out of place and likely only to produce mistrust and unrest 
in the country'. Ibid., p. 203. 

40 Ibid., p. 220. 
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became the virtual head of (Tibetan) government, a good deal 
of initiative and authority. What an energetic person could 
do under this system is evidenced by the life and work of the 
thirteenth Dalai Lama.41 

Another significant landmark in Tibetan affairs was the year 
1792 which witnessed a Gurkha invasion from Nepal with the 
invaders coming as far as Shigatse which they both pillaged and 
sacked. Four years earlier when the Gurkhas made their first 
incursions, the Ambans' representatives, and the Dalai Lama's, 
had acted in collusion to buy them off, while the Emperor at  
Peking was kept grossly misinformed about the true state of affairs.42 
Later, when he came to know of the facts Ch'ien Lung was 
determined to do a thorough job of it. The Chinese army, now 
braving the difficult and arduous journey from Szechuan, not 
only threw the Gurkhas back but pursued them within miles of 
Kathmandu and dictated terms of peace to a war-worsted foe. 
Nor was that the end.43 For, in the wake of their resounding 
military victory, the Manchus introduced two major innovations 
in the organisational set-up a t  Lhasa so as to ensure a stricter 
political control." One of these related to the Dalai Lama 
who, in future, was to be selected through the use of the golden 
urn, of which the Emperor made a present to Lhasa. The second 
related to Tibet's exchanges, or diplomatic communications with 
foreign countries which, henceforth, were to be routed through 
the Ambans. O n  paper, the changes looked formidable for 
they not only ensured rights of control and supervision but what 
smacked of an almost direct participation, and imposition of full 

41 'The reforms of 1750 put the temporal supremacy of the religious hierarchy 
on a lasting basis which was never afterwards challenged.' Richardson, op. 
cit . ,  p. 58. 

42 For details, see D. R.  Regmi, OF. c i t . ,  pp. 171-73. I t  appears that while 

Nepal was to obtain an yearly tribute of Rs. 13 lakh ingots ofsilver from Tibet. 
it had also agreed to send "a five-yearly tribute mission to China", a fact which 
puzzles the scholar and makes him ask 'if the price of victory was vassalage' 

43 'The situation in Tibet was simply deplorable. But we fail to understand 

as to how this had opened the way for aggression by the Nepalese neighbsur 
who had cared little to note that this invasion would face a Chinese counter- 
attack in ( s i c . )  behalf of Tibet.' Ibid., pp. 168-69. 

44 For details of the war, of Chinese intransigence, of Rritish interest, 
the actual extent of Chinese advance and how the latter finally withdrew, see 
Ibid., pp. 176-207. 
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Chinese sovereignty, in the affairs of the Tibetan administration.45 
The  Chinese government, under the Manchus, Professor Petech 
concludes, "thus wound their way through several experiments 
to the only possible form of control over Tibet".46 

For a brief sum-up like the present, it is not necessary to go 
into the details of the lamaist church organisation, much less the 
theory underlying the succession of the Dalai and the Panchen 
Lamas, through the doctrine of re-incarnation.47 In  much the 
same manner a fuller discussion of the relationship between the 
two Lamas in the larger context of the spiritual hierarchy, would 
fall outside the limited scope and purview of these pages.48 Yet 
a few salient points may bear examination in passing. Thus i t  
has been held that the doctrine of re-incarnation was invented 
as a justification for the fact that 'those who controlled the 
political power' found it 'inconvenient' to select and appoint 
the incumbents of church office49 -a proposition that on the face 
of it does not carry much conviction. For even an elementary 
acquaintance with Buddhism reveals that the doctrine of metem- 
psychosis lies at  the very heart of it, even as it does of Hinduism: 
there was thus no need to 'invent' re-incarnation, it already 
existed. Another viewpoint, however, has greater validity and 
it is that the office of the Panchen was made use of 'as a counter- 
weight' to undo the immense religious prestige of the Dalai 
Lama. Thus in the years that followed, the Chinese not 
only fanned the flames of 'the rivalry.' between Lhasa and 
Tashilhunpo, but built up the position of their favoured Lama by 
large claims on his behalf to 'temporal authority over parts 

45 Richardson, op. cit., p. 70, insists that in looking at these far-reaching 
changes 'the elements of fiction and artificiality in Chinese relations with Tibet 
and the one-sided character of most versions of Sino-Tibetan history' should be 
fully borne in mind. For 'the practical effect' of the new system was 'no 
greater or more lasting a degree of imperial authority than had been exercised 
under the previous arrangements'. 

46 Petech. op. cit., p. 210. 
47 For a detailed examination, see Waddell, 'Tibetan Buddhism or Lamaism', 

op. ci l . ,  Marco Pallis, Peaks and Lamas (London, 1940) and the Dalai Lama, 
OF. cil., Appendix I ('An Outline of the Buddhism of Tibet'), pp. 212-25. 

48 For a preliminary assessment, see P. L. Mehra, 'The Dalai and the 
Panchen', op. cit. 

49 Owen Lattimore, 'Inner Asian Frontiers', op. cit., p. 232. 
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of Tibet and also to spiritual superiority' over the Dalai 
Lama.50 

Again, lvhile native Tibetan control of the internal affairs of 
the country approximated to a monopoly of Church domination 
in the hands of powerful families, 'foreign imperial control', 
especially under the Manchus, 'manipulated' the apparently 
impersonal apparatus of the Church in a different way. This 
was by selecting as pontiffs not only minor children but children 
of insignificant families. For the pontifical succession, it has been 
held, seemed to subserve two major purposes: it was a sop to 
Tibetan pride and it accepted the fact of Chinese suzerainty. 
I n  this way, Professor Lattimore argues, the Manchus succeeded 
in Tibet, as they did in Mongolia, in arresting the processes of 
tribal and regional alteration and variation and maintaining and 
fostering in its place, 'a dead level of stagnation'. A neat 
balance was thus sought to be struck between frontier pressure 
on China and the 'unsettling expansion' of the Chinese into 
frontier regions. 5' 

Two caveats may be entered here. One, that there could be 
no  escape from the selection of children as pontiffs, for once the 
idea of a truklu is accepted, the new authority has to be a child.52 
Two, the preceding lines pre-suppose that the Manchus exercised 
a powerful influence in the choice of incarnations. An important 
fact to underline here is tliat the use of the urn was prescribed 
only for the highest among them. Obviously, therefore, the 
Manchus had no say in the choice of scores, if not hundrcds of 
those incarnations who wcrc lokver down in the spiritual hierarchy. 
Again, the urn was sidcsteppcd hy the Tibetans in collusion with 
the Ambans and thu.; even its limited applicability was some- 
times reduced to nougllt. I n  sum, while the Manchus no doubt 
contributed their share to maintaining and fostering 'a dead 
level of stagnation' in Tibet, the exact naturc ancl scope of their 
'contribl~tion' may he a sul~,jcct for debate. 

50 Richardson, op; c i t . ,  pp. 53-54. 
5 1  Owen Lattimore. 'Inner Asian Frontiers'. op. ci t . :  pp. 231-33. 
5' It is necessary to underlil~e the fact that Christ was a child when the three 

wise men followed the ;tar to Uethlehcm-a very close parallel to the 1-agaria 
which prccede the recognition of a new Mahayana reincarnation. 



CHAPTER IV 

T H E  M I S S I O N S  O F  G E O R G E  B O G L E  
A N D  S A M U E L  T U R N E R 1  

THE EARLIEST BRITISH efforts to 'open' Tibet belong to the period 
of Warren Hastings' Governor-Generalship of Fort William in 
Bengal.2 Events had conspired as it were, to make this possible 
even before Hastings assumed the reins of office. Thus Captain 
Kinlock's expedition to Nepal in 1767, although militarily 
disastrous, had aroused considerable British curiosity in the lands 
beyond the Company's immediate territorial domain.3 Another 
incentive came through a surgeon named James Logan who had 
repaired to Nepal in 1769, ostensibly to deliver a letter to the 
Gorkhali ruler yet in reality to lend support to the claims of 
Kathmandu's Raja, then pitted in war against the Gorkha 
invaders. The British surgeon's underlying aim was to secure 

1 Apart from George Bogle's 'Diary' edited, and copiously annotated, by 
Clements R. Markham, Narratives of the Mission of George Bogle to Tibet and of 
the Journey of Thomas Manning to Lhusa (London, 1876), abbreviated ct. seq. as 
Narratives, and Samuel Turner, An Account of an Embassy to the Court of the Teshoo 
Lama in Tibet, containing a Narrative of a J o u q  through Bhutan and Part of Tibet, 
Second Edition (London, 1806), a summary of Bogle's impressions on Tibetan 
trade may be found in Seiectionr from Indian State Papers preserved in the Foreign 
Department, 1772-85, I, pp. 251-54. For a brief account reference may be made 
to Younghusband: India and Tibet (London, 1910), pp. 7-29, and for a critical 
appraisal to Schuyler Cammann, op. cit. Three papers D. B. Diskalkar 
'Bogle's Embassy to Tibet', Indian Historical Qrmrterly, IX (Calcutta, 1938), 
L. Petech, 'Bogle and Turner according to the Tibetan Texts': T'oung Pao, 
XXXIX (1949) and S. C. Sarcar, "Some Notes on the intercourse of Bcngal 
with the Northern countries in the second half of the Eighteenth Century', 
Bengal, Past and Present, XLI (Calcutta, 1931) give useful and scholarly inter- 
pretations. A brief, though excellent sketch is in Sir Olaf Caroe, Englishmen in 
Tibet (Tibet Society, London, 1960). 

2 Warren Hastings was Governor of Bengal from 1772-74; under Lord North's 
Regulating Act of 1773, however, he became from 1774-84, 'Governor General 
of the Presidency of Fort William in Bengal'. His most authoritative biography 
is Reverend G .  R. Gleig: Memoirs of the Lifc of the Right Hon'ble Warren Hustings 
(London, 1841), 3 Vols. Three others are, A. Mervyn Davies, Strange Destiny: 
A Biography of Warren Hastings (London, 1935), Pendcrel Moon, Warren Hustings 
cmd British India (New York, 1949) and Sophia Weitzman, Warren Hustings 
and Philip Pramis (Manchester, 1929). 

3 The Company's real expert on Nepalese affain was Rumbolt, chief of the 
Patna factory who was the master mind it would seem, behind K i n l ~ c k ' ~  
expedition to save the valley from the onslaught of Prithvinarayan Sah. 
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access to Tibet, through the Raja's territory.4 I t  was widely held 
that the latter's close associations with the (Tibetan) Lama would 
help establish trade relations with his country.5 The attempt, 
however, proved still-born, for in that very year Nepal fell a prey 
to the Gorkhali ruler, Pratap Narayan Sah. And the latter's 
advent was to mean, for many a year to come, a blighting of 
normal trade channels which had subsisted hitherto between 
the rulers of Nepal and their northern neighbours.6 Meantime, 
in March, 1768, the Court of Directors in London had asked their 
factors in India to assess the prospects of opening trade relations 
with west China and Tibet, through Nepal-a directive for 
undertaking similar explorations in Bhutan and Assam being 
repeated three years later.' I t  may be recalled that while these 
developments were taking place Harry Verelst, and not Warren 
Hastings, was the Governor of Bengal. 

In 1772, some Bhutanese freebooters descended, as was their 
wont, on the small picturesque state of Cooch-Behar. The latter 
was not part of the territory of Bengal, Bihar and Orissa for which 
the Company held the rights of Diwani (involving both revenue 
collection and civil administration) which had been granted them 
in a formal 'firman' of August 12, 1765 by the Mughal Emperor 
Shah Alam. Yet Cooch-Behar bordered Bengal in the north 
and the ruler had appealed to, and sought, the Company's 
protection. That there was something not quite straight about 
the Governor of Bengal lending armed assistance to the ruler is 
evident from the fact that, for a long time afterwards, the Company 
was on the defensive, explaining away and offering excuses for its 

4 Ostensibly, Sargeant James Logan was entrusted with the task of delivering 
a letter from the Governor to the Gorkhali ruler Prithvinarayan Sah promising 
him support and recognition. In actual fact, he negotiated for permission, 
from Raja Karan Singh of Saptari, so that the British may go to the Chumbi 
valley by the Morang-Teesta road and thereby explore the possibility of sending 
(British) merchandise into Tibet. 

5 The trade was highly lucrative for a large volume of Tibetan gold passed 
through Nepal the value of which, in Kathmandu, was 50 per cent less than 
what it brought in Patna. 

6 On the eve of the Gorkha's rise, Nepal's three principal rulers were located 
in Kathmandu, Lalita Patan and Bhatgaon respectively. For a detailed 
discussion of this phase of Nepal's history, see D. R. Regmi, op. cit., Chapter 3 
(Gorkha Becomes Kingdom of Nepal), pp. 52-103. 

7 An account of these early 'adventures' is found in S. C. Sarcar: 'Some 
Notes on the Intercourse of Bengal with Northern countria in the second half 
of the 18th century', Bengal, Part md Present (Calcutta), XLI, 1931, pp. 124-25. 
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actions.8 I t  may, however, be pointed out that inasmuch as the 
Maratha threat to Bengal 'was rated imminent, this new danger 
from the north posed a grave menace to the Company's possessions, 
and hence the decision to lend armed aid to the ruler of Cooch- 
Behar.9 

Critics aver that Hastings' real aim was far from being an 
altruistic one and that, in reality, a very advantageous deal was 
struck before armed assistance was actually given. For the Raja 
had pledged a cash subsidy, half of his state's revenue as an annual 
tribute and an acknowledgement of the Company's supremacy.1° 
Interesting as these sidelights are, even more so was the sequence 
of events that now unfolded itself. As it turned out, no sooner 
did the British troops march into the state and drive the Bhutanese 
out, the Panchen Lama of Tashi-lhun-po interceded with Hastings 
on behalf of his ward-'I now take upon me to be his mediator' 
-the Deb Raja of Bhutan. The latter, the Panchen pleaded, 
'dependent upon the Dalai Lama, who rules in this country' 
and whose charge during the Lama's minority, had devolved 
upon him (Panchen Lama), should be prevented from further 
molestation. Should Hastings defer to this request and 'cease 
all hostilities against him', he (Warren Hastings) 'will confer the 
greatest favour and friendship upon me'. The Governor-General, 
pleased beyond measure, hastened to ingratiate himself with the 
Lama to earn that 'favour and friendship' now so generously 
proffered. 1 1 

Nor is his action difficult to understand. Hastings could afford 
to be liberal to the Bhutan Raja as long as his own gains, at  the 

8 During his meeting with the Panchen (Teshu) Lama we find Bogle explaining 
away, time and over again, how it was that the Company acted as it did in 
support of the ruler of Cooch-Behar. 

9 The first Anglo-Maratha war started in 1775 and lasted through 1785. 
10 Cammann, op. cit., pp. 26 and 155-56 contends that Hastings' motives 

were far from being unselfish and that he was deliberately fishing in the troubled 
waters of the state. Cleig: Memoirs, I, pp. 255-96 reveals that in his private 
correspondence Hastings admitted that his real purpose was to gain possession 
of Cooch-Behar for the Company-apart from whatever he may have hoped 
to gain at the expense of Bhutan. 

11 For the fir11 text of the letter (with annotations), see Markham, OF. cit., 
pp. 1-3. The sequence of events may be carefully kept in view: the Company's 
troops marched into Cooch-Behar in May 1773; Hastings received the Panchen's 
letter, interceding on the Deb Raja's behalf, on March 29, 1774; a reply had 
been despatched before May 4, when he submitted a Minute on the subject 
to the Board. 



48 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

expense of Cooch-Behar, had been fully secured.12 Again, the 
personal intercession of the Panchen seemed to offer him the 
possibility-"the present occasion appears too favourable to be 
neglectedw-of establishing trade contacts with Tibet. This 
was a prospect doubly pleasing, and not only as a source of supply 
for gold and silver, but also in that the Directors had been laying 
considerable stress on the opening of trade relations with the 
neighbouring lands, and this, as has been noticed, before Hastings 
took over as Governor-General. An equally important factor 
may have been the latter's own unbounded curiosity about the 
Orient-what his contemporaries often, and half-contemptuously 
as it were, called his 'Pandit- huntingY.l3 I t  has also been 
suggested that the Governor-General's knowledge of Raja Chait 
Singh's direct dealings, religious no less than commercial, with 
Tashilhunpo must have been an additional spur to action and to 
a determination to seize this opportunity for the Company.14 I t  
is hardly necessary to emphasise that Warren Hastings was perhaps 
the greatest, if the first, of the British Governors-General and a 
man of immense foresight and imagination. I t  would thus follow 
that his action in this case was neither casual ffor un-premeditated. 
Finally, the halo of mystery that then, as indeed now,ls has 
tended to surround Tibet must have played its part too. 

12 Throughout Markham's 'Narratives' one notices the somewhat confusing 
fact that Hastings always referred to Tibet as 'Bhutan'-evidently a corruption 
of 'Bhot', the Tibetan word for their country. Cooch-Behar, which now forms 
part of West Bengal, is not to be confused with Bihar which then, along with 
Orissa, formed a part of Bengal. 

13 Along with Wilkins, 'Asiatic' Jones and Halbed, Hastings was responsible 
for founding, in 1782, the Asiatic Society of Bengal-a body that has done a 
great deal of useful work in the field of oriental research. He contributed an 
introduction to Wilkins' first translation of the Bhagvad Cita. What, however, 
came most to the notice of his contemporaries were his not infrequent disputations 
with learned Brahmins on Hindu philosophy and religion. 'Moon', op. cit. 
pp. 351-52. 

14 Two Tibetan missions had visited Benaras-in 1771-72 and 1773-74, and 
their leader had encouraged Chait Singh to send envoys to Tashilhunpo. 
Bogle found, and convened with one of them at the Panchen's court. 'The 
Vakils of Cheyt Singh and Kashmiri Mull also came to see me and afterwards 
frequently repeated their visits', he recorded. 'Markham', op. cit., p. 102. 

15 'Next morning we wakened in the 12th century, in a world where 
characters out of Shakespeare did not look at us from a theatre stage, or pictura 
in books, but walked with us in the streets of the city and stood patiently while 
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The receipt of some presents from the Lama persuaded Hastings 
to despatch a personal representative, and the choice fell on a 
young, barely 27-year, Bengal civilian, George Bogle, then acting 
as Secretary to the Select Committee.16 Apart from some 
precious gifts for the Tibetan Lama, Bogle carried a great variety 
of articles, chiefly of British manufacture, which may have been 
of interest to the Tibetans in establishing the new trade links. 
Charged with opening 'a mutual and equal communication of 
trade' between the two countries, he was diligently to inform 
himself of the 'manufacture, productions, goods' introduced 
into Tibet by other countries, 'of the nature of the road between 
Bengal and Lhasa', and of intercourse 'between Lhasa and the 
neighbouring countriesY.l7 In short, his appeared to be an 
exercise in 'commercial reconnaissance', concerned almost entirely 
with 'trade rather than diplomacy'.~* 

Bogle, despite Hastings' encouragement and optimism, was 
not sanguine about the success of his mission which, as it turned 
out, was a limited 0ne.19 Hamstrung right at its commencement 
and asked by the Tibetan ruler to abandon his journey while yet 
in transit through Bhutan, he nevertheless was able to continue, 
and complete it.20 At Tashilhunpo his meetings with the Panchen 
were frequent and marked by extreme cordiality: they met without 
much ceremony and conversed in Hindustani with which the 
Lama, through his mother, was familiar.21 Again, his adoption 
of, and adaptation to, Tibetan customs-he ate their food, dressed 
we photographed them and talked with them about their lives', Stuart and 
Roma Gelder, 'Journey to Lhasa', Easlcrn Horizon, 11, 8 (August, 1963), pp. 
17-25. 

16 For Markham's 'Biographical Sketch' of Bogle, see 'Narratives', op. cit. 
pp. CXXXI-cliv. 

17 Ibid., pp. 6-7, 'private commissions', ten in all, included inlcr alia, 'one 
or more pair of animals called tus' which produce shawl wool and 'some fresh 
ripe walnuts for seed'. 

18 S. C. Sarcar, op. c i t . ,  pp. 32-33. 
19 Constantly smitten by remorse as he (Bogle) was, Hastings gave him all 

possible encouragement. 'But as you express an  anxiety. . . . I am perfectly 
satisfied and pleased with every circumstance of your conduct, and equally so 
with the issue of your commission'. Letter from Warren Hastings (undated) 
on his (Rogle's) return. 'Narratives', op. cit. ,  p. 46. 

20 I t  was here that Gosain Purangir's intervention on his (Bogle's) behalf 
proved decisive. Lac. tit. 

21 Ibid., pp. 83-84. 
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like them and is even said to have married a Tibetan wife-made 
him a valuable observer.22 He met many of their traders including 
a group from Lhasa which, despite the Panchen's intercession, he 
was not able to visit. Yet aided by the active interest and 
sympathetic understanding of the Lama, he made every possible 
effort to ease the path towards the fostering of closer commercial 
ties with Benga1.23 So also plans were laid by the Lama, as well 
as Bogle, for a direct approach to the Manchu Emperor in order 
to override, or in any case circumvent, Lhasa's known opposition. 
Indeed, it is in this personal contact, which was thus established 
between Hastings' envoy and the ruler of Tashilhunpo, that the 
chief value of Bogle's mission may be said to lie. The two hit it 
off, as it were, extremely well and relations between the British 
in  India and Tibet thus 'got off to an auspicious starV.24 

Circumstances were propitious too. For the third Panchen was 
a learned, able, powerful and, at  the same time, as Bogle bears 
out, a very cultured personality. The fact that the eighth Dalai 
Lama-the seventh had died when the Panchen Lama was just 
twenty-was a minor gave added strength, and influence, to the 
ruler of Tashilhunpo. And though the Regent at Lhasa could, 
and did act as a stumbling-block, the Lama's own undoubted 
authority and the prestige of his office went a long way towards 
making Bogle's task easy. I t  is necessary to remind oneself here 
that, undeterred by Lhasa's known hostility, the initiative, both 
in regard to Bhutan's as also Bogle's visit, was entirely his own- 
The Lama even undertook to intercede with the Manchu Emperor 
Ch'ien Lung on his (Bogle's) behalf. 

And yet all said and done, the debit side of the mission was 
no less important. Thus Hastings' envoy was debarred from 
proceeding to Lhasa-the Regent's opposition was unmistakable 

22 'As I always like to do at Rome as they do at Rome', Ibid., p. 88. 
'He married a Tibetan lady, described as a sister of Panchen Lama, by whom 

he had two daughters. The girls were later educated at Bogle's ancestral 
home in Aryshire. All references to Bogle's Tibetan wife seem to have been 
suppressed when his papers were edited for publication'. Richardson, o j .  tit., 

p. 65. 
23 'I found in the Lama', Bogle wrote to Warren Hastings, 'the readiest 

disposition to co-operate with you in removing the obstacles to a free trade, 
and in adopting such measures as might increase the intercourse between the 
country and Tibet'. 'Narratives', op. cit., p. 197. Also see Ibid., pp. 133, 
160-61 and 163. 

24 Richardson, op. cit., p. 66. 
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and unremitting on that score.25 Nor was he able to obtain 
permission for the Europeans to trade and reside in Tibet. 
Bhutan too refused to agree to what it must have viewed as an 
atrocious demand.26 Bogle's general report on Tibet, as also 
on the trade of that country is, within limits, a comprehensive 
survey.27 And yet despite this, and his own best efforts, the 
volume of goods in either direction is not known to have increased 
as a result of his visit. Essentially, the same trickle persisted 
down to the end of the nineteenth century. 

Bogle's failure, however, as may be evident, was not for want 
of trying. He had encouraged the Panchen, with whom he had 
cultivated the most intimate of ties, to plan the sending of Tashil- 
hunpo's envoys to Calcutta from where, besides seeing the 
Governor-General, they may be able to undertake pilgrimages to 
holy places.28 He also lent countenance to the Lama's plan of 
founding a monastery on the banks of the Ganges where Tibetan 
pilgrims could go and stay.29 Again, he was able to persuade the 
Panchen to write to the Grand Lama in Peking suggesting that 
the latter send some representative people from China to visit 
India.30 Later not only did he embark upon a second mission 
in 1779-abandoned just before death laid its cruel hands on him 
-but drew up a Memorandum proposing that the Panchen, 
then on a visit to the Emperor in Peking, 'exert himself to 

25 Actually, the Lhasa Regent Gesub Rimpoche (as Bogle calls him) was 
opposed to his mission from its very inception. Thus we know that he had 
witten to the Panchen warning him 'that the firinghies were fond of war, and 
after insinuating themselves into a country raised disturbances and made 
themselves masters of it'. Later, after the Panchen had given him (Bogle, 
admittance, Gesub 'wrote to Tashi Lama to prevent my coming to Lhasa, 
and repeated this in several letters after my arrival'. 'Narratives' 01). cit,) 
pp. 131-32. 

26 In a letter to Warren Hastings from Cooch-Behar Bogle said: 'There was, 
I beg leave to assure you, no possibility of obtaining his (Deb Raja's) consent 
to allow Englishmen to travel into his country . . .' or again, 'I have more 
than once mentioned the impossibility of procuring leave for Europeans to 
trade into Bhutan . . . nor hope to obtain the sanction and concurrence of the 
administration at Lhasa'. Ibid., pp. 185-86 and 188 respectively. 

27 Ibid., pp. 191-206 and 124-29. 
28 Ibid., p. 134. 
29 Ibid., p. 198. 
30 Ibid., pp. 134, 146 and 199. Although not as sanguine as the Lama: 'I 

do not altogether despair, by your favour of one day or other getting a sight 
of Peking'. 
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procure me' either facilities for an overland journey, or send 
'some person from himself to Canton' with passports, so 
that he (Bogle) might get to Peking while the Lama was still 
there.31 

Before going into the deeper, underlying causes of Bogle's 
failure to achieve his objectives, it may be well to pass briefly in 
review another commercial mission to Tibet sponsored by Warren 
Hastings towards the end of his incumbency. This was led by 
a kinsman of the Governor-General, a certain Lieutenant (later 
Captain) Samuel Turner.32 The need for it arose from the 
almost simultaneous deaths or Bogle, and the sixth Panchen Lama, 
with whom he had negotiated.33 Earlier the Governor-General 
had been the recipient of some letters from the Regent a t  Tashil- 
hunpo which had encouraged him not a little.34 Again, he also 
doubtless visualised a sizeable increase in trade owing to the end 
of the American War of Independence and the near-cessation of 
Franco-British hostilities. And what if he could open up Tibet 
and, through Tibet, maybe even China?35 Yet, whatever his 
real objective, the ostensible purpose of the new mission was to 
congratulate the Regent and to present regards to the old Lama 
in his new incarnation. 

Turner, though superficially nonchalant, was a much more 
astute and careful observer than Bogle:36 a close scrutiny of his 
'Account of an Embassy' would bear that out. His interests 
appear to have been wider too: his love of sport, ice-skating in 
particular;37 his meticulous observations of the region, of its flora 
and fauna; his detailed survey of Tibet's mining and mineral 

31 'If I succeed in procuring passports, I shall then be in a position to urge 
any points at the court of Peking with the greatest advantage'. Ibid., pp. 207-10. 

32 For a biographical sketch, see the Dictionasy of National Biograjhy, XIX, 
pp. 1281-82 and 'Narratives', op. cil.,  p. lxxi, note 2. 

33 Bogle died on April 3, 1781, while the Panchen expired on November 12, 
1780, in somewhat mysterious circumstances. The Lama was then on a visit 
to the Emperor in Peking. 

34 Turner, Embassy, pp. 449-56, gives the texts of the two letters. 
35 Turner felt that it would probably be by means of their Tibetan contacts 

that the English would find it possible to reach Peking. Ibid., p. 373. 
36 Sir Olaf Caroe rates Bogle much higher: 'He had great charm, and a 

sweetness of disposition which is rare among Europeans and commends itself 
to Asians. Surely to care for man is more important in an envoy than a love of 
sport or a study of flora-fauna'. 

37 Turner, Embassy, pp. 331-32 and 355. 
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resources;38 his fairly accurate descriptions of the life and culture 
of Tibet, no less than that of Bhutan. Yet like Bog-le before him, 
he too was unable to gain admittance to Lhasa,39 nor did he fare 
any better in regard to Bhutan.40 Thus, one fails to notice those 
'substantial' concessions from the Regent a t  Tashilhunpo to 
which Sir Francis Younghusband vaguely refers in his book.41 
For the Regent's promise to afford all facilities to Indian merchants 
'that may be sent to traffic in Tibet on behalf of the Government 
of Benga17,42 of which much has been made, was implied, if not 
explicitly stated, in the old Panchen's conversations with Bogle. 

T o  be sure Bogle pointedly, and persistently, referred in his 
reports to Hastings that European merchants were by no means 
essential to carrying on trade with these northern countries-a 
confession a t  once of failure to achieve his principal objective, 
as no doubt of an alternative that alone seemed practical. Indeed 
i t  would be hard to believe that within so brief an interval as 
lapsed between Bogle's departure and Turner's arrival, any very 
marked change in the Tibetan attitude could have taken place. 
If anything the death of Pal-den Ye-she, the sixth Panchen Lama, 
acted as a principal inhibiting factor both for the Regent a t  
Tashilhunpo a; also for the authorities in Lhasa.43 And although 
the real cause of failure to follow up Bogle's mission was his own 
and the Panchen's death, the element of Chinese influence 
could not be gainsaid. Nevertheless it has been suggested that 
what Turner took for Chinese obstruction was, in fact, obstruction 
by the Regent a t  Lhasa who was 'a powerful figure completely 
dominating the Ambans', and not too well-disposed towards 
Tashilhunpo lvhich had sponsored Turner's, as earlier Bogle's 
visit.44 

38 Zbid., pp. 369-70. 
39 The Regent promised that although he could not permit Turner's going 

to Lhasa, he would communicate direct to the Governor (Warren Hastings) 
about what the Dalai Lama thought of relations with the English. Ilrid., 
p. 373. 

40 Actually, a civil war in Bhutan had bedevilled an already difficult situation 
besidcs delaying Turncr's mission. Zhid., p. 148. 

41 Younghusband, 'India and Tibet', op. cit., p. 29. 
42 Turner, op. ci t . ,  p. 374. 
43 Turner too seemed to be conscious of this. Ibid., p. 364. 
In his Tibet Society brochure, op. ci t . ,  Sir Olaf Caroe dismisses Turner with 

scant grace: 'But of him there is little to say'. 
44 Richardson, OF. cit., p. 67. 
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Basically, as will be noticed presently, the reasons for the 
failure of Hastings' envoys had very little to do  with the person- 
alities of the two men. Hence Sir Francis' over-sanguine remark 
may be qualified by a recent writer's observation that he (Turner) 
did not accomplish 'very much' and a t  best cemented 'already 
existing' relations.45 

A neglected figure in the domain of early British commercial 
intercourse with Tibet is that of Purangir (also rendered as 'Puran 
Giri'). He  was the Gosain who acted as a liaison agent with 
Raja Chait Singh of Benares, brought the Panchen's letter to 
Hastings, and not only accompanied his two envoys but also made 
possible their journeys to Tibet. Later, he was to be the Panchen's 
close associate who attended on his master during the latter's 
mission to meet the Emperor in Peking. Whether the Lama 
actually supported the British case in his parleys with the Chinese 
ruler is disputed'46 but there could be no question that the Gosain 
himself was well-disposed and helped in the general cause. 

I n  placing in its proper perspective the failure of the two envoys, 
a few observations may be relevant. I t  may be well to remind 
oneself that essentially John Company was a trading c o r ~ o r a t i o n ~ ~  
and that consequentially any openings for a possible expansion 
of British commerce would be readily seized by its factors in 
India. Thus, as has been pointed out, it was only when 'oppor- 
tunities for commerce with the northern countries', meaning 
perhaps Nepal, were tending towards a low ebb that the Company 
began to take an active interest in the possibilities of trade with 
Tibet.48 An additional factor in the situation was that of 
contracting trade prospects in Bengal itself, owing largely to the 
famine of 1770. I t  will be recalled that Hastings' anticipation of 
a flow of greater trade, as a result of the end of the American War 
of Independence, was sufficiently persuasive as to make him 

45 Cammann, op. cit., p. 96. 

46 Cammann, op. cit., p. 79, casts serious doubts on the veracity of Purangir 
and of the twoTashilhunpo officials 'all of whom had much to gain from flattering 
the English'. Richardson, op. cit., p. 68, however, disputes this. 

47 Holden Furber, John Cornpany a t  W o r k  (Harvard, 1948), throws interesting 
light on this period. Of special interest, in the present context here, will be 
Chapter V I I :  'Trade and Politics in Bengal', pp. 225-59. 

48 Clammann, op. cit., pp. 25-26. I t  may be recalled here that in March 
(1768) the Directors had asked if cloth and other European commodities could 
find a market in Tibet and West China, by way of Nepal. In 1771 they had 
asked for similar reports about Bhutan and Assam. 
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despatch Turner. Nor could there be any doubt that the reports 
of both the envoys were exhaustive studies of Tibet's, and Bhutan's, 
potentialities for trade with the Governor's own domain in 
neighbouring Bengal. 

Contrasted with this eager, commercial-minded diplomacy of 
the Company was the not unnatural mistrust of the firinghis' 
ulterior motives. Generally suspect in the east, the European 
is doubly so in such relatively remote, unsophisticated, and deeply 
religious lands as Tibet.49 One wonders though whether it is 
his religion, so much a t  variance with those in the Occident, which 
makes him the subject of such mistrust. The fact that in earlier 
times the Capuchins were able to establish, and maintain, a 
mission in Lhasa and that for centuries Muslims were tolerated 
and even permitted to engage in business in Tibet, albeit in certain 
specified occupations, would militate against this thesis.50 I t  
would seem that in Tibet the formal expression of an attitude is 
likely to be cast in religious terms, even when real causes are other 
than religious. Thus the Muslims, the Europeans and other 
non-Buddhists have been tolerated-and indeed liked51-when 
they were not regarded as forerunners of a political threat, but 
when they were feared for political reasons, the attempt to keep 
them at a distance was expressed in religious terms. Besides, had 
not British dealings with the native states in India, or later \vith 
Cooch-Behar or Bhutan on Tibet's periphery, already further 
fortified this deeply-ingrained distrust? Or,  for that matter was 
it ill-founded either? Bogle's account abounds in passages 

49 T o  the pages of his 'Diary', Bogle confided: 'The government a t  Lhasa 
considered me as sent to explore their country which the ambitions of the 
English might afterwards prompt them to invade, and their superiority in arms 
render their attempt successful'. O r  again, 'I was a t  much pains during my 
stay among the inhabitants of Bhutan and Tibet to remove their prejudices'. 
'Narratives', op. cit., p. 203. 
50 T h e  Capuchin mission at Lhasa was founded in 1707 by Father Guiseppe 

d'Ascoli and Francois de Tours and continued until 1745. The  Jesuit 
Missionary, Ippolito Desideri spent five years (1716-21) in the Tibetan capital. 
I t  may be recalled that Ladakhi Muslims, who were recently (1963-64) repatriated 
to India by the Communist regime, always occupied a very important position 
in Lhasa. and Tibet's commercial life. 

51 Sir Olaf Caroe holds that in many ways Tibetans take to Europeans more 

easily than do Indians. Both Tibetans and Europeans (or at any rate British 
peoplc) 'are more patient, and in a sense superficial; while Indians are more 
withdrawn. sensitive and subtle'. 
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essaying the armed strength of these lands, their potentialities for 
resisting a British onslaught, and of his own ingeniously thought- 
out plans 'for handling' Bhutan, Assam and Nepal.52 As 
Dr. Cammann has aptly observed: 

Such an  aggressive attitude on the part of officials of an  expanding Empire 
could not be easily concealed from the peoples of the surrounding nations. 
And it would probably have been difficult to convince the Bhutanese or the 
Tibetans that a policy directed against others might not some day be directed 
against them. Especially as the former had already enjoyed a somewhat too 
intimate experience with it.53 

Should it then be a matter of surprise that both the envoys 
were allowed admittance after considerable hesitation, that 
neither was able to conclude any binding commercial agreement, 
nor permitted to go to Lhasa? Again, that the 'substantial 
concessions' which Turner is reported to have secured did not, 
in reality, amount to much nor yet result in anything beyond a 
mere verbal promise ? 

Finally, and perhaps of major import, was the fact that the 
two missions arrived a t  a time when the Manchu ascendancy was 
a t  its acme of influence in these lands. Dr. Petech's work, to 
which a reference has been made, is explicit on this point, as is 
any text-book of Chinese history.54 Even more appropriate is 
an astute observation of Sir Eric Teichman that the Chinese 
influence has been the maximum in the wake of their marching 
armies in Tibet: in 1720, in 1750, in 1792, in 1908-10 and-one 
may add-in 1950.55 The Bogle-Turner missions are thus sand- 
wiched between the two earlier invasions. One may recall that 
Bogle found the Chinese a 'major stumbling block' astride all 
his paths and that his efforts to work up some feeling in the 
Panchen that Tibet was an independent entity proved still-born.56 

52 Of Bhutan, Bogle wrote 'Two battalions, I think, would reduce their 

country but two brigades would not keep the communications open. . . .' 
'Narratives', op. cit., p. 57. 

53 Cammann, OF. cit., p. 40. 
54 'Thus after a good deal of trial and error the political power in Tibet 

was firmly incorporated in that of the Ch'ing Empire where it was to remain 
until 1912'. The earlier reference is to the armed intervention of 1750. 
Reischauer and Fairbank, op. cit., p. 363. 

55 Sir Eric Teichman, op. c i t . ,  p. 2.  
56 'They (Lhasa merchants) answered, that Gesub Rimboche (the Regent) 

would do everything in his power, but that he and all the country were subject 
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Probably his most ingeniously wrought effort in this direction 
was an attempt to persuade the Lama to conclude a binding 
treaty with the British in Bengal which was designed to serve as 
a deterrent to the repeated Gorkhali aggressions in Sikkim. T h e  
Panchen avoided and evaded even this bait, how very tempting 
i t  may have looked or was made to.57 

The preceding paragraph apart, it is possible to interpret 
repeated Manchu incursions as waves of military activity, often 
reluctantly undertaken because of the expense, followed by a 
gradual fall in the temperature until another military expedition 
proved necessary. I t  would thus seem that the acme came in 
1750 followed by a decline in actual exercise of influence and 
then another peak (perhaps lower in fact than 1750) in 1792. 
I t  was the death of the Panchen followed by the ban on foreigners 
resulting from 1792 which did the final damage; otherwise i t  is 
arguable that the 'foreign devils' might well have continued their 
relations with Tashilhunpo a t  least. 

Not that the Chinese yoke was not resented. I11 fact, both of 
Hastings' envoys clearly underlined, as has been briefly noticed, 
the too obvious Tibetan resentment of Chinese interference. 
Yet they also observed that the alien impact was sufficiently 
powerful and seemed to overawe the Tibetans in all their dealings.58 
Thus the specific failure of the two missions may, in the final 
analysis, be squarely laid to the general averseness of the celestial 
kingdom to permit any intercourse with the 'foreign devils'. I t  
follows that as long as the Chinese exercised the least vestige of 
authority in Tibet, it would remain a forbidden land, and so in 
fact it did despite the pleasantries exchanged and the gifts that 
passcd between Calcutta and Tashilhunpo.5~ 

to the Emperor of China. T h i ~  is a stumbling block which crossed me i n  all 
my paths'. 'Narratives', 02. ci t . ,  p. 148. 

57 Ibrd., pp. 150-51. 
Rogle recorded, artcr lie h-ld mentioned to the Panchen Lama the new 

alignrncnt hc had proposed: 'He srcmecl to be much pleased with what I had  
said and asked me il he might write this to Gcsub'. 

58 Turner: LGnhncy, p. 2j3.  
59 Younghusband, of). crt.,  p. 31, lauds Warren Hastings' efforts as 'not 

mcrrly statesmanlike', but 'humane'. He used no threats, was not impatient, 
cornmittcd no aggrcssion. 



CHAPTER V 

I N D I A ,  C H I N A  A N D  T I B E T  
T O  1 8 9 0  

FOR A HUNDRED years or so after Turner, until the closing decade 
of the nineteenth century, there is little of major interest in Indo- 
Tibetan relations, commercial or otherwise. Basically, with 
Warren Hastings' departure in 1784, the architect of an active and 
deliberate policy of opening up  the country for trade and commerce 
-his approach had scrupulously eschewed all territorial ambitions 
a t  Tibet's expense-was no more. Besides, there were fewer 
opportunities. As has been noticed earlier, it was clear that after 
1792 a conscious effort was made as it were to seal the country 
from contact with the outside world.' Again, fewer still were 
the envoys despatched who would knock a t  the gate to seek 
admittance. Nevertheless there is, in 181 1, a certain Thomas 
Manning, reportedly possessed of a smattering of medical knowl- 
edge, who repaired to Lhasa in dissuise as a Chinese physician.2 
H e  was to enjoy, for well-nigh a hundred years, the unique 
distinction of being the solitary Englishman who ever visited the 
Potala and had an  audience with its lord and master, the youthful 
ninth Dalai Lama, then aged seven. 'The Lama's beautiful 
and interesting face and manner engrossed all my attention. H e  
was poetically and affectingly beautiful to look upon',3 the English 
visitor recorded. 

According to Markham, and Manning's own testimony by 
implication, the pseudo-physician went entirely on his own without 

I A belief persisted in Tibet that the British had helped the Gurkhas in their 
war of aggression in 1792. Besides, there had been a gradual extension of British 
power in the states bordering Tibet, not to speak of the growing activities 
of Christian missionaries in these areas. 'And so whether in accordance with 
Chinese policy or not Tibet, after 1792, deliberately closed its doors to foreigners'. 
Richardson, op. c i f . ,  p. 71. 

2 Manning, who was a scholar of Chinese, is reported to have acquired his 
medical knowledge, in six months, in a London hospital. Graham Sandberg: 
The Exploration of  Tibet (London, 1901), p. 116. Markham in his biographical 

sketch of Manning 'Narratives', op. cif., pp. clv-clxi, makes no mention of this 
except in a footnote (clvii) wherein he (Manning) is listed as 'one of many 
doctors' who applied to go to China in 1806. 

3 For his audiences, see 'Narratives', ap. cit., pp. 263-67 and 2011-91. See 
also Sir Olar Caroe, 'Englishmen in Tibet', op. cite: pp. 2-5. 



any official help or sponsorship. Indeed, he was highly critical 
of the Company on this score: 

I cannot help exclaiming what fools the Company are to give me no 
commission, no authority, no instructions! What use are their embassies when 
their Ambassadors cannot speak to a soul and can only make ordinary phrases 
through a stupid interpreter? . . . Fools, fools, fools to neglect an  opportunity 
they may never have again. . . .4 

All this notwithstanding, an Indian student of Tibetan affairs 
would have us believe that Manning had been provided with 
all facilities by Lord Minto, the then Governor-General of India- 
a sentiment echoed by a more recent Chinese scholar.5 And this 
in the face of his biographer's clear assertion that he (Manning) 
was undoubtedly 'disgusted' with the official treatment he 
received.6 

Sponsored or otherwise, through his thinly-veiled disguise 
R/J[anning's real identity could never have been seriously in doubt: 
'Sometimes, particularly when he (Dalai Lama) looked a t  me, 
his smile almost approached a gentle laugh.' Could it be that 
the Lama saw through the disguise? For, 'my grim beard and  
spectacles somewhat excited his risibility'.' 

Kindly received on the whole, it would seem to follow that 
Manning's observations of the Lhasa scene could not have been 

4 Ibid., p. 218. Markham's annotation herein is to the effect that Manning 
might have been given a simple passport by the Government of India, recom- 
mending him to the good offices of the authorities without any other official 
recognition. 

5 Taraknath Das, British Expatlsion in Tibet (Calcutta, 1927), p. 6. Dr. Yaoting 
Sung seems to suggest that Manning's mission was officially sponsored, he 
(Manning) being Lord Minto's instrument when 'he (Minto) resumed Lord 
Hastings' (sic) unfinished task of opening Tibet for British trade'. The  
Chinese scholar's obvious reference is to Warren Hastings. Yaoting Suns, 
Chinese-Tibetan Relations, 1890-1947 ( a  thesis submitted to the faculty of the 
University of Minnesota, 1949), p. 15. Markham, op. cit., p. clvii, quotes from 
a letter written to Lord Minto by the Select Committee at Canton: 'as we consider 
Mr. hianning eminently qualified for the task he has undertaken, we anxiously 
hope your Lordship will not consider him improper to afford Mr. Manning every 
practicable assistance in the prosecution of his plans'. 

6 'Narrati\.rsl, op. r i t . ,  p. clix. 
7 Ibid.. p. 265. 
In talking to the Dalni Lama, then a mere child: 'He addressed himself in 

the Tibetan language to the interpreter, the Chinese interpreter to my Munshi, 
my Munshi to me in Latin. I gave answer in Latin which was converted and 
conveyed back in the same language'. Ibid., p. 266. 
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without their valuc. Among other impressions imbibed, the 
half-baked physician noted that there was no organised or sustained 
hostility to the British per se and that the Tibetans would fain 
throw over-board the Chinese yoke 'without many emotions of 
regret7.8 And not least for the reason that the great Mandarins 
a t  Lhasa-meaning the Ambans-'were generally rogues and 
scoundrels'.9 The  value of s l~ch  observations and the interest 
of the travelogue apart, it may be broadly agreed that Manning's 
visit had a mere episodic significance for there was his conspicuous 
failure to achieve anything of great moment.10 

I n  the years that followed, British efforts to open up Tibet to 
trade did not cease. Essentially, however, the position was some- 
what complicated. T o  the authorities in India it appeared that 
due pressure in Peking would make the latter relent in its 
opposition to British intercourse with Tibet-for that alone was 
viewed as a major stumbling bloclc. O n  the contrary, seasoned 
'China hands' were quite clear in their mind that Peking's 
reluctance was due not so much to an  unwillingness to oblige, as 
the conviction that the Tibetans Lvere increasingly recalcitrant 
and  would not easily conform, an  assessment which was nearer 
the truth. Thus in the process pressure from India was often- 
times rcsistecl by British representatives in Peking and an ill- 
concealed unwillingness was evident in applying it, if a t  all-a 
fact which invariably made Calcutta restive and even resentful. 
Finally, it was found possible to incorporate in the Chefoo 
Convention (1876) a separate articlc laying down that should a 
British Mission of exploration proceed, by way of Peking 'through 
Kansuh and Kokonor', or 'by way of Szechuan to Tibet and then 
to India', or even 'across the Indian frontier to, Tibet', the 
Tsungli Yamen (Chinese Foreign Office) will provide all necessary 
facilities and passports through its 'High Provincial Authorities', 
and the 'Resident inTibet's0 that its passage be 'not o b ~ t r u c t e d ' . ~ ~  

8 'Narratives', op. cit., p. 274. 
9 Ibid., p. 273. 
10 Younghusband expresses the view that Manning was a private adventurer 

who went up in spite of and against the wishes of the then Government of India 
and puts his failure to this 'disgust' at Government's refusal to support him. 
Younghusband, op. cit., pp. 33 and 39. 

11 The Chefoo (or Yeutai) Convention which was forced by Britain on the 
occasion of the murder of interpreter Margary on the Burmese border (1875), 
opened ten additional ports and improved the status of foreigners in China. 



For a clearer perspective, it may be necessary to recapitulate 
here briefly some of the developments that had taken place in 
British relations with Tibet's neighbouring states in the course 
of the hundred years from Bogle to the Chefoo Convention. 
Much of the ground has been covered earlier. For the present, 
it may suffice to recall that events culminating in the military 
expedition of 186 1 to Sikkim had reduced that state to the position 
of a British protectorate. In  the case of Bhutan, the treaty of 
1865 had made her a British stipendiary and seriously compromised 
her independence.12 As for Nepal she had, on her own, taken 
upon herself the role of a close ally of the Raj. To complete the 
picture it may be as well to recall that Ladakh had long been 
a part of Kashmir which, after the accession of Gulab Singh, 
now came into direct relationship with the British; that in 1846 
the districts of Lahul and Spiti had been incorporated into 
Kangra, in the Par?jab;l3 that Kumaon and parts of Garhwal, 
wherein Tibet and British India came into direct physical contact 
with each other, were now integral parts of the North-western, 
later the United Provinces of Agra and Oudh. Again, after the 
incorporation of Assam, British authority gradually seeped into 
the tribal belt that sundered Tibet from the foot-hills in the 
extreme eastern part of the Indian dominion.14 Thus all the way 
from Ladakh in the west, to the trijunction of Burma, Tibet and 
China in the east, British India had penetrated what Tibet rightly 
or wrongly regarded as areas within her own peculiar sphere of 
religious and cultural, and hence by implication political 
hegemony.15 

At the time of its ratification by Britain in 1885, additional articles relating to 
opium traffic were incorporated. For details, see H.  B. Morse, International 
Relations of the Chinese Empire (New York, 1918), 3 Vols., 11, pp. 303-15, and 
S. T. Wang, The Margary Affair and the Chefoo Agreement (Oxford, 1910). 

12 A recent study of these states, for most part geographical, is Pradyurnna 
P. Karan and William M. Jenkins, The Himalayan Kingdoms (Princeton, 1963). 

13 Actually, these two became tehsils of the Kangra district and functioned 
as such until early in 1963 when they emerged as full-fledged,independent districts. 

14 The Darjeeling district was acquired from the Maharaja of Sikkim in 1835 
and, as part of the settlement with Bhutan in 1865, the Kalimpong area was 
attached to British India. Farther to the east, a series of agreements beginning 
in 1844 with the chiefs of the little-known hill-tribes living between the plains 
of Assam and the west of the Himalayas were concluded. 

1s 'The Government of the Dalai Lama did not exercise direct authority in 
Ladakh, Sikkim, Bhutan or any area south of the Himalayas except for the 
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The developments outlined above were bound to disturb 
Tibetan equanimity, and profoundly. What became even more 
exasperating, from Lhasa's point of view, was the knowledge that 
some clandestine missions had been sent into their country and 
operated there, under the active sponsorship of their southern 
neighbour. Manning, it is true, was disowned but year after 
year the Trigonometrical survey had sent in disguise 'native 
pundits', as these men were called, to carry out a thorough and 
systematic study of the Tibe tan uplands.16 Thus Nain Singh, 
Krishna, the famous 'A.K.', Ugyen Gyatso ('U.G.' for short) 
and even Sarat Chandra Dass did a remarkable job of work.17 
When the knowledge spread that these Indian Agents of the 
British had travelled about disguised as monks, hiding their 
prismatic compasses behind the sanctity of (Tibetan) prayer- 
wheels, their sextants in their begging bowls, and restricted their 
rosaries to a hundred beads to check off paces, the land of the 
Lama was visibly disturbed.18 Besides the Pandits, a host of 

Chumbi valley; but the ties of religious homage, trade, racial affinity and the 
degree of common interest had given Lhasa a special position and influence'. 
Richardson, op. cit., pp. 73-74. 

16 For details, see General Report on the Operations of the Great Trigonometrical 
Survey of India during 1866-67 by Colonel J. T. Walker, pp. i-xxix; Ibid. (during 
1867-68)' pp. i-x; Ibid. (during 1871-72) by Major T. G. Montgomerie; Ibid. 
(during 1873-74) by Colonel J. T. Walker, pp. i-x. The first (1866) to go was 
Pandit 'A' (Nain Singh) who repeated his journey with another (Pandit 'C') 
in 1867. A later one (1871-72) was No. 9 and then another known as 'D' 
(famous as A. K. or Krishna) in 1873-74. 

17 Markham, writing in 1875, tells us that these men were selected with the 
greatest care, that they have added 'very materially' to our knowledge not 
only of the country's geography but of the condition of its people and the state 
of trade; that they, in fact, deserved the highest praise for their 'painstaking 
accuracy, perseverance and gallant adventurous spirit'. 'Narratives', op. cit., 
p. cxviii. Also see Holdich, Tibet, the A.lysterious (New York, 1906), pp. 231-32 
and Waddell, op. cit., pp. 8-9. 

18 At the Bhutan Boarding School, established at  Darjeeling, with Sarat 
Chnndrn Dass as its Headmaster, 'Tibetan and semi-Tibetan lads' were to add 
to their general knowledge. Besides, 'technical training as Surveyors', which 
was designed to help the exploration of Tibet through the Survey Department, 
was also imparted. These apart they received an intensive course of training 
and were equipped, besides money and clothing, with a strong wooden box, 
a specially concealed secret drawer for holding observing instruments, a prayer 
wheel with rolls of blank paper instead of prayers in the barrel, on which 
observations might be noted and lamaic rosaries by the beads of which each 
hundred paces might be counted, Sandberg, op. cit., pp. 163 and 143-44. 



European adventuresome spirits-Russians and Swedes, Danes 
and Englishmen and Americans-made determined efforts, if 
sometimes through questionable means, to acquire a detailed and 
thorough knowledge of the country. Among the names that 
stand out are the brothers Henry and Richard Strachey, first in 
point of time (1846448); the Russian explorer Prjevalsky, who 
established the conformation of Tibet's north-eastern and eastern 
mountain systems; the American Rockhill, who made two journeys 
through the north-eastern and eastern districts of Tibet; the 
Englishman, Captain Bower who explored the western parts, 
and a Miss Taylor who came to within 150 miles of Lhasa, not 
to mention the veteran Swedish doctor, Sven Hedin who made 
three memorable journeys surveying the northern, southern and 
western parts of the country.lg 

I t  is with the background of this persistent, well-sustained, and 
reasonably successful attempt a t  penetration by an active and 
powerful neighbour, along the entire length of its southern border, 
that Lhasa's reaction to the special article of the Chefoo Convention 
must be viewed. Such protests may not have been possible, and 
if made carried far less weight, if Chinese authority itself had 
remained unimpaired. But the knowledge of the humiliating 
Opium Wars and the long and bitter Taiping Rebellion, which 
had shaken the empire to its very foundations, could not be long 
kept from the Tibetans. Added to this was the fact that the 
calibre of most of the Manchu officials, posted to these far-flung 
outposts of the empire, was never, as Manning noticed, of a very 
high order. Additionally, the loss of the Ch'ing (Chinese name 
for the Manchu dynasty) power and prestige could not but be 
reflected in the reduced influence of the Imperial Ambans a t  
Lhasa. 

While the British were thus preparing to cash in on the letter of 
the law, the Tibetans were protesting, ever more loudly, against 
any British Mission being sent through their country. A showdown 
seemed imminent and would have led to interesting results. But, 

Bell was informed by the Tibetan Prime Minister in 1910 that Sarat Chandra 
Dass' clandestine entry and surreptitious inquiries led to severe punishment, 
including loss of life and property, being meted to a host of people among them 
officials at the barrier-gates and even incarnate lamas, which was 'a most unusual 
perhaps unprecedented occurrence in Tibet'. Bell, Tibrt, p. 59. 

19 Fors details, ee Graham Sandberg, op. sit. Sandberg should, however, be 
accepted with a good deal of caution. 
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continent by 1890 set Tibet face to face with a powerful southern 
neighbour \vhose borders, as has been noticed, touched her 
directly through the Kumaon and Garhwal divisions and the 
eastern Assam Hills, and indirectly through the 'inner ring' of 
mountainous states and districts. With its expanding dominion, 
British interest in Tibetan affairs had grown too and, in the process, 
been transformed. From the mere commercial reconnaissance 
of a Bogle and a Turner, added to the intellectual curiosity of 
their sponsor Warren Hastings, or the surreptitious visit of the 
idiosyncratic Manning, it had grown into the vital interests of an 
empire which was determined to defend its frontiers against any 
alien, not to say unfriendly, or hostile, influences on the other 
side of the border. The last few decades of the nineteenth century 
in India belong to what has been termed an Imperial state and 
this not merely because of the formal assumption of the Imperial 
title by the Queen of England on January 1, 1877. Logically, 
these years saw 'Imperial' India become the centre and pivot of 
a vast political system in Asia. A whole epoch was thus stamped 
as it were by its founding father's fanciful vision of 'bequeathing 
to India the supremacy of Central Asia and the revenues of a 
first-class power'.27 

Not that the incentive for trade had declined by any means. 
O n  the contrary, the need for new markets had grown and 
multiplied. I t  should always be borne in mind that the body 
of merchants who had founded the East India Company, though 
finally voted out of existence in 1857, had left a very deep impact 
on the nature and character of British rule in India. For the 
Raj remained dominated by what its many critics, not unjustly, 
called its bania mentality-its mercantile ethics, its grabbing, 
usurious traits.28 Basically, the economic gains which they 
made as traders continued. for as rulers they kept the same 
objectives in view. This had, it would appear, a very cogent 

27 Lady Betty Balfour (Ed.), Personal and Literary Letters o f .  . . Earl of Lytton 
(London, 1906), 2 Vols., 11, p. 200. 

28 ' . . . the fact cannot be ignored that as traders they came to make 
economic gains and as rulers they had the same aim. The gains they made 
and their effect on the economic life of the people . . . is the most important 
aubject in an assessment of British rule'. Ram Gopal, British Rirk in India: an 
usscssmcnt (Bombay, 1963), p. vii. For a candid survey, see Penderel Moon, 
Strangns in India (London, 1945). 

Bania is a Hindi word ibr a retailer or a petty shop-keeper. 



explanation inasmuch as the desire to discover new markets was, 
if anything, much keener after Britain became the world's greatest 
industrial power, than in the days of Warren Hastings, when the 
first faint rumblings of the industrial revolution were barely 
audible. Perhaps a clearer understanding of British empire- 
building, and latterly of empire-liquidation, could be gauged if 
an  index of growing trade possibilities, or sometimes of contracting 
commercial prospects, was constantly kept under review. 

Meanwhile as British interests, both territorial and commercial, 
had grown there had taken place a marked decline in Chinese 
power. This was evident and not only in the traditional eighteen 
provinces of the mainland but even more starkly in Tibet as in 
other parts of the Emperor's far-flung dominions. Thus, in the 
poverty-stricken Szechuan-Hupei-Shensi border region, the 'White 
Lotus' Rebellion (1 795- 1814) was an early warning of the 
declining fortunes of the Ching.29 Again, the nineties whicll saw 
the Imperial State in India at  its near-climax, witnessed the rapid 
carving up of China by the Western powers-an operation often 
referred to as the 'Cutting up of the Chinese Melon'.30 The 
Taiping rebellion (1 85 1-64), briefly alluded to earlier, dealt a 
severe blow to Manchu rule31 which continued, less by its own 
inherent strength than by the fact that foreign nations were 
interested in bolstering it up, tl~ough allowing it 'just enough power 
to keep on ruling badly, without being able to rule effectively'.32 
For obvious reasons there could be no satisfactory or mutually 
acceptable division of spoils after the sick man had been buried. 
The Manchus had thus been reduced to a position where they 

29 Reischauer and Fairbank, OF. cit., p. 392. The Rebellion 'was finally 
suppressed in 1804, but already it had signalised the downward turn in the Ching - 

fortunes'. I t  may be notcd that this was long before the pressureof the 
Western 'barbarians' was to become formidable. 

30 Harold hl. Vinacke, A Hi.rtog1 of the Far E a ~ t  in AIodern Times (New York, 
1950) in dealing with China gives this as his chapter heading (pp. 146-63) for 
the period 1894- 190 1.  

31 ' . . . it revealed the inability of the Imperial Government to carry out 
its primary duty or preserving peace and order in the country. Such a rebellion 
even whcn unsuccess~~rl, is usually the harbinger of the end of a dynasty . . . 
it is not going too far from thc facts to say that the successful revolt against the 

Manchus in 191 1 was begun in the middle of the preceding century'. Ibid., 
p. 68. 

32 Owen and Eleanor Lattimore, The Making of Modern China (Washington, 
1944), p. 123. 
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were too weak to exercise any effective control within their own 
domain and, as a result of this internal bankruptcy and decrepitude, 
all the more powerless to resist even the most outrageous demands 
of the Western Powers. 

This loss of Manchu domestic authority was manifest a t  its 
starkest in Tibet. Chinese armies had braved, as has been 
noticed, hardships of a redoubtable character to rush to the aid 
of the Dalai Lama both in 1726 and again in 1792 when Tibet 
faced the invasions of the Dzungarian Mongols from the north 
and of the Gurkhas from the south. In  between too the Ch'ing 
had, to uphold Imperial prestige, sent armed forces to Lhasa. 
A century later, however, when Tibet once again faced the Dogra 
threat from the north-west (1840) or that of the Gurkhas from 
the south ( 1854-55), no large-scale Manchu armies-contrary to 
a popular, yet mistaken, belief33-came to its rescue. Left to 
fend for itself, Lhasa faced loss of considerable prestige in the 
one case, and the fact of a galling treaty in the other. I t  would 
not be far too wrong to conclude that from all this the Tibetans 
must have drawn a moral, if not indeed a lesson. 

Paradoxical as it may seem, although Manchu authority in 
Tibet had declined precipitately, the form and fiction of the 
Emperor's sovereign control had persisted. Thus Chinese Ambans 
had continued to he stationed in Lhasa and Peking had successfully 
insisted on all dealings with Tibet, being routed through her, and 
not directly. Hence it was that the Chefoo agreement with 
China contained the clause, to which Tibet was not a party, 
permitting a British Mission to travel to China via Tibet or, if 
need be, in the reverse direction. T o  complete the picture, one 
might add that it was the defiant Tibetan resistance-could it 
be at  the behest, or indeed instigation of the Chinese?34-to this 

33 Actually, the force employed to repel Zorawar Singh's invasion of western 
Tibet was entirely Tibetan, nor had any troops arrived from China. Yet the 
fact that the Treaty of 1842 mentions 'the Khagan of China', besides the 
'Lama GUN Sahib of Lhasa' has led the unwary to conclude that the Tibetans 
'with the aid of the Chinese troops despatched by the Chinese Emperor' had 

invested Leh. For the text, see Aitchison, op. cit. For the quotation, Report of 
the O#cials of the Governments of India and the People's Republic of China on the Boundary 
Question (New Delhi, 1961), Part 11, p. 52. 

Richardson, oh. cit., p. 72, states categorically that the force was 'purely 
Tibetan, although it has sometimes been wrongly described as 'Chinese'.' 

34 Charles E. Drummond Black, op. cit., p. 262, talks of Chinese connivance, 
while Alfred Lyall, Dufferin, op. cit.,  pp. 134-36 cites a letter from Count 



'concession' which made Peking wriggle out of its earlier com- 
mitment. That  the fact of Chinese authority had given place 
to the fiction of Chinese control, is patent enough and yet signi- 
ficantly thefictionitself was now being hugged. I t  was convenient 
and useful to the Chinese: any open confession that their control 
did not exist would be dangerous to prey-hungry wolves, who stood 
waiting a t  the door-step and were only too anxious to seize any 
such opportunity. T o  the Tibetans it came handy too for the 
growth of a strongly-entrenched British power, along the entire 
length of their southern border, presented the most serious threat 
to their independence. Protestations of Chinese supremacy 
would thus put off the evil day of an inconvenient, direct encounter. 
Besides, to acknowledge what Mr. Richardson has aptly called 
the "politico-mystical aura of the empireM,35 did not amount to 
a heavy, unbearable yoke, but a near-complete independence 
in all spheres of activity. 

In  the light of the above, the often-repeated question whether 
it were the Chinese who deliberately kept the Tibetans secluded, 
or whether the Tibetans themselves desired seclusion, becomes a 
purely academic exercise.36 Left to themselves, the Chinese did 
not encourage intercourse with the outside world, for the Middle 
Kingdom was self-sufficient and, therefore, shunned trade or 
commerce with the Western barbarians. Again, of their own 
the Tibetans never protested more violently than when the 
foreigners, including the Chinese themselves, showed the least 
propensity to interference in their affairs. Years later, Lord 
Curzon was to call the Sino-Tibetan relationship 'a political 
affectation' which had only been maintained because of its mutual 
convenience to both parties.37 

To take up the thread of the narrative, the Convention on 
Burma, in 1886, had provided for the countermanding of the 

Bela Szechenyi ('an experienced informant') to Lord 1 Dufferin alleging that 
a hundred large boxes filled with European gunpowder were sent from 
China' to the aid of assembled Tibetan troops in the Chumbi valley to resist 
Macaulay's much-advertised mission. 

35 Richardson, op. cit., p. 7 2 .  
36 Cammann, op. cit., p. 144, Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., 

pp. 415-16 and Tcichman, op. cit., p. 19, maintain that China deliberately 
kept Tibet isolated and secluded; whereas O'Connor, op. cit., p. 48 thinks China 
was a 'very convenient stalling horse' behind which the Tibetans could shelter 
invincible distrust of Europeans and their methods. 

37 Infra, Chapter XI. 



70 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

Macaulay Mission "inasmuch as an  inquiry into the circum- 
stances by the Chinese Government had shown the existence of 
many obstacles" to its fruition. That  this was not only a tribute 
to the strength of Tibetan feeling on the subject, but also a measure 
of the bankruptcy of Chinese authority in Lhasa, was clear to 
any but the most casual of observers. The Tibetans, however, 
as was briefly noticed earlier, because of their ignorance of the 
true state of affairs drew the obvious, yet palpably wrong, conclusion 
that Britain was weak and unable to assert itself.38 And in so 
far as they still regarded Sikkim to be a part of their domain, 
they crossed the Jelap la in force and built a fort a t  Lingtu (inside 
Sikkim) to block, or in any case forestall, Macaulay's armed escort 
of two hundred men.39 This was in the autumn of 1886, when 
Macaulay was bemoaning his being 'shipwrecked within sight 
of the promised land'. O n  the other hand, Lingtu was strategic 
and, in the words of Buckland, could 'block the road, and . . . 
command the steep downs below' in Jelap, 'where Tibetans 
pastured their sheep and cattle' during the summer.40 

Consequent upon the Tibetans fortifying Lingtu, Sikkim was 
projected into the limelight and undoubtedly her role was destined 
to be the most pivotal. Much to British embarrassment, 
however, its young, 28-year old Maharaja, Thotab Namgyal, 
led by his masterful second wife, the daughter of a Tibetan official 
in Lhasa, had then been for some years residing in Chumbi-and 
this despite repeated (British) protests.4' The injection of Tibetan 
troops into Lingtu, with what looked like the Maharaja's tacit 
approval, was viewed by the British as a clear violation of the 
Anglo-Sikkimese Convention of 186142 which, inter alia, forbade 
the ruler from allowing any alien troops passage through his 

38 'After Macaulay had retired . . . the Lamas, soldiers and the population 
massed on the passes shouted 'Victory', living in the idea that they had frightened 
the Government of the Empress of India. Their boldness and audacity had 
no limit . . . such affronts done to the mightiest Power demand an exemplary 
satisfaction'. Letter to Lord Dufferin from Count Bela Szechenyi, cited in 
Lyall, Dufferin, op. cit., 11, p. 136. 

39 Lingtu, at a height of 12,000-13,000 feet, lies astride the trade route from 
India, through Sikkim, to Tibet over the Jelap-la. 

40 For the earlier citation, Younghusband, op. cit., p. 47, for the latter, C .  
Buckland, Bengal under the Lieutenant Governors (Calcutta, 1901), 11, p. 847. 

41 White, op. cit., p. 22. 
42 For the text, see Aitchison, op. d., XII. 



country, much less permit him to cede or lease any part thereof. 
Lhasa, on the contrary, having always regarded the unilateral 
establishment of a British protectorate over the small, Himalayan 
Kingdom as a usurpation,43 and thus convinced that in marching 
to Lingtu it was well within its rights, viewed this prospect with 
obvious satisfaction. 

Meanwhile a battle royalwas being waged between a Governor- 
General (Lord Dufferin) who, a t  best, was not over-enthusiastic 
about Macaulay's proposed venture and the frontier officials of 
a subordinate local Government, which was convinced that the 
Tibetans deserved 'exemplary punishment'. There was also 
Sir John Walsham, the British Minister in Peking who was sensitive 
to the Yamen's susceptibilities and Whitehall itself exposed to 
variegated pressures. Inside Parliament some inconvenient 
questions had been asked, and outside the Chambers of Commerce 
had shown a remarkable eagerness to push in. Yet Lord Dufferin 
was anxious to avoid a mention of Sikkim, for fear of a direct 
assertion of China's suzerainty over the state, and had hoped that 
the Maharaja could be persuaded to co-operate.44 The latter, 
however, cowed down by events in neighbouring Bhu{an, proved 
severely adamant. Meantime, the Bengal civilians were very 
vocal. The picture of Sikkim becoming a province of Tibet 
was painted in lurid colours and it was pointed out that this 
'would react most formidably on the security of life and property' 
in neighbouring Darjeeling. Nor, in restrospect, should this 
appear to be an exaggeration. Sikkim is wholly south of the 
Himalayan watershed. Chumbi too is south, but there the 
watershed a t  Phari is imperceptible; there is no Kanchenjunga 
to guard the sub-continenr. 

43 'Till the end of the 18th century, Sikkim was practically a dependency of 
Tibet where its ruler was designated Governor of Sikkim', Encyclopmdia Britannica, 
Vol. XX, p. 6.50, a position that has been seriously challenged, Supra, Note 14. 
Actually the present reigning (Namgayal) dynasty, claiming descent from one 
of the Gyalpos of Eastern Tibet, goes back to 1641. A vigorous defence of 
Tibetan advance is developed in Das, op. cit., R. C. Majumdar, Histoly and 
Culture of the Indinn People, op. cit., IX,  p. 1070 is unequivocal: 'The leaders and 
people of Sikkim werc mostly pro-Tibetan, and as they did not ask for British help, 
nor desired it, there was no ostensible ground for interference by the British'. 

44 White, OF. cit., p. 19, reveals that during his first visit to Sikkim in November 
1887, his (and Mr. A. W. Paul's) mission was 'to try and induce the Maharaja 
to return from Chumbi . . . and to spend more time in his own country'. 
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That  the Maharaja, wholly under the sway of his Tibetan 
wife, was also amenable to the powerful influence of the Chinese 
Amban is amply borne out. The  former, a forceful character, 
was well-connected, as was noticed earlier, to a powerful Lhasa 
family; the latter had recently succeeded in bringing the rival 
Tongsa and Paro Penlops of Bhutan to their heels. At a meeting 
convened by the Amban in 1886 in the Chumbi valley, the ruler 
of Sikkim is reported to have said: 

From the time o f .  . . all our Rajas and subjects have obeyed the orders of 
China. . . . In such a crisis (forced by the British crossing into his state 
territory), if you, as our old friend, can make some arrangements, even then in 
good and evil we will not leave the shelter of the feet of China and Tibet. . . . 
We all, king and subject, priests and laymen, honestly promise to prevent persons 
from crossing the boundary.45 

Even after the Macaulay mission was recalled, the Tibetans 
continued to hold Lingtu-defending their territorial claims 
thereto which, in any case, were far from clearly defined. Nor 
did they stop there. For they went further, blocked all trade, 
levied taxes on the local population and showed no signs of leaving. 
T o  cap it all, the Maharaja still tarried on in the Chumbi valley 
while pressure on Calcutta, from the British tea-planters, continued 
to mount up. Indeed, the latter feared for their investment in 
what now seemed to them to become disputed territ0ry.4~ Thus 
circumstanced, Lord Dufferin appears to have made up his mind 
to push back the Tibetans, for the situation had become seemingly 
impossible. The  tidings disturbed the Tsungli Yamen which took 
serious exception to any such course of action by the British.47 
Driven to desperation, it despatched urgent messages-destined 
never to reach the addressees-to the commander of the Lingtu 
garrison as well as the Dalai Lama, underlining the justice of 
the British case, and asking for compliance with an early withdrawal. 

The Maharaja, of course, did not oblige and this despite the fact that his annual 
subsidy was stopped. 

45 H. H. Riseley (Ed.), Gazetteer of Sikkim (Calcutta, 1894), p. 126. 
46 Ibid., pp. xv-xvi. 
47 Charles E. Drummond Black, op. cit., pp. 262-64. 
I t  is necessary to recall that influence in Lhasa was of the greatest value 

to the Manchus for its impact on the Mongols. For 'to tame' them (Mongols) 
with the Yellow Religion was 'China's best policy'. E. H. Parker, 'Wei Yuan 
on the Mongols', Journal, North China Branch of the Rqyal Asiatic SociCp, XXII, 
(1887)' p. 101. 



Chinese delaying tactics, as the British viewed them, continued. 
Truly, Peking's stakes were high. For, not only was Lama 
hierarchy to be supported, the lucrative Szechuan-Tibet trade, 
which enjoyed much popular support, maintained but, what was 
more, dwindling Chinese prestige in Central Asia needed to be 
powerfully boosted. There was also great anxiety not to expose 
publicly China's helplessness in making the recalcitrant, if not 
defiant, Tibetans conform to Peking's wishes and herein presently 
the choice of the thirteenth Dalai Lama (March 1888) was to 
inject into the situation a disturbing element. The British, how- 
ever, were in no mood to await China's convenience. Besides 
a year's (1888-87) dilly-dalling, a time-limit had been set Peking 
to ensure Tibetan withdrawal by March 15, 1888. Nothing 
happened. A letter had been written to the Tibetan commander 
a t  Lingtu too, which was later returned unopened. Another 
had been sent, in February, 1888, to the Dalai Lama, but i t  
brought no reply. O n  March 20 (1888) 2,000 British troops, 
commanded by Brigadier Graham, drove the Tibetans out of 
Lingtu and took up positions a t  Gnatong. Lhasa's irregular 
levies, which made two more attempts in the autumn, were 
repulsed with heavy losses while pursuing British troops advanced 
12 miles inside Tibet and entered the Chumbi valley. Their 
withdrawal, however, was immediate and the occupation lasted 
barely a day. This prompt and decisive action which took place 
in September was to serve as a signal for the Tsungli Yamen 
which, though deeply aroused, was restrained by the thought of 
an unequal conflict with the British at  the farthest end of its 
dominion. The Chinese embarrassment nevertheless was the 
greater as they had already 'ordered' their Amban a t  Lhasa to 
make the Tibetans pull out and effect a settlement. 

Desultory negotiations now ensued. The British were anxious 
that Peking recognise their protectorate over Sikkim, a proposition 
for which the Chinese had shown no enthusiasm in the past, nor 
did they any now. Presently, Mortimer Durand, then Foreign 
Secretary to the Government of India, conducted some fitful 
parleys with the Amban, stationed in Lhasa. The latter was 
obstinate and, 'laughingly but meaningly', hinted that unless 
negotiations proved fruitful it might be 'a question of war between 
England and China'. The Foreign Secretary's retort was that 
such a state of hostilities 'would not be decided in Sikkim' which 



74 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

remark made the Amban 'shut up like a telescope' with profuse 
apologies for his 'j0ke'.4~ 

The  'joke' apart, the chink in the armour was now sufficiently 
evident and this despite the Amban's clever ruse of secretly 
summoning the Deb Raja of Bhutan to be present a t  the meeting. 
As Durand put it, 

The Amban evidently dares not give way about the 'rights' of Tibet. 'He 
was' he said 'only a guest in Lhasa-not a master-and he could not put aside 
the real masters'. He has no force to speak of, and he knows the Tibetans 
have turned upon a Chinese Resident before now. . . .49 

The stalemate thus persisted. Exasperated, the British a t  one 
stage threatened to close the episode, so far as China was concerned, 
without any specific agreement.50 This spurred Peking to a 
sudden spurt of activity. Broken once the talks finally led to the 
conclusion of the Anglo-Chinese convention of 1890, which inter 
alia defined Sikkim's boundary as the water-parting of the Teesta 
(Mochu to the Tibetans), recognised Britain's protectorate over 
the state (viz. control over its internal administration and foreign 
relations) and gave a joint Anglo-Chinese guarantee of the frontier 
as laid down. Certain other issues, such as grazing rights for 
Tibetans in Sikkim, the mode of communication between the 
Indian and Tibetan authorities, and the question of trans-frontier 
trade were, however, left over to be decided later by a joint 
Anglo-Chinese commission.5 1 

Of the three listed above, the real crux was the question of 
trade regulations and herein the two positions were diametrically 
opposed. The British had hoped that Indian tea would have 
unrestricted entry into Tibet-pressure from the Darjeeling tea 
planters had mounted with the years-while understandably 
Chinese opposition to such imports was unrelenting.52 So indeed 
was their resistance to the British demand for a complete freedom 

48 Sir Percy Sykes, Sir Morfimer Durand: A Biography (London, 1926), p. 166. 
49 Ibid., p. 167. 
50 East India (Tibet) Papers Relating to Tibet, Cd. 1920 (London, 1904), No. 1, 

p. 1 ; cited et seq., as Tibet Papers. 
51 Tibet Papers, op. cit., No. 5, pp. 6-7. For the full text, see Appendix. 
52 Ibid., No. 8. The Government of India felt that Chinese opposition had 

placed them 'in a false position towards the planters and the trading community 
in general'. 



of travel.53 Finally, after months of haggling, the British insisted 
on the establishment of a trade mart a t  P'hari-although, in  
actual fact, they preferred Gyantse which, in the heart of the 
province of Tsang, was ideally located. As it turned out, the 
claim for Gyantse was not overly stressed, instead pressure was 
exerted for P'hari which seemed the natural emporium for goods 
from Lhasa, Shigatse and even Bhutan, the Deb Raja's country. 
The Chinese, however, aware of Tibetan resistance-and their 
own inherent suspicion of the British-were, a t  best, prepared 
to offer Yatung. Barely inside Tibet, this little town was to prove 
more an uninhabited narrow hole in a deep valley, which the 
Tibetans later successfully cut off, than as a centre for commercial 
intercourse. 

With the question of a trade mart finally disposed, and Yatung 
was to be opened 'to all British subjects from the first day of 
May, 1894' (Art. I ) ,  other issues were quickly resolved. Thus the 
right of extra-territorial jurisdiction for British subjects in the 
event of trade disputes with the Chinese or the Tibetans was 
accepted, it being laid down that these be inquired into, and 
settled, in 'personal' conference, 'by the Political Officer in 
Sikkim and the Chinese Frontier Officer' (Art. VI) .  Trade in 
Indian tea, which had been the major bone of contention, was 
to be allowed 'at a rate of duty not exceeding that a t  which 
Chinese tea is imported into England', but traffic was not to be 
permitted during the first five years when other commodities were 
exempt (Art. IV). Communications with the Amban, and 
between the Chinese and Indian Officials, were regulated (Arts. 
VII  and VIII)  though, significantly, not with the Tibetans. 
Again, pasturage was to be subject to such regulations 'as the 
British Government may, from time to time, enact for the general 
conduct of grazing in Sikkim' (Art. IX).  Imports of arms, 
ammunition, military stores, salt and liquor, and intoxicating or 
narcotic drugs, may either be 'entirely prohibited or permitted 
on mutually agreeable conditions' (Art. 111). Other goods while 
exempt from duty 'for a period of five years', as an experi- 
mental measure, were to be reported a t  the Customs offices in 

53 Foreign Department, Secret E, Proceedings, August 1893, No. 44;  cited, et. scq., 
as Foreign. 
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Yatung with full particulars of their 'description, quantity and 
value' (Arts. IV and V).54 

Had the Trade Regulations been carried out Indo-Tibetan 
relations, more specifically mutual trade and commerce, might 
have developed fruitfully. Some Chinese writers have tried 
heroically, though not very successfully, to explain away the 
Tibetan refusal to accept or abide by the provisions incorporated 
in the Convention of 1890, or the Regulations which came three 
years later. Thus it has been contended that the British demands 
were, in fact, too far-reaching for the Tibetans to accept, that 
the Chinese had not given 'proper thought' to the Tibetan 
opposition and the subsequent difficulties involved in enforcing 
the treaties, and finally that the Tibetans were completely ignorant 
both of international law and custom.55 Another Chinese scholar 
maintains that, under the 1890-93 arrangements, while British 
subjects in Tibet were to enjoy various privileges, these were not 
to be reciprocally claimed by the Tibetans in Sikkim. Again, 
the Tibetans were being asked to abide by such regulations in 
regard to cattle-grazing in their former vassal state as the British 
would unilaterally lay down-an obviously indefensible position. 
The Tibetan refusal to accept the 1890 boundary was also attributed, 
among other things, to their belief that what had originally been 
Tibetan territory was now marked off as Sikkimese.56 

Most of the points made in these 'explanations' have a grain 
of truth to sustain them, yet basic to the whole argument is the 
refusal to accept the fact that the agreements of 1890-93 were 
the result of long drawn-out negotiations and not a hurried diktat 
imposed by the British over the Chinese. Hence the attempt to 
wriggle out would seem to hide a real snag namely, that the 
Chinese did not appear to face up to some harsh realities. And 
the harshest of these was that while they had lost all control over 
Tibet, they continued to behave as if they still wielded absolute 

54 Called 'Regulations Regarding Trade, Communication and Pasturage 
to be appended to the Sikkim-Tibet Convention of 1890" the document was 
signed at Darjeeling on December 5, 1893, by A. W. Paul for the Indian 
Government and James Hart (brother of the Imperial Commissioner) and HO 
Chang-jung for the Chinese. For the full text, see Appendix. 

55 Yao-ting Sung, op. cit. ,  pp. 24-25. 
56 Tieh-tseng Li, The Historical Status of Tibet (New York, 1956), pp. 79-80. 

A revised edition, Tibet:  Today and resterdug was published in 1960. References 
in the text are to the earlier edition. 



authority and could conclude the most binding of agreements on 
its behalf. 

The British approach to the problem was complicated by a 
variety of considerations most of which far transcended the merely 
local in character. Thus the impending negotiations over 
delimiting the Pamir boundary involved, besides the British and 
the Afghans, Russian and Chinese interests as well. And in this 
case, a t  any rate, the British were keen that the Chinese, as opposed 
to the Russians, stake claims to the intervening territory. There 
was also the question of what has been called 'the preposterous 
Decennial Mission' which, under the Convention of 1886, was 
to be despatched by the Government of Burma to the Manchu 
Emperor. Hence, it has been maintained that 'with a view to 
gaining political objectives in these two spheres', Lord Lands- 
downe's government had 'shown forbearance' on the question 
of the Trade Regulations.57 I n  the Governor-General's view the 
agreement of 1890 with Sikkim was of value 'not so much on 
account of the commercial interests involved' but 'as an outward 
sign of neighbourly goodwill prevailing between the two empires'. 
I t  would thus seem that the British Government were, for reasons 
fairly obvious, fully prepared to endorse and accept the Chinese 
claims on Tibet implicit in the Convention of 1890 and the Trade 
Regulations that came three years later. 

What exactly were British objectives ? A good definition may 
be found in Riseley's Gazetteer of Sikkim written a t  about that time. 
The author noted that the British had 'not the slightest ambition 
to meddle in Tibet' which indeed lay 'on the other side of a great 
wall'. Nor were they under any illusion that the country was a 
'modern Brynhilde, asleep in her mountain top' while the Viceroy 
was a Siegfried out to 'awaken her from the slumber of ages'. 
For basically, however valuable Tibet may have been from the 
point of view of the scientist and the researcher, 'who will deny 
that it would be a piece of surpassing folly to alienate a possible 
ally in China by forcing our way into Tibet', either on the plea 
of scientific curiosity or of dubious mercantile prospects.58 

However self-denying British objectives may have appeared to 
be, there is little doubt that the settlement of 1890-93 contained 
within itself the seeds of a future conflict. For the Tibetans 

57 Foreign, August 1893, No. 44. 
58 Riseley, ob. cit., pp. xii-xiii. 
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behaved as would anyone in their place: they simply ignored 

the agreements, maintaining that these lacked their consent. It 
would seem that for well-nigh a decade now (1886-93), so far as 
the British were concerned, 'the farce of Chefoo' was being 
re-enacted on a larger scale. T o  anticipate Curzon, was not 
Sino-Tibetan 'control-dependence' a palpable absurdity? 

Meanwhile the Government of India hoped, and patiently 
waited, but even as it hoped and waited, the results it had 
anticipated did not come about. For two major conflicts 
developed. I n  the first place, in 1895, the Tibetans occupied 
certain areas on the Sikkim side of the border to which they had a 
very valid claim. As may be evident, the 1890 agreement 
incorporating the Teesta, and its watershed, within the Sikkimese 
boundary gave the British a legal right to the area above Giagong 
although this did severe violence to the historical arrangement 
which recognised Tibetan claims over it. Thus when it came to 
implementing the convention, by actual demarcation of the 
boundary, the Tibetans balked a t  the suggestion. Here was the 
crux and the real starting-point, of the Anglo-Tibetan conflict. 
Later, when the Tibetan authorities stationed their men a t  Dhan- 
kiala and Giagong, Bengal was visibly upset and instructed the 
Political Officer to point out to the Chinese the true, i.e. the legal, 
frontier. I t  was the Government of India which now interceded 
and directed Mr. White not to get involved in controversial 
matters but 'confine (himself) to trade affairs7.59 

Another problem related to Yatung which, with all the 
limitations inherent in its location, was never really opened as a 
trade mart. As a matter of fact, the Tibetans built walls on their 
side to prevent anyone from coming down to meet the British 
Indian traders. 

Luckily for the Tibetans, as also the Chinese, the then Governor- 
General, Lord Elgin, was, in regard to this part of the frontier at 
any rate,60 the embodiment of a policy of patient-waiting rather 
than of precipitate action. In  a letter to the Secretary of State, 
the Government of India underlined the need for such patience 
in dealing with the Tibetans and observed that it was as yet 

59 Forei.cn, October 1894, No. 129. 
60 Thus it may be noted that on the north-west, Elgin got Government 

involved in the fiercest and most protracted fighting with the Pathan tribes 
that ever took place, viz., the 1897-98 frontier wars. 



premature to lodge a formal protest against their 'obstructiveness'. 
Lord Elgin, however, was prepared to bring the fact of Tibetan 
occupation of the disputed area to the notice of the Amban. 
When the Lieutenant-Governor advocated a 'go-it-alone' policy, 
of ignoring both the Chinese and the Tibetans, the supreme 
Government took care to point out that 'no inconvenience' was 
caused as a result of 'non-demarcation'. Later, when the 
Tibetans demolished the Jelap la boundary pillars and the Political 
Officer advocated reparations, Lord Elgin's Government over- 
ruled him and noted that the Amban be given another opportunity 
to bring the recalcitrant Tibetans round to see reason.6' 

In retrospect, it is clear that the Viceroy's whole approach was 
in such sharp contrast to the precipitate urgency to which he was 
exposed. He recognised that the Tibetans had a 'reasonable' 
claim to the area into which they had moved,62 that the 1890 
treaty did not provide for pillars along the frontier and that no 
very serious damage had been done to British trade from a n  
~ndemarcated6~ frontier. While his detractors condemned the 
policy as one of 'conciliation' and 'forbearance',64 apologists 
could point to the fact that British trade with Tibet had continued 
to mount up and that it had actually expanded nearly 500 per 
cent as between 1890 and 1898.65 

61 Zbid., July 1895, Nos. 103-4. 
62 Tibet Papers, op. cit . ,  No. 16, p. 52. 
63 Zbid., No. 13, p. 25. These boundary pillars had been built by zealous 

British 'frontier' officers and destroyed by infuriated Tibetans. Their 
(Tibetan) 'aggression' was regarded as sufficient reason for 'strong action, 
against the offenders. Younghusband, op. cit. ,  pp. 59-65. 

64 Younghusband could barely conceal his dissatisfaction: ' . . . nothing 
could have been milder, more patient and more forbearing and also, as it proved, 
less effectual'. 

65 Trade figures, as officially released, were: 
1890-9 1 Rs. 3,80,081 
1894-95 Rs. 11,49,150 
1897-98 Rs. 17,03,060 

Tibet Papers, op. cit . ,  pp. 50 and 73. 



CHAPTER VI 

C U R Z O N ' S  E A R L Y  Y E A R S  A N D  I N D I A  

THE REMARKABLE CHANGE that took place when Lord Elgin 
handed over the reins of office to his successor Lord Curzon,' 
early in 1899, was nowhere better illustrated than in the new 
Viceroy's approach towards Tibet. Herein from a policy of 
'patient waiting' there was now as it were an abrupt shift to one 
of 'impatient hurry'. It is this violent break with the past, and 

1 George Nathaniel Curzon was the eldest son of Reverend Alfred Curzon, 
fourth Baron Scarsdale of Kedleston Hall in Derbyshire, and was born in 
January, 1859. H e  was educated a t  Eton and later at  Oxford, being elected 
a Fellow of All Souls in 1882. Between the latter year and 1895 he undertook 
two around-the-world trips, visiting most of the countries in Central Asia and 
the Far East. I n  1891-92, he was Under-Secretary of State for India in Lord 
Salisbury's administration. Three years later, lie became Under-Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs and a Privy Councillor, one of the youngest then to be 
inducted into the fraternity. Between 1898-1905 intervene the years of his 
Indian Viceroyalty, though his later return home meant political wilderness for 
well-nigh a decade. I n  191.5, he was to emerge as Lord Privy Seal in 
Asquith's Coalition Cabinet and later in Mr. Lloyd George's war-time coalition. 
I n  January 1919, after the war had been won, he became acting Foreign 
Secretary to deputise for Balfour who was to accompany Lloyd George to Paris 
and succeeded the former in his post in October that year. For some time he 
retained this office under Mr. Bonar Law but on the latter's retirement missed- 
reaching within inches though-his life-long ambition of being Prime 
Minister. Mr. Stanley Baldwin appointed him Foreign Secretary, and in a 
later Cabinet, Lord President of the Council. But Curzon's day was done and 
he died in 1925. Apart from Lord Ronaldshay (later Marquess of Zetland), 
Life of Lord Curzon, 3 Vols. (London, 1928), cited hereinafter as Life; Sir Harold 
Nicolson, Curzon, the Last Phase (New York, 1939); and Lovat Fraser, India under 
Curron and After (London, 191 1) provide authoritative studies. Some critical 
sketches are Shane Leslie, Sludies in Sublime Failure (London, 1932); E. T. 
Raymond, Portraits of the N e w  Century (New York, 1921); and 28 Years in India 
(Charles James O'Donnell), The Failure of Lord Curzon (London, 1903). For 
panegyrics, see H. Caldwell Lipsett, Lord Curzon in India (London, 1903) or 
Sardar Ali Khan, Lord Curron's Administration of India (Bombay, 1905). T h e  
Earl of Midleton, Records C9 Reactions (London, 1939) and Sir Stanley Reed, 
The  India I Knew, 1897- 1947 (London, 1952) provide interesting sidelights on 
the man and his times as does that critical, if unsympathetic, study; Leonard 
Mosley, Curzon, the End of an Eboch (London, 1960). Of marginal interest are 
Austen Chamberlain, Down the Years (London, 1935) and Politics from In.side 
(London, 1936) ; Sir Harold Nicolson, Some People (London, 195 1) ; Philip 
Magnus, Kitchener (London, 1958) and Kenneth Young, Arthur James Balfour 
(London, 1963). 
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the developments consequent thereupon, that form the subject- 
matter of the present study. Before examining these, however, it 
may be advantageous to size up the man who played so pivotal 
a role in the Tibetan drama. Of the lesser dramatis personae, the 
part played by the 13th Dalai Lama was equally significant for 
undoubtedly there was something in the personality of the Tibetan 
pontiff that invited the wrathful visitation of this powerful potentate 
of British India. 

George Nathaniel, the first and as it happened the last Marquess 
Curzon of Kedleston, was no stranger to India, or the East, a t  
the time he assumed the Viceroyalty. Indeed, as he later 
confessed, India had 'haunted him like a passion' even from his 
infancy, a passion that was to persist for the rest of his mortal 
existence. This 'fascination and . . . sacredness of India', of 
its people, its history, its Government, above all 'the absorbing 
mystery of its civilization and its life' had been born of his 
unbounded enthusiasm for Britain's vast Asian Empire 'more 
populous, more beneficent and more amazing' than that of Rome.* 

Apart from his preoccupation with the Empire and its civilising 
mission, which came to him early in life and grew with the years, 
the young Curzon displayed from his very infancy a remarkable 
power for hard work and a rare maturity of the mind. A contem- 
porary at school, Lord Esher held that Curzon remained to the 
last an Eton boy: 'brilliant, broadminded, lavish of his endow- 
ments . . . mature at 18'.3 The Eton impact was apparent and 
in more ways than one for the school also gave him his life-long 
affliction: a curvature of the spine4 which because of the iron 
corset that shielded it introduced into his mental make-up a 
degree of impatience, a marked irritability of temperament.5 

2 Sir James Fitzjames Stephen's address to the Eton Society first attracted 
Curzon's thoughts to the Empire. See Lovat Frazer, oh. ci t . ,  p. 8, and Ronald- 
shay, Life, I,  p. 28. 

3 Cited in Shane Leslie, op.  ri t . ,  p. 186. 
4 Strictly speaking it was between his departure from Eton a t  the beginning 

or August and his arrival a t  Oxford in October (1878) that Curzon first suffered 
a severe attack of the trouble with his back. The  best mcdical advice, however, 
madc it clrar that it was due to his weakness of the spine 'resulting from natural 
weakness and overwork', Ronaldshay. Lye, I ,  pp. 38-39. The  weak spine had 
its origins in a fall from his horse in 1874 while riding in the woods 
near Kedleston, when school was closed for holidays. 

5 In two long personal chats (July 1963) Sir Harold Nicolson impressed 
upon thc author thc fact that no assessment of Curzon could be complete 
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An epithet that he earned in his early years and that stuck to 
him until late in life was that of 'superior'. I t  was noticed that 
as a young boy he displayed a degree of self-confidence that 
bordered on the boisterous, if not indeed the bumptious; a studied 
intolerance towards all opposition, most of which he viewed as 
personal; and an assumption of airs and graces which, in an under- 
graduate democracy seemed to verge on the ridiculous. No 
cvonder he was the subject of many a doggerel as a student and 
later, in his long public life, of as much misunderstanding and 
criticism.6 T o  the average man, Curzon seemed 'above average' 
-as someone, therefore, 'to be derided and condemned'.' 

Yet, he had his compensations too. His application and 
'superior' knowledge of men and affairs, though it taxed his 
physique, earned him many an honour and even 'some real 
distinctions'.8 Thus a t  Eton he was the President of the Literary 
Society and Captain of the 'Oppidans', a t  Balliol he won the 
much-coveted Lothian and Arnold Prize essays. Oxford also gave 
him the proud Presidentship of its Union reckoned then as now, 
a nursery for future statesmen. And barely had he reached 
twenty-four summers when he was elected a Fellow of All Souls. 

Nor, after college, did he rest long on his oars for was not his 
education, bereft of foreign travel, somewhat incomplete with 
the sharp ends of mere academic knowledge still to be rounded 
off? And characteristically, Curzon took to his new 'instruction' 
with that singular thoroughness, which he had applied to the 
old. Thus between December, 1882 and February, 1895, hardly 
did a year pass without this ambitious young man, despite his 

without a realisation that he was althrough his life, and all the time, in constant 
physical pain. 

6 A Balliol 'composition' ran thus: 
I am a most superior person, Mary, 
My name is George N-th-n-1 C-rz-n, Mary, 
I'll make a speech on any political question of the day, Mary, 
Provided you'll not say me nay, Mary. 

-Ronaldshay, Life, I, pp. 41-42. 
Another variant on the same theme ran thus: 

My name is George Nathaniel Curzon, 
I am the most superior person, 
My cheek is pink, my hair is sleek, 
I dine at  Blenheim once a week. 

7 Sir Harold Nicolson, op. cit.,  p. 9. 
8 I t  would be hard even to list in outline, the trophies which Curzon annexed 

as he wended his way through school and college. But revenge came too in  



serious physical disability of a curved spine,9 face up to the most 
arduous travels in far off lands.10 Apart from his two around- 
the-world trips in 1888 and in 1894, he visited, in the course of 
his extensive journeys, most of Central Asia, Persia, Afghanistan, 
the Pamirs and a great deal of what in common parlance was then 
the Far East: Japan, China, Korea, Indo-China and Siam. From 
these travels too came his early books: Russia in  Central Asia 
in 1889 appeared in that very year; next came, in 1892, the 
formidable (' 1300 pages and 7-pound weight of solid print') 
2-volume study of Persia and the Ptrsian Question which he 
always regarded as his chef d'oeuvre; followed, another couple of 
years later, by his Problems of the Far East." And although Curzon 
had contributed to well-known journals before, the vigour of his 
style, the virility and force of his conviction as revealed in12 what 
now appear to be ponderous tomes, went a long way towards 
establishing his reputation as a keen observer of Asian affairs. 

a n  early (at 19) curvature of the spine. For details, see Ronaldshay, Life, I, 
pp. 17-71. 

9 The Earl of Midleton, who as Henry St. John Brodrick was Curzon's 
contemporary at Balliol, recalls that the latter's curvature of the spine was more 
or less a self-invited trouble. 'Short of profligacy and alcholism I do  not think 
any man could have done more than he did to shatter his health. H e  broke 
all known rules and derided all advice', Rrodrick recorded. H e  also mentions 
the fact that when Curzon arrived at Oxford he (Curzon) complained of him 
(Brodrick) bitterly for 'I would not abet him in defying nature after 3.00 A.M.' 
Midleton, op. c i t . ,  pp. 189-90. 

Curzon and Brodrick, until they fell out in 1904, were great friends and wrote 
continuously to each other-on all sorts of subjects. In the Curzon papers at  
India Office Library-.?fss. Eur. F. 11 1 ,  cited, et seq., as Curzon MSS., No. 9, 
contains letters from Henry St. John Brodrick. during the years 1876-93 which 
beginning with 'My dear Curzon' in 1876 soon (1878) progress to 'My dear Boy'. 

10 How rich his 'travcls' made him is evidrnt not only from his numerous 
books but from his Tales of Tra~lel (London, 1923) and its posthumously published 
companion volume Lrarles $om a Vicerov's Note-Book (London, 1926). The 
latter, apart from such travelog~~e as 'Kashmir to Gilgit' contains mewy a 
vignette as 'A Duel', 'The Interpreter', 'The Valet', 'Hymns' and 'Cheers'. For 
a brief conspectus, sec Ronaldshay, Lqe, I ,  pp. 72-89 and 118-57. 

11 Apart from titles listed in this paragraph and n. 10, supra, Curzon wrote 
his two-volume study Briti~h Gorvinnret~t in Ittdin which appeared posthumously 
in 1925. 

12 In a Ictter to Curzon, hiny 24, 1881, Brodrick wrote: ' . . . there is a 
dash about your writing which besides making me frcl you are the person to do 
the thing (not mr) savours strongly of a mind rmancipated by foreign travel 
and freshnrss from the dull restraints of this House of Commons life. . . . ' 
Curzon MSS., op. cit.  
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Besides much else, Curzon's books represented what was to 
become increasingly characteristic of the man: concentrated 
application on the one hand and a distinct (Curzonian) approach 
to Asian Problems on the other. One of his contemporaries, who 
was then very close to him, tells us that the young author sat 
through three consecutive nights to complete one of his works 
(viz. Problems of the Far East) in time for his projected journey 
to Afghanistan.13 Thomas Hardy, the novelist, paid Curzon a 
generous encomium when he (Hardy) commended his (Curzon's) 
'monumental' two volumes on Persia for the 'art of labour and 
enterprise and the value to investigators of the facts acquired', 
which put 'some of us scribblers to shame!'l4 I t  may be recalled 
that this book contained a map which Curzon had compiled 
himself and which is said to have been the standby of eastern 
Pandits for many years and reportedly guided the Defence Com- 
mittee of the British Cabinet in their Persian difficulties.15 A 
none-too-friendly reviewer praised his Russia in Central Asia 
by conceding that for a long time there had not been 'so forcible 
a description of the life of other peoples and of other lands', 
while another critic described him as a traveller and observer 'of 
merit and mettle'.l6 In the bargain-and it was a heavy price 
to pay by all counts-his back gave him 'more severe and constant 
pain' and he ruined his health for good.17 

Both by birth and upbringing Curzon's political philosophy 
was that of a young Tory who was strongly convinced that the 
future lay with his party. And within the larger fraternity, both 
tradition and education marked him out as the aristocrat, born 
to rule. Indeed an American admirer who was Curzon's contem- 
porary at Oxford summed him up as 'my ideal' of what a 
specimen of the Conservative, and especially the party of privilege 
should be. I t  was 'the aristocratic turn' of Curzon's disposition 
which 'forcibly struck' him and which hitherto he had never 
seen exemplified.18 Again, in a letter in May, 1881, Brodrick 
described Curzon as 'that eloquent-tongued, ~ertinent-visaged, 

13 Midleton, op. cit., p. 186. 
14 Ronaldshay, Life, I, p. 157. 
1s Midleton, op. cit., p. 189. 
16 The Star (November 3, 1889) and the Daily News (December 4, 1889) in 

Ronaldshay, Li), I, p. 145. 
17 Mosley, op. tit., p. 41. 
18 Cited in Zbid., p. 33. 



decrier of maidens . . . on whom the Tory hopes are fixed in the 
county of Derby. . . . '19 His place indeed seemed to be well 
marked out for him and if early in his political career he hitched 
his wagon from Randolph Churchill to Lord Salisbury, the reasons 
would appear to be far more personal than otherwise.20 

Since his thinking on Asian, and principally Russian problems 
acquired shape and content a t  about this time and was to assume 
greater importance, if notoriety, in the years ahead, it may be well 
worth-while to spell it out here. 

Basic to Curzon's approach to Asia was his view of Russia's 
position in the east. Here he was convinced that the growth of 
the Czar's Asian dominion had bee11 marked by a continuous, 
almost inexorable, expansion ~vhich followed repeated acts of 
aggression against neighbouring lands. At the same time he 
conceded that Russia's advance, especially in Central Asia, was 
of a 'compulsory' nature, as it took place 'in the absence of any 
great obstacle', and in the face of an enemy whose rule of life was 
'depredation' and who understood no diplomatic logic but 
defeat.21 Two other factors had aided, and abetted, the Czarist 
spillover: one, its frontier officers had persisted in forging ahead, 
sometimes in open disregard of oficial instructioils and two, the 
'gullible'-and to Curzon's way of thinking inexcusable- 
acceptance by the British of repeated acts of Russian duplicity 
and tizala jide.2' No wonder against his own people he felt a 
sense of righteous indignation for, alone possessed of the power 
to stop the Russian advance, they 'dcliberately declined to 
exercise it'. 

And ~vhat  I\.el-e Russia's ol>jcctives? The young Curzon did 
not indeed suggest that St. Petersburg aimed at  the conquest of 
India, or that Calcutta \vas the dream of Russian ambitions. Its 
real goal, he was convi~~cecl, was access to the warm waters of the 
Bosphorl~s, a goal that could l ~ e  \veil 'not on the heights of Plevna, 
but on the banks of tlie Hclmuncl ' .~~ In his o\vn kvords, the be-all 

19 1,ettcr to C ~ ~ r z o n .  hIny 18, 1882, Curzon AISS., 01). c i t .  

20 Ronaldshny, Lgc, I, pp. 107-11. 
See also LAconarcl hloslcy, 01). cil., pp. 36-37. 'In Parliamentary life, he 

(Grorgc Cul.i..on) was nc\-cr to I K  one who stayed to get his feet wet before 
drcitli~lg that n ship was sinking'. Ibid.. p. 37. 

21 Curzon, Rrrs.iin in Centrnl Asia in 1889 (London, 1889), pp. 318-20. 
22 LOC. cit. 
23 Ibid., p. 32 1 .  



86 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

and end-all of Russian policy was 'to keep England quiet in 
Europe by keeping her employed in Asia'.24 

But the 'warm waters' of the Bosphorus apart, Russia was 
seeking an outlet on the Persian Gulf too. T o  convince his 
readers that Russian designs against India were not 'the figment 
of a biased imagination', nor yet a Russian invasion 'outside the 
region of endeavour''25 Curzon cited a t  length from the writings 
of the well-known Russian general, Skobeloff.26 Nor did he stop 
there. With a thoroughness and attention to meticulous detail 
that was so characteristic of him, he traced at  length the Russian 
schemes of (India's) invasion from the times of Catherine the 
Great to those of Alexander 111, laying a special emphasis on the 
(Skobeloff) plan of 1878, and showing how precise it was and how 
the Russian Government had sought to give effect to it.27 

I t  would fall outside the limited scope of this brief survey to 
emulate the author of these works in his fairly exhaustive analyses. 
I t  may, however, suffice to say that Curzon described a t  length 
the probable routes which a Russian invasion of India could take, 
the eventualities that Britain would be up against, and the 
remedies that lay ready to hand.28 I t  may also be relevant to 
refer, however briefly, to his two volumes on Persia and to point 
out that here too he saw the Russian Colossus preparing gradually 
to eat up the whole of that country. Indeed, he viewed Russia's 
position along the entire 1,000 miles from the Aras to the Tejend 
as one of 'overwhelming superiority'29 and Russian 'claims and 
pretensions' in Persia as 'distinctly, and in parts, avowedly 
hostile'.30 

T o  face up to this mortal threat, what was Curzon's remedy? 
As one pages through his voluminous writings the answer rings 
clear, if also with a remarkable degree of repetitiousness, added to 
a good deal of rigidity in thinking and approach. I n  sum, it 
may be spelt out thus: Britain must take up the gauntlet, as she 
alone could, against further Russian encroachments and then 
strike, should the warning go unheeded. Curzon was convinced, 

24 LC. cit .  
25 Zbid., p. 330. 
26 Zbid., pp. 322-23. 
27 Zbid., pp. 323-32 
28 Zbid., pp. 342-45. 
29 Curzon, Persia and the Persian Question, 2 Vols. (London, 1892)' 11, p. 593. 
30 Zbid., p. 589. 



and noted in a language that admitted of little ambiguity-and 
what was more 'I say with a full consciousness of my responsi- 
bility'-that if Russia were not to be checked 'the position of 
India will be less secure, the defence of India much more difficult, 
the financial burdens imposed upon India much greater, the 
independence of India of European politics much more precarious'. 
Nor was that all, for 'Russia will not bargain where she thinks 
that she has only to hold out in order to win'. And thereby 
he posed what was to him, the pivotal question: 'Is not the point, 
therefore, in sight a t  which we should make up our minds as to 
the line at  which the advance of Russian interests and influence 
would halt ?'31 How unmistakable was Curzon's stand is revealed 
by Lord Salisbury's oft-repeated complaint: 

Curzon always wants me to talk to Russia as if I had 500,000 men a t  my 
back, and I have not.32 

Complementary to his view of Russia, and the threat it posed, 
was the Curzonian rationale on the role of the British Empire. 
Pompously phrased, not by late-nineteenth century standards 
though, and yet unambiguous in its meaning, he summed it up 
in his inscription to the 'Problems of the Far East', 

. . . that the British Empire is, under Providence, the greatest instrument 
ibr good that the world has ever seen. . . . 33 

T o  Curzon, England was Rome's inheritor-indeed it has been 
said that the admonition of Anchises echoed eternally in his 
ears34-and the Empire a con~plete expression of the English 
system. The creed of empire-building was for him not a partisan 
but a national faith, a faith that evoked and satisfied his sense of 
race superiority, of race achievement, even of individual justi- 

31 Salisbury Pahers (Christ Cht~rch, Oxford), letter from Lord Curzon to Lord 
Salisbury, July 12, 1900, sent on the eve of the Shah's visit to England. 

32 Cited in Midleton, op. cit., p. 193. 
33 The text rcads: 

'To those 
U'ho believe that the British Empire 
Is under Providence, the greatest instrument for good 
That  the world has seen. 
And who hold with the writer, that 
Its work in the Far East is not yet accomplished 
This book is inscribed'. 

34 Harold Nicolson, oh. cit. ,  p. 14. 
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fication.35 That  a t  an impressionable age his imagination was 
afire with this peculiar pride few who read him can doubt. Thus 
a t  28: 

No Englishman can land at  Hong Kong-without feeling a thrill of pride 
for his nationality. Here is the furthermost link in the chain of fortresses which 
from Spain to China, girdles half the globe.36 

But aside from the mere emotional and the sentimental, Curzon's 
concept of the Empire called forth the more serious and the 
professional traits as well. Not only was he convinced that 'the 
best hope of salvation for the old and moribund in Asia' lay in 
the 'ascendancy of British character, and under the shelter, where 
so required, of British dominion', but he was equally clear that 
'moral failure alone' could shatter the prospect that thereby 
awaited England." The  Empire thus was a 'romance' no doubt, 
but it was also a 'responsibility'-and one that demanded a 
deep sense of sacrifice, of justice, of duty. Thus, as a mandatory 
of the Divine Will, ennobled by its mission of self-sacrifice and 
virtue, the Empire in checking Russian advance would but be 
furthering its own (God-given) mission. For one who had so 
little of the extraneous trappings of religion, how deeply religious 
was Curzon's imperialism! How fanatically unbending too! 

The budding Conservative's views on Asian problems in general, 
and the role of Russia in particular, underwent little change 
even when his books grew older. Indeed, it has been maintained 
that 'most of Curzon's basic convictions, the articles of his faith, 
were absorbed before he left Eton in 1878'.38 Lord Ronaldshay 
has successfully traced these back to his school days when he 
debated the proposition: 'Are we justified in regarding with 
equanimity the advance of Russia towards our Indian Frontier ?'39 

35 'It (Imperialism) is becoming', he wrote in 1898 'every day less and less 
the creed of a party and more and more the faith of a nation'. Ibid., p. 13. 

36 Loc. cit. 
37 Curzon, 'Problems of the Far East', op. cit., p. xii. Later in the text 

(p. 436) there is a verse: 
'We sailed wherever ship could sail, 
We founded many a mighty state, 
Pray God our greatness may not fail 
Through craven fear of being great'. 

38 Harold Nicolson, op. cit., p. 14. 
39 The debate took place at  Wolley Dod's (House Debating Society) on May 7, 

1877. Ronaldshay, Lfe, I, pp. 143-44. 



That  he expressed them forcefully when he became Under-Secretary 
for Foreign Affairs, after a brief tenure a t  the India Office, is a 
matter of record.40 Lord Salisbury, his political patron, who 
was then Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary, did not share his 
apprehensions, nor did for that matter many of his friends who 
felt that Curzon's 'special obsession' as to the advance of Russia 
in Central Asia, 'marred' his judgement.41 This near-complete 
divergence in the two view-points, which was apparent so early, 
was of a fundamental character and is well summed up by 
Curzon's biographer in these words: 

He (Curzon) was always more ready than Lord Salisbury to adopt a policy 
which depended upon its success upon a willingness to appeal in the last resort 
to arms. This difference . . . was the outcome to a great extent of tempera- 
ment. George Curzon's gaze was fixed on the goal which he wished to reach 
rather than on the ground that intervened. He was impatient of obstacles 
standing in the way and a little inclined, therefore, unduly to discount them.. . . 
Lord Salisbury brought a cold, critical mind and a dispassionate judgement to 
bear upon the difficulties to be cncountcrcd.42 

Since the gaze, and the goal, remained constant so did his 
unsparing criticism of the Foreign Office and its entire approach. 
Thus on December 29, 1899, Curzon, now Viceroy, wrote to  
Lord Salisbury : 

Does not the point at which our interests are threatened and a t  which 
retaliation may become necessary arise when we know for certain that some 
other power has appropriated some portion of Chinese soi1?43 

O r  a year later, and to the same correspondent: 

Russia is always willing to leave a rotten power on its l e g  while we have a 
disagreeable lust for reform that with a reluctant patient, sometimes ends in 
absorption.44 

40 In 1885, Curzon had for a time acted as Assistant Private Secretary to 
Lord Salisbury; in the general elections of 1886 he became, for the first time, a 
member of Parliament. In November 1891, Lord Salisbury offered hi111 the 
Under-Secretaryship of India which 'concerns matters in which . . . you have 
shown great interest in a very practical way and it carries . . . duties which 
sometimes involve important questions'. H e  remained in that office until the 
fall of 1892. 

41 Midleton, op. ci t . ,  p. 193. Lord Rosebery also warned Curzon against 
holding such extreme views. 

42 Ronaldshay, Lfe,  I,  p. 251. 
Later (1895-98) Curzon was Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs. 
43 Cited in Ronaldshay, L f i ,  I, p. 277. 
44 Snlisbrrry Papers, op. cit., letter, July 12, 1900. 
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But with St. John Brodrick, who had taken up  Curzon's now 
earlier incumbency a t  the Foreign Office he could be more 
forthright : 

We have never had and we have not (now) any policy towards China. . . . 
No one knows better than you or I who have successively had to conjure up 
make-believes. But, of course, the supreme lesson of the Foreign Office is that 
there is no pre-determined policy about anything.45 

Nor did his views undergo any modification, much less a change, 
on Central Asia which he viewed as that 'theatre of Imperial 
diplomacy possibly-quod di omen avertant-as the threshold, of 
international war'.46 Thus in 1899 he reminded one of his 
correspondents : 

In  1889 I wrote a chapter in my book on Russia in  Central Asia, upon 
Anglo-Russian relations and the future that lay before them in Asia, and 
although that chapter is eleven years old, I do not think that there is a statement 
of opinion in it that I would now withdraw or a prediction that has so far been 
falsified.47 

Was this adamantine, unbending rigidity the cause of 'his 
greatest disaster'-namely, the end of his Indian Viceroyalty? 
Could it also be the reason for much that contributed to that 
'sublime failure' in a career otherwise so scintillating? 

Before touching on Curzon's tenure as Viceroy and Governor- 
General, it may be as well to refer to his views on India's place 
in the larger whole of the British Empire. Tha t  India haunted 
him like a passion and that its fascination, nay even sacredness, 
grew upon him very early in life has been commented upon.48 
But of what was this fascination born? How did this passionate 
attachment grow ? 

As he visualised it, Curzon's India was the political pillar, 
'the true fulcrum' (to use his own words) of Britain's Asiatic 
dominion. In  another context, he referred to it as the 'noblest 
trophy of the British genius and most splendid appanage of the 
Imperial Crown'.49 The  secret of the mastery of the world (viz., 

45 Curzon hlSS., op. cit., letter, May 3, 1899. Also Ronaldshay, LiJe, I, 
p. 282. 

46 Curzon, Ru.rsia in Central Asia, op. cit . ,  p. xi. 

47 Hamillon Papers, Curzon to Hamilton, letter, May 3, 1899. 
48 Supra, p. 81. 
49 Curzon: Russia in Central Asia, op. cit., p. 11. 



the empire of Hindustan) he wrote in the Preface to one of his 
books, 'is, if truly they knew it, in the possession of the British 
people'.50 Nor was this merely an  'idle dream of fancy' but 
one 'capable of realisation'. For he was convinced that Britain's 
position in India gave her the certain command of the main 
land-routes and the rail-roads that will lay open the Far East in 
the not too distant future.51 Nor was Curzon the first of the 
proconsuls to echo these sentiments for, barely a half-century 
earlier Sir Charles Napier had rated Britain among nations 'what 
the Kohi-i-Noor is among diamonds', and asserted confidently 
that were he King of India he 'would make Muscowa and Pekin 
shake !'52 

I t  may be recalled that the India of Curzon's day was not the 
physically truncated state of today which passes under that name 
but an India that comprised Burma in the east and Aden and the 
Persian Gulf ports in the west. Without doubt the then Indian 
Empire was a continental order-'a political structure based on 
India and extending its authority from Aden to Hong Kong'.53 
This continental order, which involved only a subordinate parti- 
cipation of India, was symbolised by the Sikh policeman in the 
Shanghai Municipal concession and the large, and prosperous, 
Indian trading communities in Hong Kong, Malaya, Mauritius 
and Fiji, a sprawling 'overseas India' that pulsated with life. 
I t  was this Empire of Hindustan which caught the imagination 
of the youthful Curzon and never lost its charm and fascination, 
for him. And in so far as he regarded the link that bound this 
Empire to England as ordained by 'a higher law and a nobler 
aim', India to him always remained 'the highest touchstone of 
national duty'.54 And thus it was that this 'romance of his 

50 Curzon, Problems of the Far East, op. ci t . ,  p. xii. 
51 Ibid., p. 435. 
52 Edward Thompson and G. T. Garratt, Rise and FulJlment of British Rrrle 

in India (London, 1934), pp. 393-95. 
53 Guy Wint, The Brifish in Asia (London, 1947), p. 21. 
54 Cited in Harold Nicolson, op. cit., p. 15. In a speech, at Southport, on 

March 15, 1893, Curzon said: 
'It is only when you get to see and realise what India is-that she is the 

strength and greatness of England-it is only then that you feel that every nerve 
a man may strain, every energy he may put forward cannot be devoted to a 
nobler purpose, than keeping tight-the cords that hold India to ourselves'. 
Ronaldshay, L i / e ,  I, p. 193. 
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youth and the consuming passion of his prime's5 became an  
unforgettable memory of his declining years and he seemed ever 
to  cast as it were a longing, lingering look back to his years in 
India. 

Curzon's appointment as Viceroy and Governor-General, 
announced in the fall of 1898, and generally viewed as a well- 
deserved reward for his talents, had actually, though in behind 
the scenes activity, been assiduously sought after and worked for 
over a period of time. I n  Lord Salisbury's 'Papers' a t  Christ 
Church (Oxford) there are two letters which are revealing on 
this point. The first, written by Curzon and date-lined Berlin 
(April 17, 1897) puts forth his candidature and 'my wares . . . 
in the shop-window' in no uncertain terms: 

. . . I have for at  least 10 years made a careful and earnest study of Indian 
problems, have been to the country four times and a m  acquainted with and 
have the confidence of most of its leading men . . . the views or forecasts I have 
been bold enough to express have . . . turned out to be right. . . . I  have been 
fortunate too, in making the acquaintance of the rulers of the neighbouring 
states. . . . At the India Office . . . I learned something of the oficia! working 
of the great machine . . . a very great work can be done by an English Viceroy 
who is young and active and intensely absorbed in his work . . . (and who has) 
a great love of the country and pride in the Imperial aspect of its possession. 

Nor was his 'strongest impulse' a personal one at  all: 'it is 
the desire while one is still in the heyday of life to do some strenuous 
work in a position of responsibility for which previous study and 
training' may have rendered him a fit  candidate.56 

Salisbury's response must have been encouraging for even 
though he (Curzon) may not 'hear anything about the subject' 
to which his (Salisbury's) letter alludes, he (Curzon) was prepared 

55 Ronaldshav, L$, 11. Preface. 
Accepting his appointment as Under-Secretary for India from Lord Salisbury, 

Curzon wrote to him on November 12. 1891, 'I gratefully accept it . . .and 

beyond measure pleased at the prospect of lcarning about a subject and cloing 
some work for a cause which have long appeared to me more almost than any 
others in the field of politics'. Solirbnry Paper r,  op. ci t .  

56 Solirbury Pnbers, op. cit., letter, April 18, 1897. 
Curzon-then Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs-had gone to Berlin along 

with his wife while Parliament had adjourned. Previously, letter of April 6, 
he had sought and obtained Lord Salisbury's permission to do so. The letter 

is marked 'Private' and adtlressed to 'iMy clear Lord Salisbury'. 



to regard it 'as one of my most cherished possessions'.57 A year 
later, however, he was still reminding his chief: 

Perhaps unless you have already made or are about to make other and 
wiser arrangements you may let me have a word or two with you about it when 
you return.58 

But probably the Prime Minister entertained, as did many 
others, serious doubts as to his physical capacity. For, in a letter 
on June 20, Curzon enclosed a certificate, which a certain Thomas 
Smith, F.R.C.S., wrote-'without consulting me in any wayy- 
declaring that he (Thomas Smith) 'can find no sign of disease 
about him'.59 And although the Prime Minister may have 
thrown discreet hints earlier, a definitive recommendation was 
now made to the Queen.60 Curzon was fulsome in his praise and 
'gratitude', for it 'will lend a distinction to the honour that the 
winning of no other prize in life could give'.6l 

Opinion, however, was sharply split. The influential (London) 
Times appeared to sum up the general reaction pithily when i t  
expressed the hope-'for Mr. Curzon's sake and that of the 
Empire'-that Lord Salisbury's 'very interesting experiment' 
will succeed.62 While his friends hailed the announcement as 
'a great and truly merited advancement' ushering in 'a joyful 
chapter of history''63 there were others who felt that the Viceroy- 
designate was 'inclined to ambition'.64 A British civil servant 
in India called him an almost 'boy politician', reminiscing no 
doubt on the Younger Pitt's first tenure as Prime Minister, and 
remarked that what India needed most was 'patient level-headed- 
n e ~ s ' . ~ ~  St. Petersburg was, and for obvious reasons, gravely 
disturbed. For the press there depicted the new Viceroy 
as belonging to the most extreme Russophobe party and 

57 Zbid., letter, April 29, 1897. 
58 Zbid. The letter bears no date but ~ r o b a b l ~  belongs to early in (April?) 1898. 
59 Zbid., June 20, 1898. 
60 LOG. tit. 
61 Zbid., letter, June 25, 1898. 
62 The Times (London), August 11, 1898, in Rmaldshay: Lib, I, p. 300. 
63 Letter from Brodrick, September 19, 1898. I n  a letter of December 14 

(1898) Brodrick wrote to say that 'I cannot doubt you will make your Viceroyalty 
memorable, if not unique' for Curzon had 'knowledge, energy, talent and 
resolution in a degree . . . never previously combined in the history of India 
. . . ' Curzon MSS., OF. cit. 

64 The Spectator, in Ronaldshay: Lifc, I, p. 296. 
65 Charles James O'Donnell, op. cit., p. 2. 
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(as his books and articles were quite well known) expressed the 
fear that he was destined to apply his theories, now that he was 
vested with the requisite power and authority to do so.66 

This somewhat rough and ready cross-section of current public 
thinking may afford a necessary corrective to an objective assess- 
ment of the new Viceroy's broad policies. Yet for a better under- 
standing of his approach to Tibet it may be worthwhile to know 
something of his handling of the problems of the Persian Gulf, 
Afghanistan and, though to a limited extent, even the North-west 
Frontier. For not only do these furnish much of the ammunition 
for his critics but what is more provide keen students of his policies 
with the necessary background to his thinking about the land 
that lies athwart the Himalayas. 

66 Novoc Vrernya, September 3, 1898, in Ronaldshay, LiG, I, p. 196 



CHAPTER VII 

C U R Z O N  A S  V I C E R O Y :  H I S  Q U A R R E L S  
W I T H  W H I T E H A L L  

LORD CURZON ASSUMED the Viceroyalty early in January 1899, 
and within a few weeks was up against the problems of the Persian 
Gulf. Briefly, in 1898, the Sultan of Oman had granted to the 
French a coaling station at  Bunder Jisseh, a small port 5 miles 
to the South-east of Muscat, and the right to fortify it. This 
arrangement, which became public knowledge in 1899, was said 
to violate a secret agreement of 1891, \vhereby the Sultan had 
pledged his word to the British not to alienate any part of his 
domillions to another European power. The Viceroy dispatched 
a small naval squadron from Bombay and the British Political 
Agent in the Gulf, supported by the Commander of the naval 
squadron, demanded from the Sultan a public rescission of the 
French concession under the threat of a direct bombardment of 
his palace. The Sultan was cowed, the French publicly humiliated 
and Curzon openly vindicated.1 

On whose initiative did the Viceroy act?  Very much on his 
own, it would seem. For while it is true that the Ilome Govern- 
ment had telegraphed authority for delivering an ultimatum to 
the Sultan, this was to have been based on a number of infractions 
of the agreement of 1891, such as the levy of illegitimate taxes on 
British merchants.2 But the inclusion in this ultimatum of a 
formal demand for the cancellation of the French lease, and above 
all of a public disavowal thereof by the Sultan, were Curzon's 
own ideas. For, in a letter to Lord Salisbury he listed these two 
as points in which 'your instructions from home have been either 
exceeded or departed from.' As to the first, he acted on his own 
initiative and while taking the blame entirely upon himself, made 
it clear that it did not occur to him that in so doing 'we were 
assuming any fresh responsibility' a t  all. As to the second 'this 
was done without our knowledge and before we could prohibit 
i t . '  In both cases, the Viceroy pleaded strongly in extenuation. 
The Prime Minister, however, was angry, stigmatised the 

1 Ronaldshay, Llfe, 11, pp. 45-46. 
2 Ibid., 11, p. 44. 
3 Salisbury Papers, oh. cit ., letter, March 16, 1899. 
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proceedings as 'a serious mistake' and pointed out that while 
'Meade (the British Admiral) was pluming his own feathers, 
it should have occurred to him that he was possibly ruffling 
 OUTS.'^ 

Nor was Lord Salisbury alone 'a good deal annoyed' for 
Hamilton, the Secretary of State, had felt unhappy too. The 
latter branded the entire business 'somewhat unfortunate' as if 
confirming him in the belief that Indian Politicals in their dealings 
with native princes adopted an attitude of 'high-handedness and 
harshness.'S Without being unpleasant, he reminded the Viceroy 
that 'in transactions of this kindy-in which the Foreign Office 
had a right of interfering and a power of control-'it is necessary 
to  look beyond the local results achieved.'6 H e  also confided 
to Curzon that the Prime Minister had intimated to Cambon 
(the French envoy) 'that the instructions had been exceeded and 
I imagine he (Salisbury) expressed regret." 

The  Viceroy, however, was unrepentant. He  may have 
'unconsciously' over-stepped the limits, but was it not providential 
that he had 'misread' the orders telegraphed from home.8 
Riding by now his familiar hobby horse, he reminded Lord 
Salisbury that France's action in the Persian Gulf-at Muscat, 
Koweit and elsewhere-was taken 'in deliberate conjunction with 
Russia, and is subsidiary not so much to French as to Russian 
ends.' I t  was, he maintained, tantamount to 'a systematic 
attempt to contest our position' in the area. Again, and this is 
significant, while he may concede that the matter was 'also' 
one of 'Imperial concern,' he was bound to regard it 'with an 
Indian eye' and indeed 'from the point of view of Indian 
interest.' His watchword, therefore, was one of 'unremitting 
vigilance.'g 

4 Ibid. In a letter, February 24, 1899, Lord George Hamilton told Curzon 
that in the telegram which he (Hamilton) had dispatched on February 19, the 
words 'This is a serious mistake' were inserted by Lord Salisbury himself. 
Also see Ronaldshay. LiJe. 11, p. 48. 

5 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, lettcr. 
Also see Ravinder Kumar, 'The Jissah Lease: An Episocle in Anglo-Frcnch 

Diplomacy in the Persian Gulf', Journal of Indian Hi.dory, XLII :2 (August, 1964) 
pp. 301-13. 

6 Ibid., letter, February 24, 1899. 
7 Ibid., letter, April 28, 1899. 
8 Ronaldshay, Llfc, 11, p. 48. 
9 Supra, n. 3. 
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Another interesting facet of the Persian Gulf controversy was 
Curzon's charge, and this despite Brodrick's categoric assurances 
to the contrary, that the Secretary of State had let him down, 
that there was 'an element of ingratitude' in his (George 
Hamilton's) disagreeing with the Viceroy's views.1° 

Despite the initial difficulties, and the opposition he provoked, 
Curzon did eventually have his way. I t  was in pursuance of his 
policy that the then Sheikh of Koweit was politically buttressed 
in his dealings with Turkey which had tried consistently to under- 
mine his independence.11 So also quietly, though firmly, was 
scotched Germany's attempt, in 1900, to acquire a site on the Gulf 
for the terminus of the proposed Berlin-Baghdad railway or Russia's 
bid for a coaling station on the northern side of the entrance to 
this waterway. Meantime, the British had become unusually 
active. Surveys of the road-steads, the islands and the islets were 
undertaken and a flotilla of gunboats, for permanent service in 
the Gulf; was put into commission. Consular establishme~~ts 
were increased and their personnel and escorts were strengthened 
while improved steamer and postal facilities were obtained in 
return ibr increased subsidies.13 Symptomatic oT the Indian stake 
in the Gulf was the fact that apart from the British commercial 
mission, accredited by the Board of Trade, another appointed 
by the Government of India was also established.14 

The final victory for the Viceroy's views may be said to have 
been won by thc British Foreign Secretary Lorcl Lansdowne's 
declaration, in hlay 1903, that the establishment of a naval base 
or o f  a fortified post i ~ r  rhc G1111' by anothcr powcr woultl be 
vicwccl 'as a vcry gravc menace to British interest.' That  Curzon 
thought this to be a vindication of his policy-which Iic knew the 

10 Ihid.. lrttcr from Lord Gcorgr Hamilton. J r ~ n c  16. 1899. Earlier (March 
20. 1899) I3rodric.k wrotc to (:urzon to sily that 'Grorge Hamilton sticks to you 
nobly i l l  C:or~l~cil. . . . '  

I I P. 15. Roberts, 01). cit . ,  p. 524. 

12 l n  :I lettrr, hiarch 10, 1900, Brodrick wrote to Curzon, 'I have done all 
I can to pull you thro~lgli abo~it  Muscat. I.ord Snliubury. 1 think wrnt r;itlicr far 
in tellin% (:aml)on that in li~rm. tlio~lgh not in subst;lnc.r, li t-  rc.grrttc.cl thc way 
i l l  wliic,ll t l~ir~gs hatl gonr.' C:II~ZOII MSS., op. fit .  In ;I I~.ttc.r, April 28, 1899, 
Gc-or~r H:~mi l~on  wrotc to C:~~rzor~ t11;lt 1,ortl S;ilisl~~rry rlc.;~rlv irltimatrd to 
C:;~nil~on 'that thc instruc,tions hat1 brrn cxcccdcd ant1 I i~naginc. he expressed 
rcgrrt.' Hnn~ i l~on  Pnprrs, 011. r i l .  

13 1:or Russian ant1 nritish activity. see Ronaldshay, L?fe, IT, pp. 309-10. 
14 Ibid., p. 310. 
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Foreign Office had earlier viewed as 'lacking in sanity, moderation 
and decorum and to be rather philistine, if not forward in its 
sentiments'l5-is apparent from the letter he wrote to the 
Secretary of State, a few days after Landsdowne's pronouncement 
had been made : 

You may judge how satisfied I was. . . . This is what I contended for in 
language which has since become famous in my book 11 years ago; it is what 
I have argued and pleaded for in scores of letters to you during the last iour 
years . . . and therefore. . . . I cannot help feeling some personal sense of 
congratulation.l6 

As if to proclaim his success publicly, Curzon visited the Gulf 
in all his Imperial regalia, in 'almost swashbuckling style' as he 
himself put it. Besides, the Viceroy helped to establish the 
Seistan mission of 1903-05 which, under Sir Henry McMahon, 
was to complete the earlier work of Sir Fredrick Goldsmid's 
boundary 'delimitation of 1872. He was also instrumental in the 
extension of the railroad beyond Quetta to Nushki, both for its 
strategic import as well as its opening up of a trade route to 
Seistan. A consular representative was also stationed in the 
latter place.I7 

Certain conclusions seem to follow from the narrative on the 
(Persian) Gulf. Plainly, Curzon was not averse to defying the 
Home authorities when he felt too much was at  stake, nor to the 
use of force majeure to maintain Britain's imperial position. 'If 
Russia', he confided to one of his correspondents, 'announced a 
line to Seistan, I would myself threaten the Shah with an 
occupation of Seistan; and I would undertake to have my men 
there before Russia could get theirs.'l8 And finally, as Viceroy 
he regarded himself clothed with a degree of responsibility to 
safeguard what he deemed 'truly Indian' interests. With some 
slight modifications, and appropriate adjustments, these conclusions 
repeated themselves over Afghanistan too, although Tibet was 
destined to prove their final testing-ground. 

1s Salisbury Pabers, op. ci t . ,  letter, September 18, 1900. 
16 Zbid., earlier (July 12, 1900) Cumon had written to Lord Salisbury that he 

(Cunon) had 'not studied it (Persian Question) for 12 years without forming 
opinions.' 

17 P. E. Roberts, op. cit. ,  p. 524. Also see Ronaldshay, L$e, 11, pp. 308-9. 
18 Letter to Lord Percy, cited in Ronaldshay, L@, 11, p. 309. 
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An integral part of Central Asia owing its existence wholly to 
its geographical position, besides being a sensitive spot between 
an expanding Russia and the North-western frontier of the Indian 
Empire, Afghanistan had always occupied a strategic place in 
Curzon's thinking. T o  him it was that 'turbulent Alsatia' which 
at one moment invited and at  the next repelled the solicitude of 
Great Britain, a fatal magnet to the venturesome and a bugbear 
to the timid. Sooner or later this 'Achilles' heel of Great Britain 
in the East,' as the Viceroy called it, proved to be the despair 
of all those who attempted to solve 'the perennial problem' that 
it posed.19 In the early nineties, while on one of his foreign 
travels, he had got himself invited to Kabul and stayed with the 
Amir Abdur Rahman as his guest. This personal encounter, 
which is held to have done more harm than good,20 must at  least 
have given the two men an opportunity to size up each other. 
And it is not without significance that Curzon scrupulously kept 
his hands off Afghanistan as long as the old Amir was alive. It 
was only when Habibullah's peaceful accession had been assured 
that Curzon sought to re-open the entire frontier question on the 
plea that the treaty with the old Amir lapsed with his death and 
that the problem must bc examined de nouo.2' 

Habibullah, though wanting in all the prestige and authority 
that his father had commanded, was not altogether bereft of the 
wily old man's shrewd judgement. Besides, in contrast to the 

19 In his Russia in Central Asia op. n't., p. 356, Curzon made a scathing 
condemnation of 'the amazing political incompetence' in British dealings 
with Afghanistan: 'For fifty years there has not been an Afghan Amir whom 
we have not alternately fought against and caressed. . . . Small wonder that 
we have never been trusted by Afghan rulcrs, or liked by the Afghan people.' 

'To an oriental the visit of the rising statesman who soon afterwards 
reappeared as the Viceroy of India using moreover the language of a somewhat 
peremptory ruler, instead of that of a guolt, could only present itself as a pre- 
arranged plan.' Midleton, op. cit., p. 195. 

21 Relations between the Amir and the Government of India between 1890 
and 1895 were often strained to the utmost, almost to a breaking point, for 
repeatedly the Amir was repulsed in his desire to open direct relations with the 
British Government in Idondon. Fortunately both sides were restrained and 
an open breach was avoided. 'Outwardly' at any rate, Abdur Rahman 

maintained a friendly attitude towards the British till his death in 1901. For 
dctails, sre R. <.:. Majumdar, op. c i f . ,  IX, p. 1053. 

In one of his letters to Lord Salisbury, Curzon referred to t l ~ e  Amir (Abdur 
Rahrnnn) as 'a cantankerous sort of customer (who) loves his little squabble 
on paper.' Salirbury Papos, op. cit., letter, June 7, 1900. 
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latter, the new Amir's attitude was viewed as 'the reverse of 
friendly' for he 'not only received tribal deputations from British 
territory, but had also commenced intriguing with certain frontier 
fanatics and freebooters.'22 No wonder Curzon now pressed 
for a revision of the old treaty arrangement which the Amir had 
hitherto stoutly resisted. Against the Viceroy's well-marshalled 
arguments, he put forth the view that the old treaty had been 
concluded between the two countries and was not personal to their 
rulers, that it had taken fully into account the complicated nature 
of all the problems which the Viceroy now put forth and conse- 
quently did not call for any fresh examination, much less a renewal. 
Twice over, Curzon invited the Amir to meet him in Calcutta or 
even Peshawar : on both occasions the Afghan ruler either cleverly 
evaded the invitation or quietly ignored it.2j Since the Cabinet 
a t  home would not listen to his talk of sending an  ultimatum, the 
Viceroy felt completely nettled. He  questioned, nay challenged, 
his political superiors' right to interfere in matters of which he 
deemed himself' to be the sole arbiter24 and, as though in sheer 
agony, cried : 

I think in these questions you may really trust me to know how to handle 
the Amir as well as anyone else a t  home.25 

'Trust me!' Tha t  plaintive cry rings through most of his 
Viceroyalty's eventful years. 

22 C. C. Davies, The firth-west I;ronlicr of India, 1890-1908 (Cambridge, 
1932), p. 166. 

23 Curzon's first invitation was extended in the spring or 1902 which the Amir 
politely declined. In .June, of the same year, the Governor-General repeated 
his earlier invitation ant1 strongly pressed the Amir to mect him (Curzon) in 
Peshawar in October. T o  this Ictter, Habibullah vouchsafed no reply until 
the micldle of Decrmbt-r (1902). Ronaldshay, LIJc, 11, pp. 266-67. 

24 Other things apart, there was evidence of Iiabibullah hobnobbing with 
the Russians. H e  had bcen the recipient of a letter from M. Ignatieff, Political 
Agent in Bokhara, while the Russian Government had been pressing for direct 
communication with the Amir 'upon ~ u r e l y  local and commercial matters.' 
Later, in September, 1902, at an open durbar he had read a communication 
from the Rr15sian Government inviting the Amir 'to throw open to Russian' 
caravans thr trade routes bctwf.cn Khr~shik and Hrrat  and Khushik and Kabul. 
For cletails. src William H;lbt,rrton: 'Anglo-lii~scinn Hclations conc.rrning 
Arqhanist;in, 1337- 1!)07,' Il1irroi.c Studie.i in the .Fociol .Yt-icn,.e.r, XXI ,  No. 4. (Urljann, 
Illir~ois, 19:;7), pp. 70-71. 

25 Ronaldshay, LiJe, 11, p. 266. 
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0 1 1  another occasion \\lhen the Amir failed for long to acknow- 
ledge one of his letters-actually, it was Curzon's invitation, in 
June 1902, for a meeting in Peshawar-the Viceroy suspected 
the very worst. Could it not have been an  underhand Afghan- 
Kussian deal? He  wrote to Lord George Hamilton that if this 
hobnobbing were to be established, he would propose the 
occupation of Kandahar and the pushing forward of the frontier 
to Girishk and the Helmund river. And in deep anguish as it 
were burst forth: 

If you do not like to tackle Russia, then at least punish the Amir. If  you 

allow a man and a state of his calibre to flout the British Empire then we had 
better put up our shutters and close bisiness.26 

Whitehall obviously was not impressed by this melodramatic 
outburst and the Secretary of State confided to liirn that 'so 
decided and unanimous was the objection to any forward move- 
ment,' that they would rather abandon all their present obligations 
and 'substitute nothing in their place except an attempt to come 
to an understanding with Russia.'27 

Rebufled decisively, Curzon ricxt turned to Lord Knollys, 
Secretary to the King, and evidently for the latter's car told him 
that the Home Government were being 'unnecessarily timid' 
about tlie Amir. 'Tlic least hint of action'-in fact of doing 
anything but sit still and wait to see what turns up-'throws 
them into agonies of apprehension, and brings down upon me a 
shower of telegrams.'Zg T o  Lord George Hamilton, he wrote 
in mucli the same strain accusing him, and his colleagues a t  home, 
or 'ignorance and timidity in regard to Asiatic 'foreign affairs'.29 
Elsewhere he cliarged that the Cabinet secmed 'prepared to 
silcrifice all our interests in Afqhanistaii sooner than run the 
laintest risk.'JO 

In  tlie years that followed, Curzon found himself often-times 
over-ruled. Ostensibly, he was not far wrong in insisting that a 
frank personal discussion wit11 the Amir was vital if Britain was to 
fulfil its obligations towards defending liis country, of whose 

26 1,cttrr to C;corgc I-Iamilton, November 27, 1902. Hnmiltorl Papers, 
011. r i t .  

27 Ibid., letter, December 19, 1902. 
ZR Letter to Knollys, December 25, 1902, Curzon MSS., op. ci t .  
29 I.ettcr to C;corgr Hamilton, January 8, 1903, Harnilton Papers, op. cit.  

30 (:urzon to Knollys, Irtter, January 1.5 ,  1903, Curzon MSS., op. cit. 
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military strength it knew nothing, and of continuing to pay him 
a large subsidy. Habibullah's defiance, however, was open and 
-from the Viceroy's viewpoint-unabashed. He refused to 
kowtow to Curzon and a meeting between the two never took 
place. What was worse, Whitehall refused to lend its support 
to the Viceroy so as to bring pressure to bear upon the Amir to 
enable him (Curzon) to get what he wanted. In  this triangular 
contest, with the odds heavily weighted against him, the Indian 
potentate found himself repeatedly frustrated. Thus, early in 
1904, in a letter he confided to the King: 

The Amir is as tricky and difficult in correspondence as ever: and the Viceroy 
is conscious that the Home Government want to adopt a much weaker line than 
he is disposed to recommend, and to give way. Surrender does not pay with 
Orientals and we never show weakness without suffering for it afterwards.31 

Later, towards the end of 1904, when Habibullah came round, 
albeit on his own terms, and the Home Government decided 
upon sending Mr. (later Sir) Louis Dane to negotiate with the 
Amir, much against Curzon's express wishes, the Viceroy was 
deeply perturbed. He  charged that the envoy had not 'stated 
his points as well as might have been done and in some respects 
has let the Amir astray'; that he (Dane) did not, in fact, possess 
'the requisite expert knowledge or authority.'32 As has been 
noticed, Dane's instructions had been dictated verbatim by the 
Home Government: such was the measure of trust which the 
Viceroy now inspired in London. Annoyed beyond measure, 
Curzon continued to hark back to his pet thesis that 'really if he 
(Amir) could be persuaded to come and sit at  the same table with 
the Viceroy,' it could scarcely be doubted that 'in a day or two 
some ground of common agreement would be dis~overed.'~) 
Another variant on the same theme was that thanks to the 
'persistent timidity displayed in dealing with him by the Govern- 
ment at Home,' he (Curzon) was convinced that the Amir had 
been so inflated with 'false pride and ignorance,' and had been 
'so much thrown off his balance' that he (Amir) felt he could 
'now stand alone, and dispense, except on his own terms, with 
our assistance and support.'34 And thus it was that despite his 

31 Ibid., Curzon to His Majesty the King Emperor, letter, March 9, 1904. 
32 Ibid., Curzon to the King, letter, January 11, 1905. 
33 Loc. cit. 
34 Ibid., Curzon to the King, letter, January 25, 1905. 
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fulminations, the final settlement reached at  Kabul was on terms 
which the Amir practically dictated and which the Viceroy had 
earlier condemned, and without qualification.35 

'Mr. Dane,' Lord Curzon wrote to the King, on March 29, 
1905, 'has started back from Kabul with a treaty in his pocket. 
But what a treaty! The Viceroy trusts that Your Majesty's 
Ministers are satisfied with it. We in India view the future with 
sincere alarm, since we conclude that we have abandoned all 
means of putting pressure upon the Amir; and that he can hence- 
forth treat us just as he plea~es.'~6 

How wide was the chasm that yawned between the views of 
His Majesty's Government and their accredited plenipotentiary 
in India. Yet Afghanistan was by no means exceptional, it was only 
typical and symptomatic of a trend that was fairly well spread out. 

In  each of these fields of foreign policy one notices, inter alia, 
two diametrically opposed strands as between the 'prancing' 
proconsul in India and his political masters a t  home. Broadly 
speaking, Curzon's greatest victory was scored in the birth of a 
separate administrative entity in the North-west Frontier Province 
(which had obvious ramifications in the field of foreign affairs) 
while, if by contrast, his most grievous failure was registered in 
Afghanistan. Yet it was perhaps, the difficulties that arose in 
the Persian Gulf area in the opening years of his Viceroyalty, 
and his handling thereof, which characterised much that dodged 
his footsteps for the remainder of his term of office. The gap 
that revealed itself in this crisis widened with every passing year. 
He had, it is true, the initial (and to him very welcome) satisfaction 

35 Mr. Louis Dane was sent to Kabul, in the fall of 1904, during the 
incumbency of Lord Ampthill, when Curzon was temporarily away on leave 
to England. O n  return he (Curzon) strongly condemned the terms of the 
Amir's revised treaty which the Cabinet were now prepared to accept. The  
latter had insisted that the terms in which Dane be instructed should be dictated 
by the Cabinet verbatim. This was protested by Brodrick who was Secretary 
of State, 'but the situation was regarded as too serious to permit of any risk 
being taken.' 

'Curzon, I was informed, called him (Sir Louis) gravely to account, although 
he had carried out his orders unswervingly.' Midleton, op. ci t . ,  pp. 197-98. 

36 Curzon MSS., op.  c i t . ,  letter, March 29, 1905. 'The Cabinet insisted on 
carrying its point of view rather than Curzon's-a decision justified by the 
concluct of the ruler of Afghanistan during the next twenty years. Curzon 
submittcd, but with an ill-grace and with the usual outpouring of ill-considered 
complaints.' Kenneth Young, Arthur James Balfour (London, 1963), p. 238. 
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of defying Salisbury's express wishes and of upholding officials 
whose over-stepping of the prescribed limits embarrassed the 
Prime I'inister not a little in the conduct of his foreign policy. 
One  suspects though that a t  heart, Curzon despised what to him 
was the doddering inefficiency (more politely the rather cautious 
and sometimes deliberate inactivity), of Salisbury's supine 
premiership and even more so of the Government of his cousin 
(Arthur Balfour)" that succeeded him. Yet the nemesis came 
and not before long. 

And herein Afghanistan was to provide a testing ground. In  
his dealings with the Amir, as was noticed, Ile found him5elf face 
to face with a Government that was unanimous in its conviction 
that the Salisbury experience did not bear a repetition. Hence 
the very urlusual and to Curzon personally annoying, and even 
humiliating, expedient of the Ministry a t  home dictating verbatim 
the instructions with which one of the Viceroy's agents was to be 
charged. Truly speaking, developments in Tibet may be said 
to lie somewhere between the Persian and Afghan experiences, 
as they do chronologically. And yet they may not be viewed as 
if in isolation; for the three were closely interrelated and a 
common streak as it were, ran through them all. The latter was 
equally discernible in the acute differences of opinion, which were 
not long in revealing themsclves, on many facets of domestic 
policy between India Office i11 London and the Council Chamber 
in Calcutta. Besides, the increasing uneasiness, if not acerbity, 
in the personal relationship between the illcumberlts or the two 
offices-a reflection of their extreme tlivergence in outlook-cast 
its lengthening, and as time passed almost fatal, shadows across 
the Viceroy's path. Thus an allusion, however brief, to some of 
the differences on domestic issues may help to place these questions 
of foreign policy in aencral, ant1 o f  Tibet in particular, in a sharper, 
clearer focus. 

37 Balfour's Cabinet was fillcd with men who had no better claim to ofice 
that that they were his-and by implication-Salisbury's relatives. C:i~rzon in 
a doggerel gave vent to his feelings: 

'In Trade's keen listg, no alien herald 
His trumpet blows but brother Gerald; 
Foreign affairs have cousin Cranbornc 
'To hint that ne'er was greatcr man born; 
While cousin Selborne rules the Fleet, 
Even the sea is 'Arthur's spat.' 
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011c of Lord Curzon's early targets for attack was the 
institution of the Presidency Governors of Bombay and Madras. 
In his ruthless drive to inculcate efficiency, and uniformity in the 
administrative organism, tlie reformer in him felt the special - 

privileges of these two officers an 'unjustifiable extravagance, 
their right to correspond direct uvith the Secretary of State,' 'an 
anomalous and mischievous pretension,' their cl~oice from among 
men in British public life 'an unnecessary luxury.' O n  lvhat a 
critic had termed their 'qualified privilege of insubordination,' 
Curzon heaped all his scorn.'* So great was his venom, so pointed 
and sharp his barbs, that it seemed for a while that he had stormed 
the citadel and taken it by a frontal assault. The  Secretary of 
State and the Cabinet, however, stood four-square for a practice 
which, apart from the fact that it was time-honoured, had some 
distinct advantages. This was filrther borne out by the fhct 
that on the annulment of Bengal's partition, many years later, 
that province reverted to its earlier status of a Presidency. I t  
would seem in retrospect, Iio~vever, that the Curzonian zeal was 
misdirected and the ktio~vledge that, a t  the end of his first year in 
office, he had bcen so decisively over-rulcd \))I \Vhitehall evcr 
rankled in his breast.39 

Another incident, relatively minor in itself and yet one that 
had major rcpercussions, involved a difference of opinion as to 
whether His Ma-jesty's Government or the Government of India, 
sl~otlld defray tlie cxpense of the Indian representatives invited 
to the King's coronation in London. Curzon held, and rightly 
too, that the money should come out of the British coffers.40 'The 
Sec~.ctnry of Statc, \vlio was in sympathy with his viewpoint, was 
actually negotiating with the Exchequer on thesc lines wlicn 
Curzon tvrotc l ~ i m  a sharply-\vorded despatch. 'l'lie latter was 
tantamount, in cffcct, to a severe 'censure ol' the Secretary of 
State in Council,' if not a n  open ' i~~dictment '  of that I~ody. 
Even the imperturbable Georgc Hamilton was hurt: 'I own that 
I am clceply ~vol~lidcd a t  tlie language and scheme of this letter' 
and hinted that until i t  \\.as 'rnoclified,' or 'another substituted 

38 Despatch to the Sccre t~ry  of State, Scptembrr 28. 1899, in Ronnldshay 
I,$?, IT, p. 59. 

39 ' . . . thr Cabinct wcrc ~~ract ical ly  unanilnous in their opposition' and 
'firmly refi~sed' to accept the Viceroy's vicws. Curzon, on his part, accepted 
the verdict 'without conviction.' Ron;~lcLshny, Lvc, I I, pp. (iO and 98. 

Ibid., IT, p. 239. 
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for it,' he would not entertain it.4' So strong was the feeling 
aroused by its provocative language that Balfour, now Prime 
Minister, cabled the Viceroy to withdraw it.42 Curzon who, 
in private, had referred to HMG's decision as 'this meanness,' 
expressed the view that unless the change he had demanded was 
made, 'lasting harm . . . will be done to British credit and 
reputation in this country.' Later he communicated on the 
subject with the King himself. Despite the extreme resentment 
aroused, the Viceroy stubbornly held his ground and refused to 
oblige until his point was fully conceded. While it be true that 
he won his final round, it was a pyrrhic victory. For the episode 
left behind it much bitterness, and closed with an 'absolutely 
universal chorus of disapprobation' from the Cabinet.43 

Meantime Curzon had begun to smart under any sort of 
criticism, tacit or implied, of his policies or actions. And when, 
early in 1902, the Secretary of State's Council, composed of 
experienced officials with long service careers in India, questioned 
his action both in regard to the appointment of a Police 
Commission and his programme of projected educational reforms,44 
the Viceroy burst out in all his fury. He had earlier referred 
half-contemptuously to the Council's members as 'veterans' whose 
knowledge of India he rated to be astonishingly out of date. Now 
he went a step further and accused them of being 'hostile and 
obstructive,' of' worrying him unnecessarily with their 'innuendos 
and suspicions,' of thwarting and hampering him in his work. 
He even threatened the Secretary of State with his resignation 
unless not only his support 'but the backing of your Council 
too, was forthcoming.45 

41 Letter to Curzon, July 31, 1902, Hamilton Papers, op. cit. 
42 Balfour in his cable termed Curzon's despatch 'so highly controversial 

a document' and felt it read like 'an indictment of one colleague by another.' 
Ronaldshay, LiJc, 11, p. 240. 

43 Letter to Knollys, July 30, 1902. Curzon MSS. op. r i ! .  Also see, Ibid., 
his letter to the King, August 13, 1902, and Knollys' to Curzon, Septemberd3, 
1902. 

44 It may be mentioned here, ifonly in parcnthcsis, that the Indian Universities 
Act of 1904 as also the Police C:ommission reforms met with vigorous criticism 
in India. 'The opposition to the Universities Act proved to hc the dress rehearsal 
for the greater crisis of the Bengal partition,' Oxford Hi.rtory of India, 3rd edn. 
Il.ondon, 1958), p. 758. See also Lovat Fraser, op.  it., pp. 246-47. 

45 Letter to thr Secretary of State, hiay 28, 1902, Ronaldshay, I.zfe, 
IT, pp. 236-37. 
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When Lord George Hamilton tried to palliate and soften his 
ruffled feelings with the suggestion that 'in public life you must 
give as well as take,' Curzon returned to the charge with an even 
greater ferociousness. T o  Godley he was frank: 

You send me out to India as an expert and you treat my advice as though it 
were of an impertinent school-boy.46 

Or,  again: 

Your old veterans . . . are as dogmatic about the subjects they have ceased 
to understand as a young curate in a pulpit is about those that he has not yet 
commenced to know.47 

Yet the Permanent Under-Secretary's assessment of Curzon's 
not-infrequent paroxysms of rage was nearer the truth-'I admit 
that this is an exaggeration, but it really is not a very serious 
one'-than anyone else's. In a letter to Lord Ampthill, Godley 
had summed it up tersely: 

In any of these disputed matters, the thought that seems to rise in his (Curzon's) 
mind is not 'I will prove to the Cabinet, or to the Council of India that they 
are wrong about this or that and I am right,' but 'I have given my opinion, 
I have even reiterated it in two or more despatches, I am the Viceroy of India 
and confound you, how do you dare to set your opinion against mine.'48 

Hardly had the earlier controversies died down when matters 
again came to a head over what is known as the Durbar episode. 
Unalterably convinced in his mind that the oriental was attracted 
by the pomp and pageantry of the Imperial link, Curzon had 
determined to hold a Durbar a t  Delhi to celebrate the accession 
to the throne of Edward VII. Soon enough he was devoting all 
his energies to planning it and although the more immediate 
Indian problems lvere famine and plague, which together had 
racked the land like hell-fire, Curzon's chief preoccupation now 
seemed to be to outdo the spectacle which Lytton had staged a 
q u ~ r t e r  century earlier. Scheduled for January 1 ,  1903, the 
Viceroy's preparations became hectic as the days neared. I n  
th.e autumn of 1902, it occurred to him that the Durbar be linked 
with a Royal proclamation of some tax relief. The idea fascinated 
and soon took hold of him: would not the glitter and splendour 

46 Ibid., Letter, June 18, 1902, p. 239. 
47 Ibid., Letter, June 25, 1902, p. 238. 
40 Letter, June 17, 1904, AmPthill Paperc. 
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or the Durbar be enhanced a thousand-fold, by its association 
with such a popular measure of tax remission?49 The  Secretary 
of State and his Council, however, discouraged him on consti- 
tutional grounds, observing that it would be a most awkward 
precedent. Curzon, not so easily dissuaded, was by now possessed 
as it were or the appropriateness, not to say the political import 
of such a reduction.50 

Meantime he wrote to Lord George Hamilton in a tone of 
open defiance, not unmixed with a deep anguish of the heart. 
H e  had received the Secretary of State's telegram formally rejecting 
the Government of India's despatch with great surprise 
'amounting almost to consternation' and looked upon a further 
dispute with the India Corlncil 'with utter sickness of heart.' 
His mind was thus made up: 'I say, therefore, with the utmost 
respect, but with emphasis, that I cannot accept the position 
~vhich you desire to assign to me.'51 

A day earlier, on November 12, he had telegraphed to Knollys 
spelling out how he had been grievously hurt by the Secretary of 
State and his Council whose attitude, he was convinced, was 
'narrow, pedantic and unwise . . . short-sighted and wrong.' 
He  had asked Lord George Hamilton to revise his stand and 'if 
he yields' well and good, 'otherwise I will send you a telegram 
and will ask you to convey to His Majesty my most respectful 
assurances of the importance of the issue and my earnest request 
that tlie King will insist that his own Coronation Durbar shall be 
an uilequalled success' instead of a dismal failure as His Majesty's 
ministers threatened to make it.52 

Two days later came the appeal itself for which ground had 
already been prepared. Hamilton had telecgraphed 'absolutely 
declininq' to let him liavc his way and hence: 

I drsirr rerrpcctfully to report to the King that this dccision will check t l ~ c  

49 C:urzon told Godley that the announcement will procluce 'ari electric effect 
throughout the country.' Later, he informed ttlc Sccrctary of State th i~ t  he 
(C:irrzon) should havc a free hand ' i r i  rrspc-ct of' this 1)urlmr ;rntl what is said 
arid doric ~hcrcat. '  Konalclshay, LIJc .  I I ,  p. 24 I. 

f.0 In ;I letter to G r o r g ~  Hnmilton, October li. 1902, <:r~rzori ~vro t r :  'T'hr 
Indinns will simply fail In r~n(lerst:tnrl ;I <:oronatiori I)~rrt,ar altogether thi~t  is 
rnerrly to consist of a pagrant ancl n plal~siblr speerll, ; ~ r l t l  to t)r. ;issot.iitcrl wit11 
rlo conrrrte rnnrka of Royal f:ivolrr. . . . ' ffan~if/or: Po/~er,b, 01). r i / .  

51 Ibid.. (:i~rzon to H:tmilton, letter, Novetnbrr I:!. 1302. 
32 (:trrzon to KrioIIv$. Irtter. Novrmt,rr I?,  1302, (:r~rzon LlSS., 01). 61: .  
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evergrowing sentiments o l  loyalty in India and convert them into an  
attitude ofdisappointment and almost despair and that I cannot assume the 
responsibility of allowing His Majesty's name to be connected with such a 
result.53 

Whitehall stood aghast. George Hamilton pointed out that 

it was 'the fil-st time' that an appeal had been made to the King 
to influence a Cabinet,s4 while it had under consideration a 
question 'affecting the person who had so appealed.'Ss Brodrick 
who feared lest Curzon threaten resignation in the belief that 
HMG might give way, telegraphed privately (on November 19) 
warning him of the strong feelings aroused, called his move 'a 
most dangerous precedent,' and explained, in a letter two days 
later, that 'in this instance there has been unanimity of opinion 
in the India Office and the Cabinet and that they were all 
determined that if you elected to go on such an issue we must 
face it.'56 

Curzon was annoyed, and beyond measure. In  a long letter, 
written rrom the Viceroy's camp a t  Abu, to 'My dear Arthur' 
he took great pains to justicy his action, holding the implied censure 
on him as 'gratuitous.' He had been 'instructed by the King 
as his representative to hold a Durbar on his behalf to celebrate 
his Coronation,' had settled with His Majesty the Proclamation 
that was, to be read a t  the Durbar, he had even been asked for 
'a draft of the message' that the King was to send for a public 
pronouncement by the Viceroy. Now, with regard to what the 
Viceroy is to say, 'I submit that that is an issue more directly 

53 Ih~d. ,  Cli~non to Knollys, telegram, November 15. 1902. 
54 The important point here is that thr King had no power in practice to 

accept Curzon's advice aaaitlrt that o f  the Cabitlet. Had the King done so, the 
Cabinet would have resigned. Thus in reality, Curzon p ~ ~ t  the King in an  
impossible position. 

55 In  thr same letter George Ijan~ilton expressed hin~srlf rather strollgly 
against Curzon's implied charge 'that I have acted in bad faith,' called it a 
'sorry rrturn,' confessed that he wrotc in 'real sorrow' and that there was a 
palpablc 'unfairness and injustice' in the allrgations prcrcrretl. Hamilton 
Pnberc, op. I - ! / . ,  Icttcr, Novrmhrr 20. 1902. 

56 I n  hi9 Irttcr, Novrmbrr 21, 1909. Brodrick euplained: 'I tclegrnphetl l~rcause 

I rrarrtl you might think iT  you tlirratcn resignation or resignrd the Cabinet 
might givr way. . . . Hy the time this rrnches you I hope a protest will be all 

vou will havc thought nrtrssary. I f  not it will be a tragedy.' Curzon MSS., 
op .  rrt . ,  (Correspontlcnce with Drotlrick, 3894-1 903). 
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affecting the Sovereign than anybody else,' since its conterlt was 
very important, nay almost crucial: 

Should I have been right to involve the Sovereign on whose behalf I am 
acting in what I steadfastly believe will be a humiliating failure without letting 
him know? . . . Inasmuch as all the communications about the Durbar have 
been with the King, I thought it better to telegraph straight to Knollys. . . . 
I hold myself entirely justified, therefore, in my action. Indeed, I think that 
had I not informed the King and had allowed judgment to go against me by 
default in the Cabinet, I might subsequently have been open to grave reproof 
of His Majesty. . . . 

Nor was that all. Curzon maintained that he had not been 
fairly or justly, not to say generously, treated, hinted that the 
'logical corollary' of the Cabinet's decision was his recall and 
that, in effect, it amounted to 'setting a similar and equally 
unmerited crown (of failure) upon my own Indian career.'57 

Balfour's reply to his proconsul's melodramatic outburst was 
couched in gracious terms, albeit unmistakable in its meaning and 
import : 

I cannot really assent to your view that because the position of the Sovereign 
was (in your view) affected by the course to be taken at  the Durbar in reference 
to taxation, you were, therefore, justified in carrying on an independent corres- 
pondence with him on a point of high policy without the knowledge and assent 
of your colleagues. . . . Nor do I think there is any real iustification for your 
view that the Secretary of State 'tacitly allowed you for more than a year' to 
assume that a remission of taxation might be properly announced at  the Durbar.58 

T o  cut a long story short, a compromise on thc Durbar speech 
was finally wrought more or less on the lines George Hamilton had 
suggested earlier: the Viceroy making a general statement of 
policy, but not a specific one.59 From the contents of another 
comnlunicatiori from Knollys to the Prime Minister's Secretary, 

57 The letter to Balfor~r, Novemkr 20, 1902, is marker1 'Private and 
Confidential' and is part of tlic Bal/onr PaPer.r, Vol. L, in the Rritish Museum; 
lor converiience abbreviated, et  seq.. as R.P., B.M. 

58 Ibid., B.hl., Vol. I.. This letter dms not bear ariy date but was obvio~~sly 
in reply to Cur7on's. The British Prime hlinister disposed of the latter's long- 
winded reference to being relievetl: 'I have rliffecrctl from you on this or that 
point- I may huvr (who knows?) to tlilTPr from you on others. But nothing 
will for a mornent diminish either thc warmth of' my friendship or tlic entlir~siasm 
of my atlmir:~tion.' 

59 Ibid.. I3.hf., \-ol. I .  Iri a Irtwr. Nnvenihet. 2 7 .  1902 f'loni Lord Knolly* 
to Mr. Snndars (Sccrctary to RIr. Enlror~r). t t , t  former wrote that His hixjcsty 
approves of what the C:.~binrt I think has practically approvcd or . . . 
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it would seem that the Viceroy had meanwhile shifted his ground. 
'Judging from this letter' (of which an extract was enclosed), 
the King's Secretary wrote, Curzon had 'no wish to make an 

announcement of a remission of taxation in the King's name, 
as I believe we all have thought was the case, but that he should 
be allowed to announce the remission a t  the Durbar.'60 Blown 

over, the episode yet left a very deep mark on the relations between 
London and Calcutta. The extremes to which their representative 
in India could go to defy or repudiate them were doubtless better 
appreciated in Whitehall in November 1902, than in the previous 
four years of this very 'interesting experiment.' At the height 
of the controversy, Curzon had written to Balfour in an extremely 
unforgiving tone : 

You have never served your country in foreign parts. For your sake., I hope 
you never may. English Governments have a lway  had the reputation of 
breaking the hearts of their proconsuls from Warren Hastings to Bartle Frere. 

T)o you wish to repeat the performance?6l 

A by no means unimportant by-product of this episode was 
the wedge it drove into that nearly quarter-century old, and 
intimate, relationship between Henry St. John Brodrick and his 
old colleague of Eton-Balliol days, now in India. Curzon had 
thought Brodrick's conduct in the whole affair il~excusable, 
revolting as it was to all the canons of the old school tie; arld 
visited him with his immediate displeasure.62 Momentarily 

60 Ibid., Vol. I ,  letter, December 3, 1902, from Lord Knollys to Mr. Sandars. 
61 Only the first two sentences in this quotation (not the last two) occur in 

Curzon's long letter in BatJour Pa/)ers, sr~ppm, note 57. For what his biographer 
calls 'the full text', see Ronaldshay. Lfc,  11: p. 24.1. 

62 For three months, Ci~rzon stoppcd his weekly letter to Brodrick which he 
had written to him regularly for two years, and in a cutting reference confided 
in the Vicerine: 'Observc the amicable way in which he informs me that all 
the Cabinet including himself (a humble participator) were quite prepared to 

throw me overboard. . . . I need not comment on it  all but what a light it 
throws on human nature and fricntlship.' 

Brodrick in his letters (Ilccember 12, 1902 and January 27, 1903) explained 

his stand at Irngth: 'those of us who had backed you as far as we could and 
looked upon anything which would remove you at so great a moment as a 
calamity felt we must take the step of warning you. . . . I only refer to this 

because I felt the annoyance in your letter to Arthur.' Curzon hlSS. op.  cit. 
(Correspondence with Brodrick, 1894- 1903). 
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patched up later the breach was, in effect, never healed.63 

63 Ih~d.  On August 19, 1903, Brotlrick wrote: ' . . . I am vcry glad to get 
your letter as there is iust as much bittrrness growing up on our side as yours, 
and I will do  all I can to stop i t .  . . . ' 

Years after his return to England, Curzon is said to have patrhrrl up his old 
feud with Brodrick and though nevrr again on such intimatc trrms, they 
corresponded in a friendly way during and after the War on oficiol t0pic.r. 

Brodrick's letters still began 'My dear Georgr ' 



CHAPTER VIII 

L O R D  C U R Z O N  A N D  T I B E T ,  1 8 9 9 - 1 9 0 2  

IN THE LIGHT Of Lord Curzon's more active and forceful, if indeed 
aggressive, personality unfolded in the preceding narrative and 
his overall concept of an expanding, adventurous Russia, the 
marked divergence in his approach to the Tibetan problem, as 
compared to Lord Elgin's, should not be a cause for surprise. 
As may be guessed, basic to the Viceroy's conviction was the 
belief that anywhere on the Indian glacis, which sloped away 
from the long perimeter of her frontiers, hostile influences may 
not be permitted to obtain a lodgement, and that on the contrary 
Indian authority should be unmistakably, 'and indeed ostenta- 
tiously', asserted.' He  could thus scarce accept such activities 
on the part of the Tibetans as his predecessor had patiently put 
up with. The thought that the Sikkim boundary pillars had 
been destroyed with impunity, that a tract of land near Giaogong 
-1v11ich under the Convention of 1890 was a part ofsikkim-had 
now fallen into the hands of fanatical monks, was enough to 
disturb the new Viceroy's equanimity. No wonder that within 
a couple of months of his taking office, he was condemning the 
old approach towards Tibet as 'both ~xnproductive and in- 
glorious'.2 As elsewhere, his 'new look', to borrow a somewhat 
over-\vorked yct significant phrase, was designed to achieve 
'results'. What these \\rere and what glory attended on their 
achievement will be the principal concern of the pages that follow. 
Hcrc it may be well to point out that, both from the point of 
vie\\ of chronological convenience and a decisive shift in policy, 
the Viceroy's despatch of January 8, 1903, marks as it were a 
watci.sllcd in his dealings with Tibet. I n  the present chapter it 
is proposed to treat oL' the years (1899-1902) preceding that 
despa~ch. 

'The Viceroy's preliminary assessment of the Tibetan question 
way contained in a communication to the Secretary of State, 
writtcn not long artcr he assumed 0lIice,3 ~vherein he made the 
follo~ving poiilts : 

I Ronaldshay, Lifc, 11, p. 275. 
2 Lettcr to Gcorge Hamiltotl, March 30, 1899. Hamilton Papers, ob. cit. 
3 LOC. t i t .  Also Tibet  Paber.~, of). c i t . ,  Cd.  1920, No. 26, pp. 74-75. 
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That  Yatung, on the Tibet side of the frontier, which had been 
fixed under the Regulations of 1893 as a post for Indian trade 
with Tibet, 'can never be expected to be a real mart'. 

That  he would be prepared to leave to the Tibetans land in 
the neighbourhood of Giaogong, which they are 'so desirous of 
retaining', on the stipulation that P'hari,4 further up in the 
Chumbi Valley, be thrown open to native traders from British 
India. I t  was emphasised, however, that these traders were not 
to be hindered from conducting business there directly with the 
Tibetans. Lord Curzon also suggested, and this is significant, 
that  there be an option of sending a British official to visit P'hari 
and to reside there, 'if this should prove desirable'. 

Tha t  negotiations with the Chinese Resident were not likely 
to prove fruitful. Elsewhere Lord Curzon had expressed himself 
strongly to the effect, that the 'present position' was 'most 
ignominious' and the use of the Chinese Amban as an  inter- 
mediary 'an admitted farce'.S 

'We seem . . . to be moving', the Governor-General wrote, 
' . in a vicious circle. If we apply to Tibet, we either receive no 
reply, or are referred to the Chinese Resident.' And, if the latter 
be approached 'he excuses his failure by his inability to put any 
pressure upon Tibet'. 

His analysis apart, Lord Curzon posed a significant question, 

I do not feel quite sure, however, whether in your opinion we have so far 
committed ourselves to this method of procedure in the case of Tibet as to 
render any experimental departure fiom it impossible.6 

Born of his impatience with the Chinese 'farce', Curzon was 
thus suggesting a direct approach to the Tibetans, with a broad 
enough hint regarding a British official visiting and residing in 
Tibet, 'if this should prove desirable'. Lord George Hamilton's 
reaction was very favourable in regard to the first proposition 
though he was not sanguine about the result of bringing 
'diplomatic pressure' to bear on the Chinese Government. As 

4 Variously rendered as Pari, Phari, and P'hari. Literally 'Pig-hill,' the 
town, 14,300 feet above sea-level, lies 50 miles to the north of Yatung, on the 
Kalimponq-Lhasa route. 

5 Letter, Curzon to Hamilton, March 23, 1899, Hamilton Papers, op. cit. 
Elsewhere (letter of May 24, 1899), Curzon called the Amban 'an obstacle and 
a fraud'. Ibid. 

6 Ibid., letter, Curzon to Hamilton, March 23, 1899. 



to the British official, he was extremely guarded for he doubted 
the 'expediency' of this step since it 'might cause complications, 
and even delay the settlement of the essential part of the 
nego ti at ion^.^ 

The outlines had thus been sketched out and the initial 
exchanges were concerned largely with the implementation of 
the policies now enunciated. Thus on 24 May (1899) Lord 
Curzon spoke of having laid his hands 'upon one, if not two 
agentsy through whom it may be possible to enter into 'direct 
relatioils with the Dalai Lama of Lhasa'.* I n  retrospect, it 
proved to be a three-pronged assault: through Kazi U-gyen, the 
Bhutan Vakil; Taw Sein KO, a half-caste Chinese who was the 
Government of Burma's Advisor on Chinese affairs and finally 
Chirang Palgez, head of the triennial Lapchak mission from Leh 
to Lhasa. The last two did not achieve much although, for the 
record, it may be mentioned that the former was never tried- 
Taw Sein KO was 'too fat', was bound to be regarded in Lhasa as 
'an impostor', besides being 'rather inconvenient to spare'-9 and 
that the latter, despite persistent efforts, proved barren of results. 

In  a despatch, late in October (1899), Curzon spoke of the 
Lieutenant-Governor of Bengal making a 'guarded' use of the 
Bhutan Vakil, Kazi U-gyen, for an informal though direct approach. 
Reference was to the Bhutan official's visit to Lhasa in 1898 on 
which he later briefed John Claude White, the Political Officer 
in Sikkim, imparting to him the precious information, for what 
it was worth, that the Tibetans 'did not like the Chinese yoke'. 
I t  \\;auld seem that the Dalai Lama had, in a very broad and general 
way, asked the Kazi to act for him in interceding with the British, 
an offer which he (Kazi U-gyen) reportedly declined. A year 
later (in 1899)' the Kazi who was 011 a visit to Tibet was persuaded 
to write to the Lama from P'hari, entirely on his own yet dilating 
a t  length on the now well-known views of the new Viceroy. The  
Dalai Lama, however, was in no mood to oblige-at best, he was 
non-committal. I t  was this letter which Curzon had in mind 
when (in December 1899) he wrote to Lord George Hamilton that 
hc had sounded 1,hasa 'through a native emissary'-who could 
11e nonc other than Kazi U-gyen-as to whether it would he 

7 Tibe1 Pnl~ers,  op. r i t . ,  Cd. 1920, November 27,  1899, pp. 99-100. 
Letter, Curzon to Hamilton, May 24, 1899, Hamilton Papers, OD. cit. 

9 Foreign. September. 1900. No. 89 and Encl. to 106. 
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prepared to 'discuss the frontier question quietly with us' a t  the 
boundary. The  Lama, however, refused to oblige (although he 
made it quite clear that he would like to do so) 'for fear of the 
Chinese Amban'. Here was 'the first attempt'- to which 
Curzon alluded in his letter to the Secretary of State-which had 
'not been a success'.l0 

Undeterred, in December, 1899, the Bengal Government again 
persuaded the Kazi to write to Lhasa. The language used now 
was more direct, the meaning more unambiguous. Emphasising 
that the reigning Grand Mughal was 'the greatest official under 
the King', U-gyen exhorted the Lama to 'make haste and settle' 
and ended up by warning that 'should the Viceroy in Calcutta 
lose patience, it would not end well for you'. The  reply from 
Lhasa (March, 1900) was none too encouraging for all that the 
Lama promised was to agree to consult with the new Amban who 
was 'formerly friendly', although whether he still wielded 'any 
influence' was doubtful.11 

Between the Kazi's second letter to the Dalai Lama and his 
visit to Lhasa, in the fall of 1901, intervenes the Kashmir Assistant 
Resident, Captain Kennion's attempt to make use of the Garpons 
of western Tibet, at  Gartok. Lord Curzon's letter-his first 
addressed directly to the Dalai Lama-was entrusted to these 
Tibctan officials who, however, were later to return it unanswered.'* 
It is significant that a t  this stage, end of 1900, the Viceroy, despite 
the first somewhat vague reports of Aguan Dorjieff's visit to 
Russia-which were to gather considerable momentum in the 
years that followed-had not yct despaired of his direct approacll. 
He thought the Tibetan mission to the Tsar 'a fraud', for it \vas 
'most unlikely', 

Tibet is, I think, much more likely in reality to look to us for protection 
than to look to Russia, and I cherish a secret hope that the communication 
which I am trying to open with the Dalai Lama may inaugurate some sort of 
relations between us. 13 

The occasion was provided by Ladakh's enclavc of Minsar, 
which lies deep into western Tibet. Captain Kennion proposed 

Curzon to Hamilton, letter, December 28, 1899, Hamilton Pa!)er.r, 
I I  Foreign, NO. 94 (September, 1900), Bengal, April 23, 1900. 
l 2  Ibid., September and November 1900, Encls. to 106 and 55-56. Govern- 

ment placed on record its 'appreciationy of the 'tactful manner' in which 
Captain Kennion carried his mission. 

l 3  Curzon to Hamilton. letter, November 18, 1900, Hamilton Papers, op. tit. 



a visit during which he planned to meet the Garpons and entrust 
them with the Viceroy's letter to the Lama for onward trans- 
mission. I n  due course, as the plan received imperial sanction 

(July, 1900), Captain Kennion set out for Gartok where he 
ibrmally delivered the sealed mesage. In  March (1 90 1 ) , however, 
it was returned with the observation that it had been sent to Lhasa 
--whence it had come back unopened, for the Tibetan Govern- 

ment saw no need for its establishing any communication with 
the British. I t  seemed to Captain Kennion, however, that the seals 
had been tampered with and the contents of the letter read. 
Later, as if to cover up the earlier version, the Garpons denied 
that they ever despatched the letter to Lhasa for were it known 
that they had entertained any communication from the British, 
their own lives would be in serious jeopardy. 

Not unnaturally, the emphasis shifted once again to the Bhutan 
Vakil although it is interesting to note that, despite the scorn he 
heaped upon the Chinese 'farce', the Viceroy was not unwilling 
to make use of them. Thus Lord Curzon now suggested that the 
British Charge d'Affaires in Peking may be asked to address the 
Tsungli Yamen, the Foreign Affairs Board, 'to endeavour to obtain 
their assistance in regard to having free access to P'hari'. This 
approach was based on the reasoning that 'if it proves, as we 
anticipate, that the Chinese are unable or unwilling to give the 

assistance' asked for, there need be even less hesitation in going 
ahead with the new policy of dealing directly with the Tibetans.14 

Meantime Kazi U-gyen was preparing to go to Lhasa to deliver 
~vha t  would seem a veritable menagerie-two elephants, two 
peacocks and a leopard-to the master of the Potala. He  was 
now saddled with an additional care, namely the Governor- 
General's second letter (June, 1902) to the Dalai Lama. I n  
contrast to the first, Curzon's tone was peremptory, his language 
indicative of a growing exasperation.15 The  British Government, 

14 Tibef  Pnpers, op. c i t . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 29, pp. 102-3. The creation of the 
Tsungli Yamen, or more correctly Tsung-li ko-kuo shih-wu ya-men (Office in 
General Charge of Affairs Concerning All Foreign Nations) was a direct result 
of the treaties of Tientsin and Peking dictated by the Western Powers in October, 
1860. It  continued to handle Chinese Foreign Affairs until replaced by the 
Wai-wn-pu (h4inistry of Foreign Affairs) in July, 1901. This change too was 
undertaken at the behest of the foreign powers. 

IS This was in sharp contrast to the earlier letter which Captain Kennion 
had carried. The Former contained no threats: the British had only wanted 
to facilitate tradc between India and Tibet, to the mutual advantage of both 
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he warned the Lama, had shown extreme forbearance to the 
Tibetans in their past dealings but if he (the Lama) refused to 
behave: 'My government must reserve their right to take such 
steps as may seem to them necessary and proper', viz., to ensure 
the observance of the Convention of 1890 and of the Trade 
Regulations of 1893.16 

-4s if to add fuel to the fire, U-gyen returned in October and 
brought back the Viceroy's letter unopened, and with its seals 
intact. There were varied rumours as to whether he actually 
delivered the epistle, it being widely believed that he never 
mentioned to the Lama even the fact of its existence. By November 
( 190 1) Curzon appeared both unhappy and disillusioned. 

'I do not believe', he confided to George Hamilton, 'that the 
man ever saw the Dalai Lama or handed the letter to him. O n  
the contrary, I believe him to be a liar and, in all probability, a 
paid Tibetan spy.'17 This was contrary to what the Bengal 
Government thought, yet in close and clear conformity with the 
wildest Darjeeling bazaar gossip on which Curzon was now 
increasingly fed. And for what it was worth, dame rumour had 
it that the Kazi never met the Lama, that the shapes had dissuaded 
him from delivering the letter in question, that he had behaved 
so indiscreetly that the Lhasa authorities had forbidden his future 
visits. 

These were indeed grave charges and, if only in parenthesis, 
a word may be added to put the record straight.18 An interesting 
clue is provided by that vastly rich storehouse of Lord Curzon's 
'Papers' to which this writer had access and in which there is a 
letter from 'Rai Umen  Kazi Bahadur', written from Kalimpong 
on April 12, 1910. Herein the Kazi repudiated the charge that 
he did not deliver the Viceroy's sealed communication to the 
Lama: 'It  has always been to me a matter of keen regret that 

countries, and to foster that direct and friendly intercourse. which should 
subsist between neighbouring lands. The Viceroy hoped a Tibetan representative 
would meet him and help settle all outstanding difficulties. For the text, see 
Ibid., Annexure to Encl. 3 in No. 37, pp. 120-21. Ibid., Curzon to Ilalai Lama 
August 1 1, 1900. 

16 Ibid., No. 37, June 8, 1901, pp. 18-19. 
Annexure to Encl. 4 in No. 37. pp. 120-21, Curzon to Dalai Lama. 
17 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, November 5, 1901, Hamilton Papers, 01). cit.  

18 For a more detailed account reference may be made to Parshotam Mehra, 
'Kazi U-gyen: a Paid Tibetan Spy?' JRCAS, LI, July-September, 1964, 
pp. 301-5. 



Your Lordship may have believed the story' which, of course, 
His Lordship had. T o  vindicate himself the Kazi asked Mr. Bell, 
the then Political Officer, 'to enquire of the Dalai Lama in 
Darjeeling whether or not my story was true. H e  did so and 
found that it was true. O n  this point you can satisfy yourself 
by asking Mr. Bell'.l9 Kazi U-gyen concluded with these words: 
'My profound respect for Your Lordship makes me anxious that 
this matter should be put beyond doubt in your Lordship's 
mindY.20 One wonders if it was. 

That, however, was long after the passions and prejudices of 
the early years of Lord Curzon's Viceroyalty. Truly, the urgency, 
and the exasperation, in the Viceroy's tone of that period may 
11e seen a t  its best in his private correspondence with Lord George 
Hamilton. Thus, writing to the latter in January 1901, before 
Kazi U-gyen's second failure, the Viceroy confessed that he felt 
completely outraged by the fact that the Dalai Lama had assumed 
towards him an attitude of contemptuous silence, that in returning 
his letter unopened he, the all-pokverful Viceroy, had been treated 
as 'the pettiest of petty potentates'. Curzon added: ' I t  is really 
the most grotesque and indefensible thing that a t  a distance of 
little more than 200 miles from our frontier, this community of 
unarmed monks should set us perpetually a t  defiancey.*' One  
half-suspects that Kazi U-gyen's warning to the Dalai Lama that 
'should the Viceroy in Calcutta lose patience, it will not end 
well for you',22 or his description of the reigning Grand Mughal 
as 'the greatest official under the King' were inspired.23 

It  is clear none the less that the Viceroy's apparent anger, 
and impatience, with the Lama did not take account of the 

19 Owing to the Chinese armed occupation of Lhasa, the 13th Dalai Lama 
sought refugc in India during the years 1910-12. Apart from visiting Calcutta 
and some centres of Ruddhist interest, the Lama spent most of his time in 
Darjeeling. Here part or Mr. Bcll's duty, as Political Officer. was to cater to 
the neecls of the Tibetan rulrr. 

20 The lettcr is in No. 340 or the Curzon Collection in the India Office 
Library. It  is in a white cover. bearing 2 half-anna stamps franked in Kalim- 
pong and addressed to 'The Ri. Hon'ble Lord Curzon of Kedleston, Carlton 
House Terrace, London S.W. I .' and in Lord Curzon's own hand-writing, in 
blue pencil, are thr words 'U-gyen Kazi: Tibetan Letter, 1902'. 

21 C:urzon to Hamilton, letter, January 1 1 ,  1901. Hanlil ton Pabers,  op. ci t .  
22 Ttbct  Pnjwr.~. oj). c i l . ,  Cd. 1920. Annexure to Encl. 2 in No. 37, p. 120. 
23 The Dalai Lama in his conversations with the Kazi is reported to have 

rcrerred to the Indian C;overn~nent as 'the big Government', Ibid., Encl. 3, in 
No. 44, pp. 129-30. 
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obvious fact that by opening his letters, and thereby entering into 
correspondence with him (Lord Curzon), the Tibetan ruler would 
be playing into the hands of his numerous detractors a t  home, in 
the Lamaist world and in not far away Peking. Tha t  he suspected 
the ambitious Indian ruler of not altogether friendly designs on 
his land was well known. Now, by corresponding with him, and 
few secrets could be kept in Lhasa for long, or even successfully, 
on matters which had strong political under-tones, despite their 
superficial innocuousness, he was likely to be enmeshed deeper and 
deeper into a situation from which i t  may not have been easy to 
extricate himself. Hence the Lama's lack of enthusiasm for 
epistolary exchanges which the touchy, hypersensitive Curzon 
was prone to treat as a gratuitous insult. 

If it were not the Viceroy, the British Government a t  any rate 
was not altogether oblivious of this viewpoint. And the response 
of the Secretary of State to such a strong plea as was made for an 
'altered' policy, or the urgent adoption of some 'practical 
measures', would seem to demonstrate this beyond cavil. Lord 
George Hamilton conceded that relations with Tibet had not been 
satisfactory and, therefore, the Viceroy 'would be justified' in 
adopting 'strong measures'. But having said that he marshalled 
argument upon argument against any precipitate move. He 
reminded the Viceroy that Tibet was politically subordinate to 
China, that the difficult nature of the country would make any 
military operations hazardous, that the Viceroy's ceaseless pressure 
for closer relations was likely to increase 'distrust of our intentions' 
and that any ill thought-out, over-hasty action on India's part 
'would be viewed with much disquietude and suspicion.' 
Hamilton ended up on a rather stern note: 'In these circumstances, 
proceed with due consideration'. And, as though it were not 
enough, asked the Viceroy to take him into confidence 'before 
any steps are taken that may involve risk of the complications 
that I have indicated'.24 Earlier, in private, he had told Curzon 
that the latter's proposals 'seem to me somewhat a g g r e ~ s i v e ' ~ ~  
and that just then 'our military establishments' were in no position 
to justify 'any expedition of size beyond the frontiers of India'. 
Besides, in reality the Tibetan hates foreigners with 'a truly 
Chinese hatred''26 and hence the opposition to any precipitate 

24 Ibid., No. 38, August 16, 1901, p. 122. 
25 Hamilton to Curzon, letter, July 4, 1901, Hamilron Papers, OF. ci t .  
26 Ibid., letter, July 11, 1901. 



move that may be encountered. Barely a week later, he warned 
Curzon again: 'the Tibetans are but the smallest of pawns on 
the political chess-board, but castles, knights and bishops may be 
all involved in trying to take it.'2' 

Nowhere perhaps, was the gap that lay between the Viceroy's 
viewpoint and that of the Home Government laid bare more 
vividly than it was here. Curzon had always regarded it as 
axiomatic that where diplomacy failed there was no alternative 
except to resort to force majeure. As he put it, and herein he was 
expressing a viewpoint that was then widely held, 'nothing can 
be or will be done with the Tibetans until they are frightened. 
I should a t  once move a few men up to the frontier'.2* This 
indeed would seem to be the basic premise that underlay his plea 
for an 'altered policy'. For the authorities in London, nurtured 
in the tradition of the cool and phlegmatic Salisbury, what could 
not be secured by diplomacy they may be willing to forego, though 
for a price. This stark divergence in outlook had been patent 
from the day the Honourable George Nathaniel Curzon assumed 
office as the old Salisbury's Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs. 
Besides, it was no secret that Lord George Hamilton had been 
far from happy about the then Prime Minister's choice for Elgin's 
successor. And now, one would suppose, the Secretary of State's 
warnings were designed not so much to carry conviction as to 
bridle and restrain his over-zealous lieutenant. In  any case, 
Curzon had always refused to believe that anyone not prepared 
to contemplate the employment of force in the last resort, could 
possibly have a policy worth the name.29 

The Tibetans, it would seem, were playing his game too. For 
the return of his second letter, which Kazi U-gyen brought back 
unopened, the Viceroy now magnified into a major crisis.30 
Convinced that Tibet was either unwilling, or unable, to enter 

27 Ibid., letter: August 22, 1901. 
28 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, June 11, 1901. 
29 In a letter to St. John Brodrick on February 1, 1901, Curzon had written: 

'The whole explanation of your troubles at home is that for years no British 
Minister has consented to look one vard ahead. There has been no prescience 
and, therefore, no policy. You have none for China, Persia, Morocco, Egypt, 
or any place in the world. Lord Salisbury is adept at handling the present. . . . 
But the frrture to him is anathema'. Ronaldshay, Life, 11, p. 206. 

30 He announced this in two telegrams to the Secretary of State ( 7 i b e t  Papers, 
op. cit., Cd. 1920, Nos. 41-42, dated October 29 and November 3, 1901. p. 125) 
who in a private letter cnquired, 'What do you propose to do' warning he 
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into any direct relationship, the Viceroy now weighed alternatives 
for putting future relations on 'a more satisfactory footingY.31 
He rejected a complete trade embargo, for this step, he felt, would 
defeat its own purpose since all traffic would get diverted to Nepal. 
In  the alternate, occupation of the Chumbi Valley 'was not 
proposed a t  present.' I t  is not without significance that the 
Viceroy did not reject it out of hand for, as he viewed it, the 
policy he proposed 'kept this course of action more or less 
distinctly in the background'. 

What did he then advocate? Firstly, that the Political Officer 
tour along the frontier, that he erect boundary pillars wherever 
these be necessary or desirable, that grazing grounds which the 
Tibetans might have occupied a t  Giaogong or elsewhere be cleared, 
or fees charged for such violations. Secondly, Mr. White was 
to be accompanied by an escort of one company of Gurkhas, 
with another in reserve. The Viceroy was persuaded that his 
proposed course of action offered some distinct advantages: if 
the Tibetans did not resist, the convention would be observed; 
if they did-by impeding the Political Officer's advance, by 
endeavouring to assert Tibetan claims to Giaogong or by destroying 
boundary pillars-they would have only themselves to blarne for 
the clash that 'mav result'. Maintaining that these werc 'the 
minimum' demands he could recommend, Lord Curzon 
emphasised that if the Tibetans showed an attitude of permanent 
hostility, he would strongly advocate the occupation of the Chumbi 
Valley until they agreed to a diplomatic conference a t  Lhasa. 

I t  is interesting to note that in their actual execution, as no 
doubt in private correspondence, the Viceroy materially modified 
these proposals. Thus White was not to erect boundary pillars, 
nor was the fact of their being dismantled by the Tibetans to he 
made a cause of grievance. Instcad, Lhasa was to be merely 
pushed out of' territory which reportedly did not belong to it. 
' I  think', George Hamilton wrote, 'the course you propose in your 
private letter is more effective and less likely to lead to complications 
outside Tibet. . . than that which you recommended officially'.J2 

(Curzon) might 'move more cautiously before assuming thc aggressivr'. 
Hamilton to Curzon, letter, Novembrr 29, 1901. Hamilton Paj)er.r, OF. cit. 

31 The \7iceroy's proposals were outlinetl in Tibet Paperc, oj). cit., Ccl. 1920, 
No. 44, February 13, 1902, pp. 125-27. 

32 Hamilton to Curzon. letter, March 13, 1902. Hamilton Papers, op. cit. 
Actually. in a later despatch-Tibet Papers. 01). cit.. Cld. 1920. No. 47, July 10, 



A point that bears mention about this despatch is Lord Curzon's 
allusion, not for the first time though, to certain 'factors in the 
situation' which were bound to invest this problem with 'a wider 
and more serious significance.' He had already referred to the 
existing situation vis-a-ois Tibet as 'the most extraordinary 
anachronism of the twentieth century', which must be brought 
to an end 'with as little delay and commotion as possible'. Tha t  
Lord George Hamilton should acquiesce so readily in the Viceroy's 
proposed course of action may, if only indirectly, seem to confirm 
the existence of these 'factors'. Indeed, Tibet was fast becoming 
a hot-bed of political intrigue and the sprawling land mass of 
Tsarist Russia appeared to be casting some dark shadows, across 
the Potala. I t  is to this part of the story that attention may be 
directed for it profoundly influenced all subsequeilt developmeilts 
in Lord Curzon's Tibetan policy. 

Few can read through the Indian Viceroy's official despatches 
on Tibet in 1901-02, much less his private correspondence, n~ith- 
out being powerfully struck by his growing restlessness in regard 
to the unsatisfactory nature of the relationship with that country. 
His insistence that more 'practical' measures33 were necessary in 
place of the old policy of watchful waiting has already been referred 
to as also the fact that seriously opposed as the Home Government 
were to his methods, they did finally concur in a number of his 
suggestions. As a matter of fact, a shift Ivas alrcady noticeable 
in the position \vhich Whitehall had previously taken.34 And 
though his dark allusion to 'factors in the situation' \vhich boded 
ill may have carried w e i ~ h t  with the Home Government, the 
latter was certainly not linaware of a state of affairs which had no 
doubt become disturbing. In fact? not a little of the Viceroy's 
exasperation was born of this somewhat paradoxical situation: 
that while the Dalai Lama sent accredited 'diplomatic' missions, 
accompanied by autographed letters, to the Tsar of Russia, the 

1902, pp. 133-34-the Viceroy modified some of the points in his earlier 
communication. 

33 In a despatch to the Secretary or State, Curzon had called Elgin's policy 
as one of 'forbearance and inaction', carried to 'unreasonable limits' 
Hamilton, letter, September 5, 1899, had himself referred to the 'present'. 
condition of things with regard to Tibet as being 'grotesque'. Hamiltot1 
Papers, op. c i l .  

34 An instance in point was the Home Government's sanction or White's 
visit to the Tibet-Sikkim frontier and the Secretary of State's admission that the 
situation was such as indced 'wants attending to'. Ibid., letter, ,January 4, 1903. 
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Indian potentate, who rated himself no less important a Grand 
Mughal, was treated with seemingly ill-concealed contempt. 
His sealed letters, sent with special messengers, and addressed to 
'the illustrious Dalai Lama, Supreme Pontiff of the Great Buddhist 
Church'35 had been returned unopened, on what appeared to 
the Viceroy, a lame, hard-to-sustain plea that the Lama was 
barred communication with the outer world.36 For not only 
was there increasing evidence of Russian intrigue but perhaps a 
growing suspicion that the Lama himself was deeply involved in 
it. Before essaying the role played by Russia and her agents it 
may, therefore, be well worthwhile to attempt an understanding 
of the Tibetan god-king whose pro-Russian leanings were making 
that country's task relatively so easy. 

35 Lord Curzon used this form of address in his letter to thc Dalai Lama 

Annexure, in Encl. 4, Cd. 1920, Tibet Papers, op. cit . ,  No. 37, pp. 12 1-22. 
36 I n  his discussions with Kazi U-gyen expressing his inability to accept the 

Viceroy's letter, the Dalai reminded him (Kazi U-gyen) that he was precluded 
from writing to any foreign government in terms of an agreement concluded by 
one of his predecessors, by which he felt bound. Ibid., Encl. 3, in NO. 44. 
pp. 129-30. 



CHAPTER IX 

TI-IE 1 3 ~ ~  D A L A I  L A M A  A N D  
D O R J I E F F  

SOME GENERAL observations in regard to the institution of the 
Dalai, and of the Panchen Lama, have been made already.' I t  
may suffice here to recapitulate that the former goes as far back 
as the close of the fourteenth century, that it was the third of the 
line who converted Mongolia and that the Great Fifth was 
received by the Chinese Emperor, in Peking, as if he were an 
independent sovereign. As of today it is the 14th reincarnation 
of Chen-re-zi who, head of the Tibeto-Mongolian world, finds 
himself a refugee from the land of his birth and faith.2 This 
narrative, however, is concerned with the present Lama's pre- 
decessor: Nga-Wang Lobsang Tup-den Gyatso to give him his 
full name or more simply Tupden or Thuptei~ Gyatso, the 13th 
Dalai Lama.3 One of his most intimate friends, and confidants 
in the Western world,4 whose later years lvere spent in lvriting 

1 Sulra, Chapter 111. 
2 The title 'Dalai Lama' is Mongolian in origin and is used mainly by the 

Chinese and the A4ongols and, of course, most of the world outside. The 
Tibetans know him as Kyam-gon Rimpoche (the Precious Protector); Gye-wa 
Rimpoche (the Precious Sovereign) ; Buk (the Inmost Protector) ; Lama Pon-po 
(the Priest Officer); sometimes also as Kundun (the all-knowing Presence), 
Bell: Tibet, pp. 54-55 and Heinrich Harrer, Seven ITcars in Tibet (London, 1953)' 
p. 123. 

3 Dalai Laina, o j ~ .  cit., p. 22. 
4 A word may be said here of Sir Charles Alfrcd Bcll whose Portrait of the 

Dnlai Latna (London, 1946) published posthumously is dedicated to the 13th 
Dalai's 'long and affectionate friendship'. .\part from this, Bell's Tibet, Past 
and Present (London, 1924), People of Tibet (London, 1928) and Religion of Tibet 
(London 1931) make hi111 the best-known authority on the country's history. 
A member of the Indian Civil Service, Bell scrved in the Bengal plains prior to 
his transfer to Darjeeling in 1900. So deeply engrossed was he in the land 
and people bcyond the border that by 1905 he was a complete master of their 
language. His English-Tibetan Dictio?lat~~, first published in 1905, remains to 
this day 'the best practical guide to the spoken language'. 

In 1903-4, he was in-chargc of a party which made a survey for the projected 
railway linc from the plains or Bcngal, via Bhutan, to Phari in Tibet. When 
the Chumbi valley was ceded to the British Government, under the terms of 
the Lhasa Convention (1904), Bell was placed in-charge thereof. After twice 
acting as Political Oficcr in Sikkirn, during the temporary absence of John 
Claude White, he succeeded the latter in 1908 and remained in this post until 
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a biographical account of the Tibetan pontiff rated him a 'unique' 
world figure. And, in the context of the chequered history of 
the institution, unique he certainly was. For, other things apart, 
through all the thirty-seven summers of his adult life-and the 
Dalai Lamas had, 'conveniently' for their Chinese masters and 
their own power-hungry Regents, developed the practice of dying 
before attaining adulthood-he had the 'unusual' privilege of 
exercising the full temporal and spiritual authority vested in his 
high office. Besides, in the words of his successor, he had not 
only 'clarified and defined the status of Tibet as an independent 
nation but also achieved a great deal for the betterment of his 
people.'s In any case, it is pretty certain that none before him 
exercised such powers and, though political prophecy is at  best 
a hazardous preoccupation, it does not seem likely that any of 
his successors would achieve that distinction either.6 

1918. Bell retired in 1919, but was re-appointed as Political Officer in 1920, 
finally retiring in 1921. Outstanding periods of Bell's career were 1910-12 
when he established intimate relations with the Dalai Lama during the latter's 
exile in India; 1913-14 when the treaty governing British relations with Tibet 
was being worked out at Simla and 1920-2 1 when he visited the Dalai Lama and 
stayed at Lhasa. 

Bell re-visited Lhasa in 1933-35 when, besides Tibet, he travelled extensively 
in Mongolia, Siberia, Manchuria and China. In  1937, the Royal Central 
Asian Society conferred upon him its 'Lawrence of Arabia' medal. The citation 
read in part: ' . . . He (Sir Charles Bell) has acquired a greater knowledge of 
the Tibetan language, manners and customs than any other Englishman'. 
In  1939 he retired from his English home to British Columbia so that he may 
be able to work on the Portrait in relative peace. He  had barely completed 
the manuscript, when death claimed him on March 18, 1945. 

5 Dalai Lama. OF. c i l . ,  p. 22. The Dalai Lama cites from the 'Testament' 
of his earlier incarnation to this effect: 'After I took up the duties of spiritual 
and secular administration, there was no leisure for me, no time for pleasure. 
Day and night I had to ponder over problems of religion and state. . . . I had 
to consider the welfare of the peasantry . . . how to open the three doors of 
promptitudc, impartiality and justice'. 

O r  again: 'From that year, the year of the Water Bull, to this present Water 
Monkey year, this land of Tibet has been happy and prosperous. I t  is like a 
land made new. All the people are at ease and happy'. Zbid., p. 23. 

6 One wonders if the striking combination of those fortuitous circumstances 
which permitted the 13th maintain his rompletc- independence of Chinesr 
authority, while keeping the Russians and the British at bay, will recur. For 
the present with the tight (Communist) Chinrse control at Lhasa, the 14th in 
exile as a hapless refugee and the Panchen Lama in disgrace with the Indian 
influence well-nigh romplrtrly eliminated, his sucressor'.s plight appears none 
too enviable. 
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A word here may not be out of place regarding the manner 
of choosing an infant Dalai Lama who, as was his wont, often 
died before attaining his majority.' The early death of the 
incarnation kept power in the hands of a Regency Council, which 
corresponded roughly to a coalition of the highest ecclesiastical 
figures, representing the corporate interests of the great monasteries, 
and the most powerful families of the nobility. As if to counter 
this to some extent, it was 'customary' to choose an infant 
'incarnation' from an undistinguished and, for most part, a poor 
peasant family. Obviously, this prevented the kinds of per- 
mutations and combinations that were likely to arise if an incar- 
nation were found in the bosom of a family that already had great 
wealth, or wielded absolute power in a particular territorial region. 

T o  recount some of his biographical details, Thupten Gyatso 
was born in June, 1876, in a family of ordinary peasants in the 
province of Tak-po to the south-east of Lhasa, a few days' journey 
from the capital.8 Althougl~ there had been serious differences 
of opinion as to where precisely the new incarnation would appear, 
the claims of a western and an east Tibetan province being staked 
as clamorously as those of Tak-po for this signal honour, it is 
significant that the Lama's discovery9 was a particularly clear one.1° 

7 In  a letter to the King, June 16, 1904, Lord Ampthill, then acting 
Governor-General wrote : 
'Your Majesty is, or course, aware that the present Dalai Lama has outlived 
the ordinary span of his predecessors who were generally put to death a t  an  early 
age, and that the existence of a Dalai Lama who is old enough to act for himself 
is unusual in the history of Tibet.' Atnfithill Pobe~s,  op. rit. 

8 An official biography of the 13th Dalai Lama was completed in February 
1940. The Tibetan title, rendered in English, reads: 'The Wonderful Rosary 
of Jewels'. The Regent or Tibet presented Bcll with a copy. The  chief 
limitation of this biography, which else should bc a very useful source of 
information, is the fact that hercin the Dalai Lama does not appear as a human 
being but as an incarnation of Tibet's patron-dcity, Chen-re-zi. Hence he is 
above human errors-being all-knowing and all-powerful. Bell, Portrait, p. 16 

9 'In Tibetan religion and political theory the individuals who are the 
human embodiments of the Dalai-hood die, but the Dalai-hood persists. T h e  
cmergence of a Dalai Lama is, therefore, in essence the return of one who has 
been temporarily absent to rcsume an authority and functions which are already. 
his own.' Basil Gould, T h e  Jewel in the Lotus (London, 1957), p. 215. 

10 I t  was the State Oracle at Ne-chung who finally came to the rescue of these 
divergent claimants. H e  maintained that there were often three re-births of 
a high lama, of his body, his speech or of his mind. I t  was the first that was 
required in this case and this, he held, must be found in the province of Tak-PO. 
Dell, Portrait, p. 40. 
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Nor, were there any rival candidates. And since the divine 
indications in his case were so unmistakable, the Tibetan Govern- 
ment refused to use the golden urn-proof positive of the fact, if 
one were needed, of a growing paralysis of the Manchu over- 
lordship. Tha t  there was only a solitary claimant would not, 
by itself, preclude the use of the urn although it was generally 
required that there be more than one claimant, thus giving the 
Ch'ing rulers of China a hand in the final choice.11 The date 
itself ( 1876 ), however, would connote a period of declining 
fortunes for the reigning dynasty, because of the Taiping Rebellion 
and of the calamitous defeats in the Ivar with Britain and France 
(1858-61)-to pitchfork only two of a host of other humiliations. 
However, the young child, then barely two years of age, having 
been chosen was brought to Lhasa. His enthronement none the 
less had to await the confirination of the Emperor, which took 
nearly a year, and was celebrated in 1879.12 

A young Dalai's life is certainly not very enviable. Torn away 
from his parents, denied any playmates except, and only 
occasionally, his own brothers and sisters, encaged within the 
forbidding walls of the Potala, as if a prisoner, and surrounded by 
austere-looking monks, the impressionable youth would seem to 
grow up in an atmosphere far from the normal or what may be 
either healthy or wholesome.~3 From an early age reading and 

1 1  I t  may be recalled that the drawing of !ots is preceded by thr selection of 
a panel of candidates by the Church a~~thorities. This 'subterfuge', it has been 
maintained, enabled the Imperial authorities to makc use of an innocuous choice. 
Bell, Portmil, p. 46, and Owen L.atlimorc. It~tier Asian Frotitiet.~, op.  (it., p. 232. 

12 The enthronement ceremony takrs place in the Potala and is called the 
'Ser Thri Nga Sol'--literally 'the request to occupy the Golden Throne'. Thc 
ceremony, which may be interpreted as a proclamation to the people or Tibet 
that the young boy has been recognised as the returned Dalai Lama, lasts for 
many clays, as cach person has to be blessed separately. Bell, Portrait, pp. 44-45. 

For a vivid, eye-witness account of the ceremony in the case of the 14th Dalai 
Lama (February, 1940) see Basil Gould, OD. cit., pp. 221-29. 

I t  may be recalled hcse that the 14th Dalai Lama was enthroned irnlnediately 
after being brought to Lhasa, confirmation from Peking bcing rrgarded as 
unnecessary. 

13 The present Dalai Lama denying that his early life was 'all work' or that 
the incarnations were 'almost prisoners in the Potala'. rcveals that he saw his 
family, in whose affairs he was ablc to takr 'some part', at least 'every month 
or six weeks'. Later, however, he concedes: 'I  will agree that most of my time 
was spent in the company of grown-up men and therr must inevitably be 
something lacking in a childhood without the constant company ofone's mother 
and other children'. Dalai Lama, op. cit . ,  pp. 45-46. 
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writing are stressed, as also long meditations.14 If an account of 
the personal experiences of a later incarnation may be said to hold 
true of his former birth, the facts adduced here may be regarded 
as relevant. The Lama's education begins when he is about 
six; the first five years being spent on writing Tibetan-'in 
addition to daily study of the scriptures, morning and evening.' 
Religious education in dialectical discussion, however, is added 
a t  twelve, while admission to the two famed monasteries of Drepung 
and Sera takes place a t  thirteen. The young incumbent, to 
perfect his knowledge of thousands of Buddhist scriptures, is 
expected to master some hundreds of them, an induction that may 
leave one 'unnerved' and with 'a feeling of being dazed'-as 
though 'hit on the head by a stone.'lS 

The young 13th must have gone through the mill. Besides 
being taught some arithmetic and the writing of Tibetan-there 
are four different forms of the script, the two more familiar being 
U-chen and U-me-he was trained on the problems of general 
administration, an apprenticeship that he later admitted to be 
totally inadequate.16 The special emphasis of his education had 
however been, and for obvious reasons, on religious studies; thus, 
it is said, that eight doctors of divinity debated tl~eological subjects 
in his presence. No wonder that a t  thirteen he could take a 
leading part in religious discussions organised by Lhasa's three 
great monasteries of Drepung, Sera and Ganden, or deliver a 
sermon to a large assembly of priests on the previous lives of the 
Buddha or even retire, over long periods, for religious meditation." 
Completely secluded must have been his life among the priest- 
monks who surrounded him and his constant bane-'study, and 
study, and study in the subtleties of this complicated religion.'l8 
Inasmuch as priests constantly hovered around him, instructed 
him and even took him out for long walks-as if the walks or 

14 Heinrich Harrer, op. cit., p. 163, gives a graphic account of the 'lonely life' 
of the young lama spending hours daily 'praying and studying', in the dark 
palace rooms of the Potala's 'golden prison,' with little free time and few 
pleasures. When the guests at a merry party fclt, Harrer relates, that they were 
being looked at  from the roof of the Potala, they vanished as soon as possible 
from this field of vision. For 'they did not want to sadden the heart of the 
young ruler who could never hope to enjoy such distractions'. 

15 Dalai Lama,  op. cit., pp. 37-41. 
16 Bell, Portrail, p. 48. 
17 Loc. cit. 
18 Ibid., p. 49. 
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their company could be a substitute fur a young boy's natural 
ambition for play and spol-t-mundane afrairs received scant 
attention and all possible stress was laid on matters of the spirit. 

This marked slant, from the viewpoint of those who imparted 
such instruction, may not have been unreasonable. Few Dalai 
Lamas before him had atte~npted to take over-much less success- 
fully wielded-the secular authority; those who had, did not 
survive long to exercise it.19 Hence the stress on matters spiritual. 
But well-placed, or othertvise, one wonders whether the 13th 
Dalai Lama's keen interest in worldly affairs, which was a marked 
feature of his entire earthly career, was not a natural enough 
reaction to the training of his boyhood ?20 Perhaps justifiable 
too-as a rebound against all the earlier emphasis on the meta- 
physics and mysticism of Lamaistic Buddhism? 

As he neared adulthood, many obstacles were strewed across 
his path. The young Lama's Regent, who was the head of the 
Ten-gye-ling monastery in Lhasa, had employed his own brother 
as Chief Minister.21 The two of them with the help of a third, 
who was also the abbot of a monastery, are said to have worked 
out a plan aiming at  the young ruler's life. Both the precise 
nature of the plot as also the mode of its discovery, are shrouded 

19 'It happened that . . . during a period of about 120 years from the death 
of (7th) Dalai Lama Kesang Gyatso (1757) until the accession of the 13th 
Dalai Lama actual authority was exercised by the Lama himself for only seven 
years'. Richardson, op ci t . ,  p. 59. 

I n  a private letter, June 2, 1901, from Lord Ampthill to the Secretary of 
State, the acting Viceroy underlined the f'ict that 'the normal state of' affairs 
a t  Lhasa' was of an  incarnation of tender years instead of 'the present abnormal 
condition of a Lama who is old enough and self-opinionated enough to speak 
and act for himself'. Ampthill Paperr, op. ci t .  

20 Dalai Lama, op.  r i t . ,  p. 22, cites him (his previous incarnation) as saying: 
'After I took up the duties of spiritual and secular administration, there was 
no leisure for me, no time for pleasure. Day and night I had to ponder over 
problems of religion and state in order to decide how each might prosper best. 
I had to consider the welfare of the peasantry. . . . ' 

21 The  Regent who is the head of one of the six leading monasteries at Lhasa 
except for Drepung, Sera and Ganden-is chosen for his post by the National 
Assembly. During the Dalai's minority a cabinet of four, comprising three 
laymen and one priest, works directly under him. its chief preoccupation being 
affairs of state. For religious affairs a separate Ecclesiastical Council also works 
under the Regent. Bell, Portraif, p. 38. 

For a more recent study. see R. Rahul: 'The Structure of the Government of 
Tibet, 16 I+-  19 1 l', International .Ytudies (New Delhi), 111, No. 3 (January, 1962) 
and IV, No. 2 (October, 1962), pp. 263-98 and 169-93. 
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in mystery although some of the details may be pieced together. 
Actually, as the young Dalai Lama came of age it was noticed 
that he was frequently taken ill. The  subject became a matter 
of concern and the State Oracle a t  Ne-chung was pressed into 
service. The latter revealed that a magical diagram, in the form 
of a wheel, had been written on a piece of paper and inserted into 
the soles of a pair of shoes which the Minister had presented to 
the young Lama. The diagram in question had invoked the 
assistance of the evil spirits to destroy the wearer of the shoes.22 
Great was the horror and indignation with which the discovery 
of this plot was received. The conspirators, when unmasked, 
were visited with exemplary punishments-the legacy of the 
bitterness thus generated persisting even to our own day.23 Thus 
it was well-known that the moilks of Tengye-ling, the monastery 
of the deposed Regent and his brother, recipients as they were 
of all the insults which the Tibetan Government could heap on 
them, aided and abetted the Chinese armies whenever the latter 
threatened, or even appeared to threaten Lhasa.24 To immediate 
purpose here it may suffice to recall that these monks Ivere prin- 
cipally responsible for giving currency to the belief that the 13th 
Dalai Lama would be the last of the line: 'Another way,' Bell 
assures us, 'of saying that he was a sham incarnation.'zs 

Apart from the half-mystical details of the plot, the plain fact 
of the matter is that the 13th escaped the fate of his previous 
incarnations 'because he had the good sense to dispose of the 
Regent before the Regent could dispose of him,'26 that in a game 
where stakes were so high no quarter could be given, nor taken. 

22 I/)id., pp. 53-54. 
23 Not only were the Regent and his brothers punished-although the 

Regent's conncction with the plot was not established apart from the Dalai 
Lama telling Bcll that he believcd that he (the Regent) was involved, but their 
next of kin wrre not spared either. We are informed that the Minister's wife 
was brutally foggcd and made to sit every day for a whole week, in one of the 
main streets of Lhasa, with hcr wrists manacled and a heavy board around her 
neck. Later, she was cxilecl. Bell recalls that the legacy of this bitterness 
survived until the 30's. Ibid., pp. 53-54 and 56. 

24 Hcinrich Harrrr,  op. c i t . ,  pp. 170-71 tells us that 'People still speak of the 
monks of Ten-gyc-ling who 40 years ago sought to come to terms with the 
Chincsr'. 

25 I t  may bc rccallcd that many of hi3 detractors said the same held true of 
thc 14th I h l a i  Larna. a foreboding that thrcatcns to come true in his case. Bell, 
Porfjatt, p. 56. 

26 Arnpthill to Drodrick, letter, June 2, 1901. At~~~thill Papers, op. ci t .  
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His triumph, however, did have serious implications. For it 
meant that besides creating a powerful monastic faction that would 
be bitterly hostile he became, in addition, an obvious eyesore to 
the Chinese. I t  has already been noticed that the Golden Urn 
was not used in his seleclion. Could it be that that partly 
explained why the Manchu Emperor took well-nigh a year to 
accord his approval to the Lama's enthronement? Perhaps the 
failure of the Regent's plot also connoted a growing weakness of 
Chinese authority, for usually it was a joint Amban-Regent 
endeavour to achieve a common objective-a thesis, whose validity 
has been seriously questioned.27 The 13th however had, in 
scotching the attempt, cleared his path and though entitled to 
succeed to the sovereignty of Tibet a t  eighteen (seventeen by 
ordinary reckoning for the Tibetans, like the Mongols, take into 
account both the year of birth as also the current ~ e a r ) , ~ g  he 
actually did not take over until two years later. And when he 
finally did, he realised that his limitations were of an extreme 
character. As he confessed to Bell, 

I came into power when I was 20 years old, but I did not know at all how to 
govern a country. For the first five or  six years it was very difficult. . . . 
However, within ten years I had, in some degree, improved the Government.29 

Ambitious-how ardently had he wished to take over control 
of worldly power!-and extremely hard-working, the shades of 
Kedleston indeed seemed to fall portentously across the Potala's 
young occupant. His early problems, however, were to keep in 
check the power of those who had, for so long as a hundred years 
or more, got used to exercising it. Thus one of his very first acts 
was to 'crack' down on the 'toughs' whose rule of Lhasa, during 
the days of the Great Prayer festival, was synonymous with con- 
siderable lawlessness.~0 Again quietly, albeit successfully, he 

27 Alluding to the failure of the plot, a Chinese Officer of that period is 
reported to have said that 'the affairs' had been managed very badly. Bell, 
Portrait, p. 38. Mr. Richardson, op. iit., pp. 59-60 disagrees with this view. 
H e  contends that the Imperial Residents 'after the short flush of leal in 1750' 
grew 'less and less interested and efficient . . . and so far from dominating the 
Regents, allowed themselves to be dominated'. I n  reality, thus it was 'the 
ambition and greed for power of Tibetans that led to these plots.' 

28 Actuallv. the formula-Tibetan, Chinese and Mongol-is that on the first 
(lunar) New Year day. after his birth, a child is counted as 'in his second year'. 

29 Bell, Portrait, p. 57. 
30 Ihid.. pp. 57-58: 'The good people of Tibet were grateful to their youthful 

head for his prompt reform.' 
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defeated an attempt by the Chinese Amban to appoint one of his 
proteges as a Minister in the Tibetan Cabinet.31 

While nearer home the young Lama appeared gradually to be 
overcoming the difficulties that he was up against, his handling 
of Tibet's foreign relations showed a remarkable degree of naivete, 
a near-complete lack of maturity. That the Manchu hold, and 
in consequence the authority of the Imperial Ambans, had 
weakened was clear and the young Lama was shrewd enough to 
ensure that it did not raise its ugly head again.32 His other great 
neighbour was India in the south-physically propinquant, 
culturally very closely aligned.33 I t  has been noticed that since 
the latter part of the eighteenth century, India had, under the 
British, made repeated efforts to open Tibet to trade. These 
attempts had, however, proved singularly unavailing. Not 
unavailing though-on the contrary these were extremely success- 
fd-were similar endeavours in the case of Nepal, Bhutan and 
Sikkim, a fact that must have frightened the Tibetans out of their 
wits. The story of the ilumerous clandestine missions sponsored 
by the Government of India in the eighties of the nineteenth 
century may be recalled in this context if only to underline the 
fact that the initial fright of the Tibetans must have grown further. 

As if that were not enough there began in 1890 a squabble 
which was to prove a long drawn-out affair. I t  related to, as 
has been remarked, the delimitation of the Tibet-Sikkim frontier 
and the observance in practice of the Trade Regulations, to both 
of which the Chinese had pledged the most solemn of assurances 
on behalf of their self-proclaimed wards. The ill-concealed 
British anxiety to open Yatung as a trade mart, coupled with what 
the Tibetans regarded as aggressive encroachments on their 
territory in Sikkim, made them suspect the very worst. Nor had 
stories of Christian missionaries in China, much less India, escaped 
notice and as most news in Tibet travelled by hearsay, accounts 

31 The Tibetan Government wriggled out of an embarrassing situation in an 
extremely ingenious manner. They informed the Amban that his nominee, 
one Ramba, had 'died' whereas actually, they had sent him to his country home 
a few days' journey from Lhasa. The Amban who knew the inside story, 
accepted the Tibetan Government's version and reported to the Emperor that 
the per.son whom he had appointed had 'died'. In the 'vacancy' caused by 
Ramba's 'death1, the Dalai then appointed his own nominee. Ibid., p. 59. 

32 Supra, pp. 130-33, and foot-notes 11-12, 27 and 31. 
33 The Tibetan word for India is rendered as 'the land of Dharama' 
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may have been exaggerated at the least.34 In any case, to the 
Tibetans it appeared certain that the British were intent on 
destroying at once their freedom and their faith.35 Hence the 
widely accepted picture of the latter as aggressive and disagreeable 
interlopers who must be kept out at all costs. 

In a contrast that was strikingly sharp, was the attitude of the 
Russians. The land frontiers of the Tsar's dominions then, as 
those of the Soviet Union's today, did not indeed touch Tibet. 
Yet neither in Mongolia, nor yet in Sinkiang, has Russian influence, 
or penetration, been either unknown or non-existent. For most 
part the link had been through the Mongol tribes who, converts 
to Tibetan Lamaism, later came squarely within the Russian 
territorial orbit. There were also the Torgot Kalmuks who in 
the mid-seventeenth century, had settled in the Volga region. 
To  the Buriat Mongol no less than to the Kalmuk, therefore, 
Tibet's monks, and their monasteries remained the natural goal 
for a life-long ambition. For to the Lama Buddhist, Lhasa has 
always been the Mecca where his education and training reach 
their final perfection. Indeed while it may not be easy to catalogue 
such visits, numerous as these were in the eighteenth century, two 
of the more important ones may be listed here. In 1720 the 
Kalmuks are reported to have sent contributions for the repair 
of the Jokhang, while ten years later another of their missions is 
said to have visited Lhasa. 

In the last quarter of the century when Bogle and Turner 
repaired to Tashilhunpo they culled evidence enough of a flourish- 
ing trade traffic with Mongolia. This clearly was carried by the 
Kalmuks, as well as the Western and the Buriat Mongols; 
commerce for most part being in Bulgar hides, yaktails, camels, 
bastard beads, spices and gold. I t  would appear that contact 
here served a dual purpose of trade as well as pilgrimage to holy 
Lhasa.36 Turner noticed that the Tibetans were well-informed 
about Russia-they knew of Czarina Catherine and the territorial 

34 Until recently Lhasa had no newspapers, much less a radio net-work. 
The best known Tibetan newspaper, now defunct, was a weekly (Tibetan 
Mirror) published by Mr. Tharchin from Kalimpong, in India. 

35 Since the Tibetan ride is to express everything in a religious guise, when 
they felt that their independence was threatened, they rendered it by saying that 
their religion was in danger. 

36 Markham, op. cit . ,  pp. 125-26. 'Bulgar', probably a corruption of the 
Bolghar Kingdom on the Volga, stood for Russian leather-hides. 
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extent of her dominions.37 H e  learned too that Russia had made 
many overtures in a n  effort to extend her trade to the interior 
of Tibet, through the instrumentality of the 'Taranant Lama'.3* 
Here thus were the first intimations of that rivalry which later was 
to have such drastic, and well-nigh fatal, consequences for Tibet. 

Two factors would thus seem to underline a continuous, and 
indeed unbroken, link between Russia and Tibet. I n  the first 
place, traffic by the Mongols (who later became Russia's Asiatic 
subjects) had been both regular and long-established,39 more 
especially after the destruction of the Tangut Kingdom by Chingiz 
Khan in 1227.40 Secondly, the Muscovites' familiarity with the 
Mongol ways of diplomacy added to the widely-held, if sedulously 
cultiva'ted belief that the Russian Tsar-the 'tsagan' or the 'White 
Khan'-was heir to the Mongol Khans. Coupled with the fact 
that Russia itself was a successor state of the Golden Horde, it 
created a favourable situation psychologically for the extension of 
the Tsar's rule over these people.41 Significantly, and in sharp 
contrast to the British and other European powers, the Russians 
had wisely restrained Christian missionaries from proselytising in 
their Asiatic dominions. Both consciously, but perhaps more 
so unconsciously, the Russian ruler and his agents made large, 
capital gains out of this fact.42 

Another point that bears repetition relates to the fact that since 
about the middle of the eighteenth century the Buriats and the 
Kalmuks had been Russian subjects, that among the not incon- 

37 Turner, op. cit., pp. 272-73. 
38 'Taranant' is a variant of Taranatha, the Urga Lama's religious title. 
39 Ivloorcroft reported about a party of 600 such persons which visited Gartok 

about 1812. Later Hodgson, in 1831, talked of British goods reaching Tibet 
by way of Russia. Richardson, op. cit., p. 81. 

40 'The road to Tibet had been open to the h4ongols since the destruction 
of the Tangut Kingdom by Chingiz Khan in 1227. I n  the course of their 
subsequent wars with China, the hlongols crossed the eastern sections of Tibet 
and occupied some of its provinces'. George \'ernadsky, Thr Afotlgois and 
Rursin (Yale, 1933). p. 75. 

41 Ihid., pp. 388-89. 'Since . . . the so-called Goldrn Horde was actually 
known as the white hordr. the Tsar of hloscow as sllccessor of the Khans oT the 
hordr, was ~ioic  called the 'White Tsar'. 

42 'The hlongol elcnient continued to play an  important part at  the Moscow 
court . . . the effrrts of the Tartar  domination in Russian history were felt long 

after the Golden Horde had ceased to exist.' Michael T. Florinsky, Rvssia! 
a History and nn Inter/wetation, 2 Vols. (New York, 1953!, 1, p. 63. 
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siderable coterie of their countrymen in Tibet, the Tsarist regime 
often discovered convenient tools who could be made use of to 
subserve its own ulterior purposes. Again, since territorial 
expansion a t  Tibet's expense had never been, indeed could 
scarcely be, a Russian goal these Buriat-Kalmuk monks were not, 
for most part, suspect in Tibetan eyes. 

Towards the closing decades of the nineteenth century one of 
the Buriat monks in Lhasa or, to use Leonte,yev's words, 'one of the 
leading (outstanding) lamas of Tibet by nationality Buriat,'43 
was a man called Aguan Dorjieff.44 Dorjieff-his name has 
many variants, viz. Dorji, Dorjeev, Dorshieff, Dorsh evy, Dogiew, 
Dorjew-was by birth a Buriat of Chorinskaia, in the province 
of Verchnyudinsk. His first schooling was in the convent of 
Amochowski in Buriat Mongolia. Later, roughly around 1880, he 
drifted to Urga in Outer Mongolia and finally to Lhasa itself. 
A man of wide learning and ability he studied over a number of 
years in the Drepung monastery where he is said to have taken a 
theological degree, hence, to the Tibetans, his title of Tse-nyi 
Kem-po. His reputation as a scholar seems to have earned him 
the position of a tutor to the young Dalai Lama, a fact that won 
him his pupil's complete confidence. Soon, as the Lama came 

43 V. P. Leonte'yev: Jostrannaya Ekskansiya v. Tibette, 1888- 19 19 (MOSCOW 
1956)' p. 62. 

44 The lack of an authoritative account of Dorjieff who played so important 
a role in Russo-Tibetan relations, and the events leading to the British military 
expedition to Lhasa, is indeed pathetic. The well-known Russian Tibetologue, 
Peter Badmeyeff, wrote some biographical details of him in the Russian press 
at  the time of Dorjieff's visits in 1900 and 1901. To  what extent these could 
be relied upon, however, is doubtful for Count Lamsdorff regarded Badmeyeff 
as 'an accentric character.' 

Among those who have given first-hand accounts of him, mention may be 
made of W. F. O'Connor, On the Frontier and Beyond (London, 1931), pp. 125- 
27 and the same author's Things Mortal (London, 1940), pp. 48 and 96-98 and 
David Macdonald, Twenty Tea7.c in Tibet (London, 1932). Bell's mention of him 
is intriguingly brief-Tibet. p. 62 and Portrait, pp. 61-62. Robert Rupen dis- 
cusses him as an important. and integral part of 'The Buriyat Intelligentsia' 
in the Far Eartern Quartrrly, Vol. XV (1955-56), pp. 383-98. There is also a 
mention of him in A. Popov, 'Russia and Tibet', Noryi-Vostok (Moscow), NO. 3 
(1923) and L. B-n in 'Khambo Agvan Doriee (in relation to Tibet's struggle for 
Independence'), Zbid., No. 18 (1927), pp. 101-19. Reference may also be 
made to Korostovets, Von Ching.gis Khan zur Sowjet rebublic (Berlin, 1926), pp. 
207-10 and W. A. Unkrig's not-easily accessible writings. Wilhelm Filchner, 
Sturrn rber Asien (Berlin, 1926) is useful but must be accepted with great care. 
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of age, Dorjieff found himself to be his 'work-washing Abbot.' 
In this capacity, part of his assignment was to sprinkle water, 
scented with saffron flowers, a little on the person of the Dalai 
Lama, but more on the walls of the room, on the altar and on 
the books-a symbol of cleansing. The Buriat was thus very 
close to the person of Tibet's god-king. 

Another version of Dorjieff's early career pictures him as an  
Employee of the Russian Foreign office, and of the Intelligence 
Service, as early as 1885. As a member of the 'Service,' he is 
said to have visited all the capitals of Europe, to be trained as 
an accomplished diplomat. Later wlren the 13th Dalai Lama 
assumed power, 'it was contrived' that Dorjieff should become 
his tutor.45 I t  is interesting in this context to remember that i t  
has been possible to identify Dorjieff as a member of the Russian 
explorer Prjevalsky 's last expedition to northern Tibet in 1 884.46 

Russian at heart and nearly all Buriat intellectuals were pro- 
Tsarist and, later as it turned out, pro-Soviet besides in some 
degree, being incipient nationalists, pan-Mongolists and serious 
scholars and educators47-it appears that Dorjieff told the Lama 
that because of their close proximity to A4ongolia more and more 
Russians were adopting, or inore appropriately taking to, Tibetan 
Buddhism. Added to the fact that the messianic kingdom of 
legend, Shambala-literally, 'source of (all) luck'-was often- 
times identified with Russia,48 Dorjieff's advocacy of the Tsarist 
cause must have made a powerful impact on the Dalai Lama. 
Leading the latter along the garden path as it were, the Buriab 
may have even hinted that the great Tsar was already vcry close 

45 Wilhelm Filchner, op. cit. I n  two articles under the title 'A Story of 
Struggle and Intrigue in Central Asia', JRCAS XIV (1927), pp. 359-68 and 
XV (1928), pp. 89-103, gave a summary account of Filchner's book. Apart 
from a friend who translated parts of Filchner's original for the writer, these 
two articles have been drawn upon. 

46 Alastair Lamb, op cit., p. 314. 
47 Robert Rupcn, op. cit. 
48 Kashmir, once Buddhist, had later turned Muhammadan. There is a n  

old Tibetan prophecy to the effect that the Muhammadan power will spread 
until, in course of time, a Buddhist King rises in a country to the north of 
Kashmir. The country will be north Shambala and its King, breaking the 
Muhammadan stranglehold, will restore Buddhism. I n  Lhasa, the Dalai Lama 
appears to have lent credence to the belief that north Shambala was Russia and 
that the Tsar was the king who would restore Buddhism. H e  is said even to 
have written a pamphlet to prove this. E. Kawaguchi, 0). cit. ,  p. 499. 
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to  his faith.49 One  could thus visualise the young Dalai Lama 
afire with the vision of the all-powerful white Tsar standing by 
his side, a convert to Tibet's great religion ! I n  the limited context 
in  which alone the terms could be used, one may say that 
the policy of the Dalai Lama vis-a-vis the Russians enjoyed a 
certain 'popular' approval. Again, how vivid must the contrast 
have appeared between a ruler who was moving nearer to his 
faith and  another that  seemed intent on destroying it. Need one 
wonder then that while Lord Curzon's letters were returned 
unopened, the Lama sent missions of goodwill, reportedly of a 
diplomatic character, to St. Petersburg and Odessa and that he 
looked to Russia to save him from the intense attentions which his 
southern neighbour was bestowing on him.50 

Dorjieff, it may be obvious, did not talk of trade, or of'opening 
u p  the country' and though the British protested time and again 
that  their principal interest was commercial intercourse, the 
Dalai Lama must have viewed this as a clever ruse behind which 
lay hidden their nefarious design of entering his land in order to 
destroy his (Buddhist) religion.51 That  this was his view of their 
endeavours is manifest from a letter he wrote about this time to 
the ruler of Sikkim: 

Why do  the British insist on establishing trade marts? Their goods are coming 
in  from India right up  to Lhasa. Whether they have their marts or not, their 
things come in all the same. The  British, under the guise of establishing 
communications, are  merely seeking to over-reach us. They are well practised 
in  all these political wiles.52 

While his knowledge of the British, and their tricks, appears to 
have been complete, the Lama's disenchantment with the Russians 

49 H e  (Dor.jieff) envisioned a Tibetan-Mongolian theocratic empire to be 
headed by the Dalai Lama 'under the protection of Czarist Russia'. Robert 
Rupen, op. ci t .  

50 Bell wrote years later that the Dalai Lama's chief assistant in his pro- 
Russian policy was the Prime Minister Shatra whom he rated to be a man 'of 
great ability and patriotism'. Bell. Tibet, p. 64. Also sre Alcxancler Ular, 
'The Policy of the Dalai Lama', Contemporar,~ Reiliew, January 1905, pp. 44-45. 

51  Briti.rh Parliamenta!y Paprrs, LXVIII ,  'Papers Relating to Tibet', p. 58. 

One  of the Tibetan monks is rrportecl to have said that if the British entered 
Tibet, his bowl would be broken, viz., the influcncc of his order would be 
destroyed. 

52 Cited in Bell, Portmit, p., 62. 
Earlier, Bell noted (Tibet, p. 64) that the pro-Russian attitucle of the Dalai 
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yet lay hidden in the limbo of an embryonic future. And 
meanwhile the Buriat Dorjieff, with the active support of the 
Tibetan ruler, played his cards extremely well-almost to 
perfection. 

On October 15, 1900, the official column of Journal de Saint 
Petersburg announced that the Emperor had received in audience 
a certain Aharamba-Aguan Dorjieff who was described as 'the 
first transit Hamba to the Dalai Lama of Tibet.53 Here was the 
first official mention of the Buriat's active goings-on, as between 
Russia and Tibet. Public appearances apart, privately of course, 
the British both in India and at home, were much better informed. 

and his Minister was natural enough for they were genuinely distrustful of 
British designs and 'in their inexperience thought that this would be a good 
way to check them'. 

53 Tibet  Papers, ob. cit . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 31, p. 113. This was a despatch from 
Mr. C. Hardinge and was dated St. Petersburg, October 17, 1900. 

I t  is well-known that a Buryat Mongol, Tsybikoff, who was a Russian subject, 
had stayed in Lhasa in disguise from 1898-1901, that he too had ingratiated 
himself with the Dalai Lama's household to which he was attached as a scribe. 
He had a photographic apparatus with him and 'used it surreptitiously'. 
Tsybikoff left Lhasa for fear of his discovery and in order to place 'his voluminous 
notes in safety.' Balfour Papers, op. cit . ,  B.M. XCVI, letter from Sir Ernest 
Satow to Lord George Hamilton, .January 25, 1903. The  account was given 
him (Satow) by one C. W. Campbell who had been for a year Chinese Secretary 
a t  the British Embassy in Peking. 



CHAPTER X 

C U R Z O N  V I S - A - V I S  R U S S I A N  
' I N T R I G U E '  I N  T I B E T  

LORD CURZON'S VIEWS on Russia and its potentialities for intrigue 
in Central Asia have been spelt out a t  considerable length and 
need no fresh reiteration, though it would be of interest to know 
what Lord George Hamilton thought of the problem, for between 
the two of them major strands of policy had to be woven. To be 
sure the Secretary of State did view a conflict with Russia (in 
Asia) 'with great apprehension' being conscious a t  the same 
time that the Viceroy appeared 'to think it inevitable." 

His fears were numerous : of 'her (Russian) unlimited resources' 
of men-whereas Britain's 'real problem' was manpower;2 of 
her Central Asian position which 'will be used to annoy,' whenever 
there was 'serious friction' between the two powers;3 of her plea 
of scientific research, a disguise under which the Russians had 
been caught spying in India.4 And finally, what was the 
assurance that the Russians meant business ? For had it not been 
found 'obviously useless to correspond with's them, while one 
of their best-known diplomats (Mouravieff) George Hamilton had 
called 'an incurable intriguer' and 'a terrible trickster.'6 No 
wonder the Russian's death did not make him unduly sad: he 
rated it to be a gentle riddance.' 

Hamilton was convinced that, should the two empires 'unfor- 
tunately come into collision,' the Russians will stand 'immeasur- 
ably more hammering and more reverses than our more artificial 
empire.' The  Muscovites had great powers of 'incorporation and 
assimilation' for the governing race had 'so much Asiatic blood' 
in them. In  another context, he referred to Russia as an Asiatic 
nation whose rule 'spread and stabilised' through 'a far less 

1 Hamilten Pabers, Hamilton to Curzon, letter, October 8, 1902. 
2 ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, April 8, 1903. 
3 Ibid., letter, October 4, 1898. 
4 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, November 15, 1899. 
5 ibid., letter, February 10, 1899. 
6 Lac. cit. 
7 Ibid., letter June, 21, 1900. 
'He (Mouravieff) will be no loss so far as this country is concerned for he was 

an incurable intriguer, apparently without principle or any definite policy.. . . ' 
140 



efficient government,' than correspondingly did the British.8 A 
'vast, self-contained continental empire,' new communications 
and railroads were giving her, at  the turn of the century, internally 
'the same advantages' that Britain once derived from its mastery 
over the seas. For these, to him very valid reasons, Hamilton 
wanted to come, 'if possible', to some arrangement with Russia.9 
Clearly, both in their respective analysis of the problem and the 
solution proi'erred, a wide gulf in thinking separated the Secretary 
of State from Lord Curzon. This was all the more clearly 
discernible as the two of them together grappled with the various 
facets of their Tibetan policy. 

In  the initial stages at  any rate the Indian Viceroy was in two 
minds about Dorjieff and his reported activities. Calling the 
Buriat's first visit to Russia as the 'so-called Tibetan mission 
from the Grand Lama,' he was not sure whether it was 'bogus 
or genuine,''O and a little later dismissed it almost as a 'fraud.' 
Furthermore, he thought it 'most unlikely' that the lamas had 
'so overcome' their 'incurable suspicion' as to despatch an open 
mission to Europe. In any case, Curzon refused to be 'much 
disturbed' by these 'rumours.' 1 1 

In February (1901) the Viceroy had encountered in Calcutta 
'one of the numerous so-called Grand Lamas of Tibet,' who 
none the less seemed to him to be 'quite a first-class imposter'.l2 
Yet, Curzon assured Hamilton, this gentleman was not the person 
who met the Tsar in Livadia the previous year. The latter, and 
this was all that the Viceroy knew about Dosjieff at  this stage, 
'appears to have been a Lecturer in Metaphysics in the Daiping 
Monastery near Lhasa.'Ij 

A few months later his disillusionment was complete as he 

8 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, October 8, 1902. 
9 Ihid., letter, April 8. 1903. 
10 Ihid., Curzon to Hamilton. letter? October 24, 1900. O n  the very same 

day, Hamilton was writing to Curzon to enquire if the latter knew anything. 
Hamilton emphasised none the less that he thought the press rcports were 
4exaggerated1 although 'a good many tongues' had begun to wag and letters 
had appeared in the press 'as to the intrusion of Russian influence into Tibet 

11  Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, November 8, 1900. 
12 T h e  obvious reference hrre was to Norzunoff who, a Buryat himself, was 

DorjicfI's companion during his visits to Darjeeling in 1900 and again in 1901 
Curzon did not learn of this until some time in February 1901. 

Hamiltgn Pafiers, ofi. i f .  Curzon to Hamilton, letter, February 21, 
1901 
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learnt more and more of Dorjieff and his companion. The tone 
too now verged on the painful: 

I a m  very much exercised over the question of Tibet. Bengal has charge 
of Sikkim and as a consequence, of the Political relations with Tibet and the 
whole Tibetan frontier . . . and  they had let slip two Tibetan missions that 
visited the Tsar, a t  Livadia last year, and again in this, left Lhasa crossed the 
British border, passed in one case through Darjeeling and in the other through 
Segobvlie, travelled India by rail and took ship from Indian ports . . . who 
would have believed it possible that negotiations could have been passing 
between Lhasa and St. Petersburg, not through Siberia or Mongolia or Chinit 
but through British India itself?l4 

Meantime even as Curzon was writing, Dorjieff had been 
received by the Tsar a second time and his 'mission' attracted a 
great deal of notice in the Russian press. I t  was described as 
'extraordinary,' and its 'diplomatic' nature was emphasisecl. 
As regards its purpose, it was stressed-repeating that worn-out, 
if much-abused, cliche-that this Ivas 'further to cement' the 
already existing relations with Russia, that although Tibet was 
really quite accessible to them (Russians), the Mission's aim was 
to  make it even more so.15 The  well-known 'Novoe Vremya' 
commented that Dorjieff's reappearance underlined the fact that 
his previous conclusions had been favourable and that tlie Dalai 
Lama liad been confit.mec1 in his intention of contracting the 
friendliest of relations \\.ith Russia. For Tibet must have 
recognised, the paper further argued, that Russia was the only 
potver able to counteract Brit i~h intrigue, which had persisted 
for so long and indeed seemed to be atvaiting an opportunity to 
force an entry into the country.I6 

14 Zbid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, J ~ l l y  10, 1901. 
15 Trbet  Ynpcrr,  op.  rit., C:d. 1920, No. 33, pp. 113-14. Extracts from 'Odrssikn. 

Novosti', of June 12, 1901, ancl an interview with Badmrveff p~rblished in the 
St. Petersburg Gazette, Ibrd.. Encl., No. 34, pp. 114-15. Dr. Pcter Badmryeff 
(1851-19191, a Buryat hinisrlr and a convrrt to thr Orthodox Klith, had scrved 
in the Asiatic Department of thc lll~nistrv of Foreign Afhirs, and was with his 
practice of Tibetan meclicine, thr rage of h i ~ h  society in St. Prtrrsburg. H e  
dreamed of a grandiose project or  joining C!hinn. hlongolia ant1 Tibrt to the 
Russian empir?. The  fact that he waq a friencl of Rl~sputin, opcnrtl to him 
many doors in the Impcrial Pnl.~ce. He 'contributrd to Ruryat nationalism, 
his plans for a united Central Asian E m p ~ r e  wcrr pan-illongolist; he  WAS clrarly 
a Tsarist agent; and hc played an important role in Buryat education'. Robert 
Rupen, OF. ci t .  

16 'Novoc Vremya', June 17, 1901, in Tibet Papers, op.  cit. ,  Cd. 1920, Encl. 
in KO. 34, p. 1 15. 



While in a section of the (Russian) press there was some 
recognition that Tibet's subordinate status vis-a-vis China did not 
make the mission strictly diplomatic, it was pointed out that since 
Russia alone had upheld the integrity of that country, the Tibetans, 
though Chinese subjects, naturally came to Russia to pray and 
look for assistance. And indeed they would be very welcome.17 

Dorjieff's second mission, which excited all this comment, 
comprised eight Tibetans lzrith the Buriat himself as their leader. 
Apart from the attention \vhich it received in the press the 
missioi~, officially described as 'the Envoys Extraordinary of the 
Dalai Lama of Tibet,' was received by the Emperor, the Empress, 
the Foreign Minister, Count Lamsdorff and the Finance Minister, 
Count Sergei Witte.18 

Curzon was visibly upset. Tibet, he was convinced, was 'not 
necessary' to Russia; the latter had no relations, 'commercial or 
otherwise,' with that country nor did its independent existence 
imply any threat to the Tsarist empire. On the other hand, the 
Viceroy argued, 'a Russian protectorate there' would constitute 
'a distinct menace' and 'a positive source of danger' to the 
Indian Empire.19 And if Russia had no thoughts in that 
direction, as she professed-and herein the Viceroy's logic appeared 
well-nigh irrefutable-'how comes it that this monastic Lama 
from Lhasa (Dorjieff) . . . lvas received with almost Royal 
honours by the Tsar ?'I0 

Hamilton did not feel altogether unconcerned, and correspond- 
ingly the Home Government's reaction was milder, less flamboyant. 
Lansdowne did indeed instruct the British Ambassador to seek a 
very categorical assurance from the Russian Foreign Ofice, which 
was readily forthcoming. In  fact, Lamsdorff took the oppor- 
t~unity to deny unequivocally that DorjiefF7s mission had any 
signific:tnce \.\,hatsoever, maintained that the Busiat made his 
visits for tllc purpose of collecting money for his religious order 

17 Badeineycff's interview published in 'Novoe Vremya' June  18, 1901, as 
also that paper's comment on June 20, 1901. Ibid. Encl. in No. 34, p. 1 15 and 
Encl. in No. 35. p. 116. 

18 Ibid., Nos. 36 and 43, pp. 117 and 125. The reception by the Tsarina 
Etnprcss Alexandcra Feodorowha, was the subject or a special official announce- 
ment in the 'hlrssagcr Official.' 

121.-n1oir.r o f c o r i t l t  1Ylt!e (New York, 1921) make no mention either of 
Doriieff or his visits, or evcn of Tibet. 

19 Hamil ton  Pabers, O / J .  &t., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, July 10, 1901. 
' 0  Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, July 31, 1901. 
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from the numerous Buddhist subjects of the Emperor, asserted 
that his visit had no official character and that although he was 
accompanied by Tibetans, this had no importance whatever. I t  
may be relevant to  mention in this context that while transmitting 
the text of his interview to the Foreign Office, the British 
Ambassador's tone verged on the sceptica1,zl yet in communicating 
it, India Office sounded far more reassuring: 

Lamsdroff had so unequivocally denied the diplomatic or political nature of 
the Mission in St. Petersburg that I thought it better to pin him down to his 
words and let the Russian Government clearly understand thnt any disturbance 
of the status qrro would not be acquiesced in by us.22 

The  second Dorjieff mission, the knowledge that Bengal had 
acted in a most inept, if to him positively discreditable, manner 
in handling intelligence on the Sikkim-Tibet border,23 added to  
the fact that his own efforts to open a direct pipeline to Lhasa had 
hitherto borne no fruit,24 made Curzon increasingly restive. 
Thus Lamsdorff's added assurances to Sir Charles Scott that the 
Buriat's 'mission' had 'no political or diplomatic  character,^ 
that a t  best it could be compared to the Pope's goodwill missions 
to  the fi~ithful in other countries, and that although the Dalai 
Lama had sent him an  autographed letter, it was really an exchange 
of ilinocuo~is courtesies,25 did not cut much ice with the Indian 
Viceroy. Nor was the latter alone in drawing such conclusions.26 

I n  the light of the Buriat's second mission and the miasma of 
intrigue that was (in Lord Curzon's view) being woven around 

21 Tibet Paprrc, op. cit . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 35, p. 116. 
22 ?lamrillon Papers, op. ci;., Hamilton to Ciirzon, letter, July 25, 1901. 
2) In a lcttrr to thc Secretary of State, November 5, 1901, Curzon condemned 

the Bengal authorities lock, stock and barrel, for they had 'no aptitude, no 
taste, no exprrience and no men for the job' of maintaining intelligence on 
the border. Ibid. 

24 O n  the eve of his sending the second letter to the Dalai Lama, through 
Kazi U-gyen, Curzon was far from sanguine about his success: 'my belief is 
thnt this effort at conciliation will fail like the first.' Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, 
letter, February 21, 1901. 

25 Tibet Paperr, op. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 36, p. 117. 
26 In Edmund Cnndlrr's, The Un:viling of Llracn (London, 1905), pp. 1 12-13, 

the author exprrssecl a similar view: 
'We wrre askrd to believe that these Lamas travelled many thousand miles 

to convey a lrttcr that expressed the hope that the Russian Foreign Minister 
was in good health and prosperous and informed him that the Dalai Lama was 
happy to be able to say that he himself enjoyed excellent health'. 



him, the Viceroy now suggested a drastic change in British policy. 
Convinced that they 'both ought to stop and can stop a Russian 
protectorate over Tibet,' he let his imagination a free rein: 

Nothing can or will be done with the Tibetans until they are frightened. 
I should at once move a few men up to the frontier. I would chase out the 

Tibetans from the corner of British territory. . . . I would build up the frontier 
pillars which they have been permitted with impunity to knock down. If they 

resisted these proceedings. . . . I would step across and occupy the Chumbi 
Valley just beyond. By this time, the Dalai Lama and his men . . . would 
probably offer to negotiate. Yes, I would say, by all means, but only a t  Lhasa. 
Then perhaps, the abortive h4acaulay Mission might be succeeded by something 
practical: and we could discuss what should be the character of the new 
arrangements. 

And what was to be the basis for negotiations? 

I need hardly say that I would not dream of referring to China in the matter. 
Her suzerainty is a farce, and is only employed as an obstacle. Our  dealings 
must be with Tibet, and with Tibet alone. 

Nor would that be difficult for, 

My belief is that without firing a shot, it may be possible to get to close 
quarters with the Tibetans. Of course, we do not want their country. . . . 
But it is important that no one else should seize it, and that it should be turned 
into a sort of buffer state between the Russian and Indian Empires.27 

Even outside the domain of private correspondence, it may be 
recallcd that Lord Curzon's government was already pressing the 
Home authorities hard on 'the adoptioil of some practical 
measures' leading to an 'altered' policy lvhicll must ensure 'the 
adequate safeguarding of British interests' upon a frontier where 
these had 'never hitherto' been imp1igned.28 

Hamilton, as lvas his wont, was trying to soft-pedal. He  feared 
lest the threat 'to invade thcir country for the purpose of negotiating 
a t  Lhasa' might 'accelerate the declaratio~l of a Russian protec- 
torate over Tibct.' No wonder he viewed Curzon's proposal 
as 'somewhat aggrcssive.'29 

27 Homilto~r Pn,btr.r, 01). ril., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, June 11,  1901. 
28 Trhct Pnprrs, 01). cit . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 37, July 25, 1901. 
29 Hnn~iltorr Paprrs, op. f i t . ,  Hamilton to Curzon, lctter, July 4, 1901. A 

wcck lntcr (Ictter, ,July 11, 1901), he warncd Curzon that his 'show of force' 
and morc so 'actual ascrcisc' tllercof would be tantamount to 'an invasion of 
Tibetan territory'. 
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Meantime as 1901 drew to a close, two major developments 
took place. The  Viceroy now knew more about the 'head of 
the mission,' who was 'no doubt very familiar' with the priestly 
junta that ruled in Lhasa, and viewed the results of his activities 
as 'unfavourable to ourselves.'30 Kazi U-gyen too had failed in 
his endeavours and Curzon felt, as has been noticed, deeply 
disillusioned.31 Yet it is significant that the latter had not as yet 
made up his mind as to 'the next move,' which he still thought 
to be 'a most difficult' proposition.32 

Early in 1902, however, the 'altered' approach seems to have 
been worked out. His chief aim, as the Viceroy never tired of 
repeating, was to frighten the Lama and his small coterie a t  
Lhasa into negotiating with the Indian potentate.33 'The 
minimum' proposed was 'to enforce' the treaty which had been 
'allowed to be evaded' and 'ignored' for years.34 With that 
end in view he had formulated the proposals regarding White's 
tour of the Sikkim-Tibet frontier, proposals that he subsequently 
modified materially.35 'Of course,' the Governor-General 
confided in Hamilton, 'I want the Tibetans to open negotiations 
with us as the outcome.'36 The Secretary of State as was remarked 
earlier, liked the modified proposals better: 'I much prefer this 
plan of driving them out' of territory which belonged to the 
British." 

Besides the India Office, the Cabinet in London had poured 
cold water on Curzon's oft-repeated anxiety to pursue an adven- 
turist policy. Hamilton, and his advisers, had time and again 
expressed the view that any abrupt move in the direction of I,hasa 
may not only help to hasten a Russian protectorate38 but even 
antagonise Nepal, when a complete understanding with that 
country was regarded as a necessary prerequisite to any such 

30 Ibid., letter, September 11, 1901. 
31 Supra, Chapter VIII. 
32 Hamilton Papers, op. ci t . ,  Curzon to Hamilton, letter, November 5, 1901. 
33 In his letter to Hamilton of February 18, 1902, Ibid., Curzon again talked 

of 'frightening the junta at Lhasa.' 
34 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, January 16, 1902. 
35 Supra, p. 122. 
36 Hamilton Papers, Curzon to Hamilton, letter, February 18, 1902. 
37 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, March 13, 1902. 
38 Ibid. On July 4, 1901, Hamilton wrote to Curzon to say that it  was not 

unlikely that our threats 'to invade their country for the purpose of negotiating 
at Lhasa might accelerate the declaration of a Russian protectorate over Tibet.' 



move beyond India's frontiers.39 Besides, there were hostilities 
in South Africa which not only severely restricted Britain's ability 
for manoeuvre,40 diplomatic or otherwise, but entailed, as a direct 
consequence, plans for a complete reorganisation of British armed 
forces.41 Despite this, and warnings to the contrary notwith- 
standing, Curzon had kept the heat on as it were when, early in 
the summer of 1902, wild rumours of a Russo-Chinese deal on Tibet 
gained wide currency. 

Actually, it was Kang Yu-wei, the Chinese reformer of the 
short-lived 'Hundred Days' fame and now a nondescript refugee 
in Darjeeling,42 whose informant in Peking wrote to say that the 
Dowager Empress had concluded a secret treaty with Russia 
which provided for the cession of Tibet. The Viceroy believed 
the news 'coincided with rumours,' nor was as 'wildly 
improbable.' And once again Curzon rode his by now familiar 
hobby-horse: 'As you probably know my answer to any such 
proceeding on the part of Russia . . . would be very simple. 
Without the slightest delay, I would put a British army into 
Lhasa.' And as to the results, he was quite sanguine, 'I think 
I could undertake that it (Lhasa) should be in our possession in 
less than 2 months'.43 

39 This anxiety underlined thinking not only at  the India Office in London 
but even among the Governor-General's advisers in India. Other things apart, 
it was reckoned that by making Nepal invade Tibet-on the plea of th: latter's 
disregard of sacred covenants-British troops could be kept out. This was 
the gist of the memoranda put forth both by Sir William Lee-Warner and Sir 
Alfred Lyall in the summer of 1902. 

40 G. W. Monger, End of Isolation: British Foreign Poligl, 1900-07 (London, 
1963)' p. 13. Balfour believed that 'we (the British) were for all practical 
purposes at the present moment (July 1901) only a third-rate power. . . .' 

41 This was undertaken both by St. John Brodrick and his successor (after 
October, 1902), at the War Office, Arnold Foster. 

42 Kang Yu-wei (1857-1927), Chinese scholar and writer, was introduced 
to Emperor Kuang Hsu by the Imperial tutor, Weng Tung-he and was respon- 
sible for the reform edicts of 1898. After the Dowager Empress seized power, 
he barely escaped with his life and for 16 long years travelled and resided 
abroad during which period he lived in Darjeeling for sometime. Upon his 
return home he supported the abortive attempt to restore Emperor Hsuan Tung. 
Later (1917-27) he lived a retired life in Shanghai. 

43 Hamilton Papers, op. ci t .9  letter, Curzon to Hamilton, June 16, 1902. 
It may be recalled that W. F. O'Connor in a hand-written, 13-paged note 

datcd Simla, June 10, 1901, had put forth two theses: One, that a mission 'would 
have little or no dificulty in reaching Lhasa' and two, that 'I think . . . that 
they (Tibetans) realise the folly of opposing us by arms. . . .Thus as the result 
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The authorities in London were intrigued too by what Curzon had 
relayed but Hamilton regarded Kang Yu-wei's 'very interesting' 
news as no more than 'vague rumours' a t  best. And thus, his 
immediate reaction was not to precipitate a crisis in the manner 
Curzon would have wished-for, other things apart, negotiations 
with China for a commercial treaty were just then very near a 
successful conclusion.44 The Secretary of State's rejoinder, 
therefore, was a bare 'Sound the feelings of Nepal who may be 
very closely watching our action.'45 And he kept hammering 
on this theme all through the autumn months-from 'I wonder 
whether you have any idea of using the Nepalese treaty rights 
over Tibet as a weapon'4"hrough a reminder of Lee-Warner's 
'note' and of the 'great political advantage of associating our- 
selves with the Nepalese in repelling Russians influence over 
Tibet,'47 to ascertaining from the Nepal Durbar as to 'how far 
their co-operation could be relied upon, assuming we had to 
moveY.4g Later, the Secretary of State enjoined upon the Viceroy 
to 'secure their (Nepalese) hearty co-operation' and retain 'their 
confidence,' in place of having them 'as sullen and suspicious 
allies.'49 

of a bloodless and inexpensive campaign we should have obtained possession 
of the fertile Chumbi Valley'. Lord Curzon's marginal comments on these 
pages are, marks of interrogation-and exclamation : ( ? !). Curzon MSS., 
op. cit., Bundle No. 340. 

44 Ibid., 'I daresay, therefore, 1,ansdowne will prefer until that treaty is 
signed, not to take up any other question which might jeopardise the enormous 
commercial interests which that treaty touches and covers.' Hamilton Papers, 
op. cit., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, August 27, 1902. Later (September 24) 
'a telegram entirely upon the lines you suggest,' was dispatched, but Lansdowne 
'I think judiciously postponed addressing it to the Yamen until the commercial 
treaty he was negotiating was safe.' 

45 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, March 13, 1902. 
46 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, September 3, 1902. 
47 Ibid., letter, Hamilton to Curzon, September 11, 1902. This letter had 

as an  enclosure a 'Note on Tibet' by Sir W. Lee-Warner in which the latter 
sought to invoke an  article of the Tibet-Nepal agreement of March 24, 1856. 
H e  urged that Britain and Nepal act in concert: 'China might be told that we 
are behind Nepal and Nepal being in direct communication with Lhasa might 
of itself demand information as to any arrangements between Russia and Tibet. 
If this information was unsatisfactory . . . might not Nepal be urged to send 
a force to Lhasa and demand from Tibet an  assurance that it would permit no 
Russian troops to enter its country?' 

48 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, September 17, 1902. 
49 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, September 24, 1902. 



Meantime the diplomatic bag from Peking was getting a t  once 
fuller and heavier. Rumours regarding a Sino-Russian deal (on 
Tibet) were becoming more persistent and texts of the alleged 
'agreement' were being openly circulated. The pivotal provision 
of this 12-clause deal was a renunciation by China of all its 
interests in Tibet in return for a Russian guarantee of the country's 
territorial integrity.50 Hectic diplomatic activity followed these 
sensational disclosures and although the Chinese Minister 
'emphatically repudiated' any idea of a Russian protectorate, 
the British had a sneaking suspicion that 'unofficially some such 
proposal has been made to the Yamen.'sl More telegrams from 
Peking over the 'rumoured protectorate' by Russia followed and 
Lansdowne hastened to sound a stern warning that in the event 
of the conclusion of the agreement HMG would take steps 'for 
protecting the interests of Great Britain.'52 

The warning from London synchronised with an increasing 
anxiety in Peking lest White's proposed tour along the Sikkim- 
Tibet frontier lead to a head-on collision. Wai-wu-pu, therefore, 
requested for an assurance that the Political Officer's intentions 
were of a 'peaceful' character and not designed to precipitate 
matters.53 None the less HMG was far from being responsive 
to such a plea, for all that it vouchsafed was that on the Tibet 
border 'we propose to make effective our treaty rights's4 

Lord Curzon's reaction might as well have been anticipated. 
Not only had the Imperial Government in Peking but, what was 

50 Chins Tinles, July 18, 1902 gives the text of the alleged 'agreement'. Tibet 
Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, Nos. 48-49, pp. 140-41. 

51 Hamilton Papers, 01. cit., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, September 1 1,  
1902. 

The (British) Minister was Sir Ernest Satow. 
52 Tibet Papers, op. ci t . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 52, p. 141. I t  may be relevant in this 

context to refer to a letter written by one W. M. Upcraft, from Yachow (West 
China) and published in the Englishman referring to the importance of Tlbetan 
highlands: 'and with the cxpericnce of the Russians in colonising bands of 
Cossacks on the prairies of Siberia it might not be waste for India to look to the 
lands that in more than one sense dominate her north-eastern frontier?' The  
editorial comment of the paper: 'If the valley of that great river Yangtse is 
to be preserved from encroachment, it is important that neither France nor 
Russia should be allowed to thrust an arm between it and India. We must 
be dominant in Tibet both on account of present advantages and future possi- 
bilities.' Curzon MSS., op. cit. 

53 Tibet Papers, op. cif., Cd. 1920, No. 52, p. 141. 
54 Ibid., No. 54, p. 143. 
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to him much more important, the Amban at Lhasa had written 
to 1?;1n incluiring 'the object and reason' of these 'proceedings.'5s 
\.Vint \vns more, a certain Mr. Ho Kuang-hsi, a Chinese Prefect 
alony \\-it11 a Captain Parr, the (Chinese) Customs Commissioner 
a t  Yatmg,  was despatched to the border to meet A h .  JYhite.56 
Tlie flutter in the dovecots was evident and in this the Viceroy 
revelled. Even the junta a t  Lhasa seemed to show signs of 
certain movement and some Tibetan officials of the Tashilhunpo 
monastery did make it a point to call on the Political Officer and 
volunteered to show him the boundary.57 Lord Curzon was 
satisfied that his policy was a t  long last bearing fruit: for were 
not the Chinese and the Tibetans, after all, 'frightened?' And 
before the year was out Peking announced that the old Amban 
a t  Lhasa was to be recalled, and the new incumbent Yu T'ai, 
deemcd 'especially suitable' owing to his previous experience 
in Alonyolia, was to proceed post-haste to negotiate with 
Mr. \Vhite 'in an amicable spirit.'58 

The Political Officer's tour in the summer of 1902, despite its 
professed 'entire success,'59 appeared somewhat in the nature of 
an anti-climax.60 What did, however, serve as a prop was the 
fact that it synchronised with wild rumours about a Russo-Chinese 

5 5  The Amban's letter to the Viceroy was dated July 8, 1902. Ibid., Annexure 
n Encl. 5, pp. 159-60. 

56 Ibid., Annexures 3 and 4 in Encl. 7, p. 161 and Annexure 2 in Encl. 22, 
pp. 176-77. 

'The Chinese reactien to our measure in Sikkim was, in fact, identical in 
1902 as in 1888 and was motivated by the same considerations: to offer 
negotiations lest the British take any one-sided measures.' Rinchen Lha-mot 
op. cit., p. 47. Captain W. R.  M'd Parr was in charge of Yatung in succession 
to one V. C. Henderson. Foreign, Part V, No. 115, June 1902. 

57 Tibet Papcrs, op. cit., Cd. 1920, Annexure Encl. 3, in No. 66, p. 158. 
58 For Yu Tai's appointment, see Ibid., No. 59, p. 146; for his instructions Ibid., 

KO. 60, pp. 146-47. Yu Tai, who was the brother of Sheng Tai, the Chinese 
negotiator of the 1890 convention regarding Tibet, very much looked forward 
to completing his brother's unfinished task. For his 'plans', see Ibid., NO. 67, 
p. 177. 

59 Ibid., No. 66, pp. 150-56. The  words are Curzon's own; at  another 
place the Viceroy remarked that he (White) had conducted his mission with 
'expedition and success' and had obtained 'useful information.' 

60 White had made (to him) the astounding discovery, which Curzon must 
have accepted with his tongue in his cheek, that the grazing rights (of the 
Tibetans) on the Sikkirn side were balanced by similar rights which the 
Sikkimese enjoyed across the border. For White's report of his tour, see Ibid., 
No. 66, Annexure 2, pp. 167-72. 



deal on Tibet. Despite denials from Peking, and St. Petersbnrg, 
about the 'apocryphal' text61 of the agreement, the Viceroy was 
clearly convinced of its being there: 

I am myself a firm believer in the existence of a secret understanding, if not 
a secret treaty.62 

Curzon went a step further. He  thought it 'quite intelligible' 
that China might part with its rather nominal rights of suzerainty 
over that country to Russia.63 And inasmuch as it had been 
demonstrated that Dorjieff was no mere figment of the imagi- 
nation,64 he reverted to his by now well-worn theme of an 
unscrupulous Tsarist regime, which 'squeezes us on nearly every- 
one of our frontiers,' pressing hard along that of the Indian 
Empire as well. Russia \.vhich had 'no interest' in Tibet, nor 
'any trade,' indeed no object in going there 'except one of 
hostility to ourselves,'65 was, Tibet apart, now 'nibbling' in 
Afghanistan and Persia as well. 

And what did the Viceroy propose to do?  Initially, to hold 
the Chinese to account: 'to retaliate' against them and 'seek 
compensation.' He would refuse to be put off with any evasive 
reply but insist on 'receiving from Peking a definite repudiation,' 
of the alleged cession. Unless this were received, 'I think that 
we are entitled to protect ourselves,'66 with all that that phrase 
implied. 

61 The 'apocryphal' test of the published agreement, the Chinese RlIinister 
in Peking assured Sir C .  Scott (the British Ambassador), indeed 'its very form 
and wording' showed that it could not be of Chinese origin. Ibid., KO. 57, 
p. 145. 

62 Hamilton Papeu, OD. ci t .  In a letter to Hamilton, Ibid., November 13, 
1902, Curzon cautioned the Secrctary of State against ignoring thcse warnings 
'either as idle rumours, or as ballons d'essai,' and warned that it was better to 
err on the side of 'over-caution than of over-confidence.' 

63 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, May 28, 1902. 
64 By 1902 enough of intelligence had poured in to rebut Lamsdorff's olt- 

repeated description of the Buryat being 'a member of the Russian Gcogrnpliical 
Society' or that the Society 'took a n  interest in his visit.' Foleign, Nos. 5G-53 
and 109, .June, 1902 and Nos. 22-62 September, 1902. 

65 Homiltotz Pnpers, op. r i t . ,  Curzon to Hamilton,' letter, August 20, 1902. 
Later (Srptrmber 3, 1902) Curzon wrote: 'I desire to impress upon you my 
conviction that Russia, as she consolidates her railway connectio~ls. will 
emhark . . . upon a policy of sustained pressure along the entire land circum- 
fercncc of the Indian Empire.' 

66 Ibid., Curzoli to Hamilton, letter, September 10, 1902. 
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As for Russia, Lord Curzon could scarce contemplate 'any 
tampering' with Tibet on its part. Besides, all the cards (he 
thought) were in British hands: 'the Russians are powerless to 
move a t  a distance of several thousand miles.' Yet, unless the 
menace were checked 'promptly and effectively,' H M G  'shall 
rue the day' for long years to come.67 I t  is a t  this stage that 
Curzon's ideas, 'thrown out a t  the rough' earlier, began to take 
a concrete shape and the mission to Lhasa loom somewhat 
portentously in his imagination.68 Determined to frustrate 'this 
little game' while there was time, he now proposed to send 'a 
pacific mission' intended to 'conclude a treaty of friendship and 
trade with the Tibetan Government.' But the 'pacific' mission 
was to be accompanied by 'a sufficient force' to ensure its safety 
while the Nepalese, reportedly 'itching to have a go a t  Tibet' 
themselves, were to join in providing the escort. Nor, and herein 
the Viceroy was quite emphatic, would this be a departure from 
the earlier policy and he recalled Lansdowne's advocacy of the 
Macartney mission from which the then Government of India 
were, 'as I think wrongly,' induced to depart.69 

O n  the eve thus of Curzon's well-known despatch on Tibet 
(January 8, 1903) the situation had, in certain respects, become 
fairly clear. Not only did an endless spate of bazaar gossip, 
most of which was of dubious veracity, persist and continue to feed 
the Viceroy and his subordinates in the Government but Lhasa 
itself was agog with rumour. The story of Russia's treaty with 
China was said to be widely believed there and it was argued 
that if Tibet needed assistance both Russia and China would 
provide it, for they professed the religion which looked on the 
Dalai Lama as its head and on Lhasa as its Holy of Holies.70 

I t  is true that these rumours in the Chinese press were officially 
denied71 yet, read in conjunction with the Dalai Lama's dealings 
with the Tsar, they did add appreciably to the apprehensions 
felt by the Government of India. Basically, what worried Calcutta 
was the threat posed by the reported establishment of Russian 

67 Zbid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, August 27, 1902. 
68 Throughout 1901 and 1902, Curzon had talked of putting troops in Lhasa 

or of moving a garrison there to forestall the Russians but no concrete proposal 
as such had emerged. 

69 Hamilton Papers, op. cit., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, November 13, 1902. 
70 Bell: Tibet, p. 64. 
71 Foreign, Nos. 17-53, April, 1902. 



influence in Tibet and that too with the connivance of China. 
I t  may be recalled that Russia was yet to be worsted in an armed 
encounter with Japan and that the restraints consequent upon 
the Anglo-Russian entente of 1907 had yet to draw limits to its 
unbounded ambitions.72 

For a correct perspective it may be necessary to bear in mind 
the fact that while a Chinese army, reinforced by the Tibetans, 
might conceivably cross Tibet and invest Nepal, as indeed it had 
done previously, a Russian army could not have negotiated a 
vast, notoriously difficult country to violate India's frontiers. 
British resources, despite depletion, would assuredly have frustrated 
the move, if it were ever seriously contemplated. But in the 
process Tibet-the chief bulwark of the northern frontier-would 
have been crossed and this was a matter of no mean importance. 
A Russo-Chinese understanding would have meant trouble in 
Burma too-closer to Tibet in race and religion, although annexed 
to the British empire by superior force. Thus, all the way from 
Kashmir to the frontiers of Siam, an element of uncertainty and 
unrest would have been injected into the situation. 

In the final analysis, therefore, the picture as it emerged at  the 
end of 1902 was far more complicated than would be apparent 
from the pages of the Blue Book where the problem was treated 
essentially as one of frontier negotiations rather than as 'a chapter 
in international politics.'73 The Russo-Chinese deal on Tibet, 
despite disclaimers, was widely believed in and Lord Curzon 
was determined to crush this 'little game' while there was yet 
time. He who had from the very beginning, talked of marching 
an army to Lhasa was now more convinced than ever before 
that there was a grave urgency in the situation. Russia had ever 
been suspect to him, nor did he put much faith in Chinese 
professions and excuses for procrastination and interminable 

72 A plausible explanation of Russian behaviour may be attempted here. 
There were a few Russians who were willing to go far afield in intriguing for 
the possible expansion of Russia's interest and (eventually, perhaps) territory 
but there was also a group that believed in conservation and consolidation 
within Siberia and Central Asia, without pushing hrther. Invariably the 
'conservatives' won over the 'adventurists'. To  this it might be added, however, 
that until more responsible people restrained them, the more adventurous- 
minded often stirred up quite a lot of uneasiness through getting access 
to the Tsar and the Tsarina, both of whom were weak, credulous and easily- 
influenced. 

73 Curzon to Brodrick, letter, December 17, 1903, Curzon MSS., op. cit. 
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delay. As for Tibet, the Dalai Lama's behaviour in refusing 
intercourse was, to the Viceroy's mind, unpardonable, inexcusal1le.74 
The  r,ziso?z d'btre thus for a mission to Lhasa was clear beyond a 
shadow of doubt. Any move on the part of Russia in the direction 
of Tibet, 'were it confirmed,' would mean-Curzon had made 
clear-'without the slightest delay I would put a British army 
into Lhasa."s 

I t  has been held that in the Tibetan drama at this stage, it was 
the widely rumoured Russo-Chinese deal that played a more 
important role than did Dorjieff's reported manoeuvres. Besides, 
the obvious diplomatic complexity of the crisis,76 two caveats 
may be entered in, in this context. One, that Brodrick who was 
most intimately concerned with the compilation of the first Blue 
Book, placed it on record that 'we have made a great deal of 
Russian dificulty,'77 while the Viceroy too was quite clear in 
his mind that he had based his case 'chiefly upon the importance 
of anticipating a Russian protectorate.'78 Besides, it may be 
recalled that Curzon's insistance that 'considerable editing of 
the papers will probably be required,'79 was countered by the 
Secretary of State's regret that HhIG was unable to meet 'your 
views on all points' and his considered opinion that he regarded 
the first one as 'the frankest Elue Book ever published.'80 

The second point is more important. True, there had been a 
long and respectable line of explorers, enumerated in an earlier 
context, to the Tibetan wastes. T o  dismiss Dorjieff, as part of 
the general run of them all and to fail to draw a distinction between 
bond Jide geographical discovery and political intrigue,s* however 
tenuous the line may be a t  places, would be to run a grave risk 

74 'It is really the most grotesque and indefensible thing that at a distance 
of little more than 200 miles from our frontier this community of unarmed 
monks should set us perpetually at defiance.' Hamilton Pafiers, OF. cit., Curzon 
to Hamilton, letter, June 11, 1901. 

75 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, May 28, 1902. 
76 Alastair Lamb, op. cit., pp. 271-72. 
77 Brodrick to Curzon, letter, February 5, 1904. Curzon hISS., op. cit. 
78 Ibid., Curzon to Brodrick, letter December 17, 1903. 
79 Lo,. ci t .  

80 Sripra, n. 77. 
81 Alastair Lamb, op. cit . ,  p. 272. 'The last decade of the 19th century 

saw a most remarkable intensification of Tibetan exploration and it  woulcl he 
an invidious task to draw a distinction between bona Jiilz geographical discovery 
and political intrigue.' 



both in terms of l~istorical inaccuracy and of the intangibles of 
public opinion. T o  Curzon, and to the British Government in 
London, the Buriat represented in a concrete human physiognomy 
the worst fears they entertained of Russian designs. Dorjieff's 
political affiliations, and the reported proximity of his relationship 
with the Tibetan pontiff, placed him in a class apart. And to 
that extent he was not so much a successor to Prjevalksi, ICazlov 
and Tsybikoff as a forerunner of a breed that was in inany ways 
so very different in form and manner. I t  is significant that 
eyebrows were not raised, nor the traditional flutter caused, when 
the Prjevalski medal of the Imperial Geographical Society of 
St. Petersburg was conferred upon Tsybikoff. Yet every attempt 
made by Lamsdorff to convince the British that Aguan Dorjieff 
was engaged in geographical exploration was accepted with a 
goodly measure of disbelief. Hence the need to assess the Buriat 
at  his true worth. Besides, it may be necessary to point out that 
the lack of agents 'as efficient . . . as are employed by Russia' 
was a matter of serious concern at  the highest level of Government 
in England and that the Tsarist 'superiority in this respect' was 
openly acknowledged.8' 

82 BP., RM. Vol. XCVI, letter from George Hamilton to Balfour, January 28, 
1903. The Secretary of State wrote to the Prime Minister: 'You asked me 
why we could not get as efficient agents as are employed by Russia. I enclose 
two private letters which give concrete illustrations of Russia's superiority in 
this respect.' 



CHAPTER XI 

T H E  T I B E T  M I S S I O N  T A K E S  S H A P E  

BY THE END of 1902, as has been noticed, Curzon was giving form 
and content to the despatch of a 'pacific' mission to Lhasa that 
was to be spearheaded by an armed escort. For a clearer 
perspective it may be useful to place this development in its proper 
international setting. As a starting point it may be recalled 
that early in 1902 a major diplomatic revolution had been brought 
about by the conclusion of the Anglo-Japanese alliance. With 
Europe already neatly lined up in its Triple and Dual alliances, 
the British had, for some time, felt their 'splendid isolation' to be 
increasingly galling, impractical. One need only recall the 
episode of the Kruger telegram to show how very alarming the 
position could, in fact, become.' The significance of the new 
alignment nevertheless, lay not so much in that it was between 
a Western and an Asian nation but that 'it arose out of the 
abortive attempts to procure an understanding between England 
and Germany on the one hand, and Russia and Japan on the 
other.'z Hailed then as an historic event, which marked a mile- 
stone in the development of Japan as a world power, it also put 
England 'in a better position' to watch its Indian frontiers.3 

Yet 'one of the most remarkable features' of this alliance was 
'the dislike shown for it by the British Cabinet.'4 I t  is on record 
that the Prime Minister, as most of his colleagues, entertained 
serious misgivings: 'None liked it, but all were prepared . . . to 
accept it if Lansdowne insisted.'S Of significance in our present 

1 The Kruger telegram (June 9, 1896) marking the first violent outbreak of 
popular hostility between Germany and England, was only symptomatic of a 
widening gulf between the two countries. Later, the Boer War provided 
France, Germany and Russia with a focal point against the 'perfidious Albion.' 
The British Cabinet feared lest Lord Curzon's policies in Tibet and in the Persian 
Gulf, should afford these powers another opportunity of 'coming together.' 
Ronaldshay, Lt/c, 11, p. 207. Also see William L. Langer, D$lornacy of 
Imperialism, 2 Vols. (New York, 1935). IT. 

2 The words are of the Swedish geopolitician Kjellen, cited in A. F. Pribram, 
England and the International Policy of the European Great Ponmrs, 187 1- 19 14 (Oxford, 
1931), p. 67. 

3 'By cooperating with Japan to protect her rights in China, (England) was 
in a better position to watch her Indian frontier.' Lee, op. cif., p. 28. 

4 Monger, op. cit., p. 58. 
5 Ibid., p. 59. 
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context was the viewpoint of George Hamilton, the Secretary of 
State for India, who feared lest Russia, thwarted in the Far East, 
now turn her attention increasingly towards Central Asia. H e  
even gloomily predicted that, as result of the alliance, the latter 
area would witness a Russian coup before the end of 1902.6 I n  
the final analysis thus, whatever its long-term results, the alliance 
was both a landmark and a first departure from what had become 
the time-honoured British policy of keeping aloof from entangling 
alliances. Basically, it would seem Lansdowne had been coaxed 
into it to avoid isolation in the Far East and had, in turn, forced 
it upon a reluctant Cabinet.' 

Another fact needs scrutiny too. By the end of 1902, a t  more 
than one nerve-centre along India's land frontiers, British policy 
appears to have reached a state of near-deadlock. Thus support 
for Persia itself meant support of a regime apparently under 
Russian control; and yet a policy of partition, which seemed the 
only alternative needed military strength that Britain woefully 
lacked. So also in regard to Afghanistan, the growing suspicions 
entertained about Habibullah made Curzon press for an  active 
policy which, in turn, was opposed by Lansdowne.8 Hamilton 
too, with the unanimous support of his (India) Council, believed 
that 'we should adhere to passive rather than to forcing tactics.'g 

Thus in both these cases, and additionally in that of the Straits 
of Bosphorus where Europe's 'Eastern Question' lay as intractable 
as ever, a remarkable similarity was observable: 'all had demon- 
strated British weakness, all had shown the need to modify 
traditional policies, and all had pointed towards the need for 
agreement with Russia.'lo Thus it is on record that in December 
1902, Hamilton had told Curzon that barring himself and 

6 Hamilton to Curzon, letters, February 13 and 20, 1902, Hamilton Papers, 
op. c i t .  
7 Monger, ob. cit., p. 62. 
a As if in an agony of pain, Curzon had cried: 
'If you do not like to tackle Russia, then at least punish the Amir. If you 

allow a man and a state of his calibre to flout the British Empire, then we had 
better put up our shutters and close business.' Curzon to Hamilton, letter, 
November 27, 1902, Hamilton Papers, op. cit. 

9 Cabinet Memo. by Hamilton, December 5, 1902, cited in Monger, op. cit . ,  
p. 91. 

10 Ibid., p. 92. 
A memorandum by Balfour, dated December 16, 1902 laid down that in 

regard to Afghanistan, the British 'should withdraw . . . from any specific 
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Lansdowne, the whole Cabinet were opposed to 'any action 
which is likely to produce war or disturbance in any part of the 
British Empire.'" Besides, as he had warned him (Curzon) 
earlier, Tibet itself was viewed as 'the smallest of pawns' on the 
international chess-board and he (Hamilton) was plainly loath 
to commit more to it than was absolutely necessary.12 As if this 
were not enough, the Secretary of State reminded the Viceroy 
that 'the growing dislike, if not abhorrence, of any forward 
move, or of any action likely to entail military operations' was 
so strong that he believed that if the matter was put to the vote 
'there would be a disposition to abandon all our present 
obligations, and to substitute nothing in their place except an  
attempt to come to an understanding with Russia.'l3 

A word, by way of comment, may not be out of place here. 
There was, to all appearances, a well-nigh complete contradiction 
between the policy underlying the Japanese alliance (Lansdowne's) 
and that of coming to an understanding with Russia on any 
terms (Hamilton's). Would it not be too much to say that it 
was in this divergence of outlook that the Indian Viceroy hoped 
to find some fertile ground in Whitehall for driving the wedge 
deeper, and to his advantage? 

The preceding paragraphs furnish an essential background to 
Lord Curzon's despatch of January 8, 1903, outlining a more 
active and definitive policy towards Tibet. I t  may be recalled 
in this context that Yu T'ai's appointment as the new Chinese 
Resident in Lhasa, was announced early in December (1902) 
and that the Secretary of State viewed it as tantamount to China 
'implicitly accepting responsibility for the affairs of Tibet.' He 
had further asked the Governor-General whether 'trade and 
general relations should be included' among the subjects for 
negotiations, and whether a Tibetan representative should not be 
associated with the projected parleys.14 I t  was in response to 

pledge to the present Amir,' and 'we should do all that we can, by direct 
arrangement with Russia to maintain the status quo.' 

11 Hamilton to Cr~rzon, letter, December 19, 1902, Hamilton Papers, OF. cit. 
Earlier, in a telegram, he had warned the Viceroy that 'so decided and unanimous 
was the objection to any forward movement' that he (Hamilton) thought it 

best to inform him. Ronaldshay, Lfe,  11, p. 268. 
12 Hamilton to Curzon, letter, August 22, 1901, Hamilton Papers, OF. cit. 
13 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, December 19, 1902. 
14 Tibe t  Papers, op. ci t . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 61, p. 148. 
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this query from London that the Viceroy penned his despatch 
spelling out, a t  some length, his analysis of the Tibetan situation 
and outlining such measures, as he deemed fit to meet it.15 

Lord Curzon began by reviewing developments from about the 
middle of 1901 when he had reported his twice-repeated failure- 
the third attempt was then being made-to get into personal 
touch with the Dalai Lama, and had suggested 'more practical 
measures.' The Secretary of State, however, had overruled 
him and sounded a warning against 'any precipitate action.' 
The  next move was the Governor-General's proposal that the 
Political Officer, accompanied by an armed escort, should conduct 
a tour along the frontier. This 'local action' had been agreed 
to and Mr. White had carried out his mission in the previous 
summer with 'expedition and success.'l6 Yet the entire 
performance had, from the Governor-General's viewpoint, been 
little better than an anti-climax. For, apart from the dubious 
nature of the claim on Giaogong, it had been found out that the 
grazing rights of the Tibetans on the Sikkim side were 'balanced' 
by similar rights which the Sikkimese enjoyed across the border. 
Again, Mr. White's tour was said to have caused a flutter in the 
Tibetan and Chinese dovecots. Peking's officials had indeed 
been detailed to meet him and even Tibetans from Tashilhunpo 
had volunteered to show him the boundary." Yet the projected 
pourparlers never took place for Mr. Ho, the Chinese representative, 
was first taken ill and later recalled to Lhasa for 'important 
special business' or, as idle tongues wagged, owing to a difference 
of opinion between the Amban and his associate.18 And now had 
come the news of Peking posting a new Imperial Resident for talks 
on the frontier problems. What was to be the British attitude? 

Before charting his new course of action, the Viceroy wanted 
to remind the Secretary of State of two aspects of the question 
which, in his view, needed added emphasis. Firstly, that 
although White's mission was 'crowned with entire success,' and 
he had obtained 'useful information,' the result had not been 

15 Ibid., No. 66, pp. 150-56. The 23 enclosures and 19 annexures accom- 
panying this despatch cover pp. 157-77. 

16 For White's report, see Ibid., Annexure 2, pp. 167-72. 
17 S11pr0, p. 150. 
10 For Parr's and Ho's letters, see Tibet Papers, ob. cit., Cd. 1920, Annexures 

3 and 4 in Encl. 7, p. 161, and Annexure 2, in Encl. 22, pp. 176-77. 
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'materially' to improve 'our position' on the border or to effect 
anything more than a timely assertion of British authority. The 
main advantage, the Viceroy thought, had been in the fear inspired 
among the Tibetans that his tour was only a prelude to some 
further movement. I t  was necessary that this advantage be not 
sacrificed, and this could be done only if 'we are prepared to 
assume a minatory tone and to threaten Tibet with a further 
advance,' unless indeed she revised her policy of 'obstinate 
inaction.' 

Secondly, there was a persistent rumour about a Russo-Chinese 
deal on Tibet and the Viceroy's own conviction that 'some sort 
of relations' existed between Russia and Tibet.19 This, in Lord 
Curzon's opinion, was bound to invest the forthcoming negotiations 
with considerable importance, for these would involve not only 
'the question of our entire future political relations' with Tibet, 
but also 'the degree to which we can permit the influence of 
another great power' to be exercised for the first time in that 
country's history.20 For Tibet's relations in the past had always 
been with China, later to emerge as the 'suzerain power,' Nepal 
or the British in India and Tibetan exclusiveness had been tolerated 
because it had carried with it 'no element of political or military 
danger.' 

Taking these various factors into account the Viceroy now 
proposed that the Chinese invitation to a Conference should be 
accepted subject to two overriding stipulations: that the meeting 
be held a t  Lhasa in the spring of 1903 and that a representative of 
the Tibetan Government should be associated with the discussions. 
The  present appeared to be the most opportune moment to enter 
into negotiations with Lhasa for there was a Dalai Lama 'who 
is neither an infant nor a puppet.' This was the only way, 

19 I t  may be recalled here that the British attitude towards Tibet was that 
while that country was slrbordinate to China ancl her loreign relations were 
conducted by the latter, she yet was a recognisable entity in her own right. 
Lord Curzon's policy of dealing directly with the Dalai Lama had been endorsed 
by HMG only after the inordinate delay and difficulty of getting anything done 
through China became apparent. The distinction between Chinese suzerainty, 
and not sovereignty, in Tibet hat1 not yet crystallised. 

20 The  despatch rerers to what it calls 'circumstantial evidence,' derived 
from a variety of quarters, and all 'pointing in the same direction.' I t  was 
this 'evidence,' referred to in the private lettrrs and based on sources some of 
which were of dubious veracity, on which the Governor-General principally 
relied. Printed records, of course, do  not substantiate this reference. 
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Curzon felt, whereby 'the wall of Tibetan impassivity, and 
obstruction' will be broken. As for their scope, the talks should 
deal not only with 'the small question' of the Sikkim frontier, 
but 'the entire question of our future relations, commercial and 
otherwise with Tibet,' and should further result in the appoint- 
ment of 'a permanent Consular or diplomatic representative in 
Lhasa.' 

The rest of this closely-reasoned despatch is concerned with 
convincing the Home authorities that there was 'nothing 
revolutionary' about the new proposals. Lord Curzon indeed 
sought to show, by digging up a British Minister Wade's corres- 
pondence, that a similar proposal had been made as early as 
1874.21 Besides, his new course of action was no more than a 
'revival' of the policy underlying the abandoned Colman Macaulay 
mission of the mid-eighties.2? Nor should the bogey of Chinese 
suzerainty deter them, 

We regard the so-called suzerainty of' China over Tibet as a constitutional 
fiction-a political affectation which has only been maintained because of its 
convenience to both parties. China is always ready to break down the barriers 
of ignorance and obstruction, to open Tibet to the civilizing influence of trade, 
but her pious wishes are defeated by the short-sighted stupidity of the Lamas. 
In the same way, Tibet is only too anxious to meet our advances, but she is 
prevented from doing so by the despotic veto of the suzerain. This solemn 
farce has been re-enacted with a frequency that seems never to deprive it of its 
attractions or its power to impose. 

The Viceroy closed by elaborating parts of his proposal and 
by holding out threats. He insisted that the British Commercial 
Mission to Lhasa, that he was now suggesting, must be accom- 
panied by an armed escort: 'to overawe opposition' on the way 
and to ensure its safety while in Lhasa; that assurances may be 
held out to the Chinese and the Tibetans that our only objective 
was to establish 'those amicable and friendly relations and means 

21 Mr. (Later Sir) T. Wade was the then British Minister in China. In  a 
despatch (July 14, 1874) to Earl Granville, then Foreign Secrctary, Mr. Wade 
had said: 'If the trade (i.e. between India and Tibet) be worth the effort, I 
think it might possibly be opened were a mixed official and commercial mission 
pushed forward without referencc to the court of Peking . . . and if that mission 
were ar~thorised in the first instance to spend money rather freely.' 

Tibet Poper.r, OD. ci t . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 66, p. 154. 
22 ' . . . we regard it as a grave misfortune' that the Macaulay Mission 

was abandoned, 'by the exigencies of political considerations that had not the 
rcmotcst connection with Tibet.' Ibid. 
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of commerce' that ought to subsist between adjacent and friendly 
powers;*3 that a policy of the closest collaboration with Nepal 
should be followed for the latter also felt endangered in much the 
same way as the Government of India, and indeed her ruler was 
very well-disposed to co-operate.24 

As for the threats, brandished in a tone and language that 
was unmistakable, Lord Curzon reminded London that any 
government or country in the Empire had a right to protect its 
own interests and that if these were imperilled seriously-'as we 
hold ours to be'-the Government of India, by the fundamental 
law of survival, 'would have to take steps to avert these dangers.' 
I n  questions of this nature, he had no doubt, the opinions of the 
Government of India 'are entitled to carry weight' with HMG. 
But, should his warnings go unheeded now, the dangerous situation 
might 'attain to menacing dimensions.' In  plain language, he 
would not be prepared to answer for the consequences. 

Critics have charged that Curzon was being both inconsistent 
and rhetorical.25 Thus it has been held that his fling a t  China's 
inability to exercise its boasted rights of suzerainty was really 
unnecessary, for Tibet had never been too anxious to meet the 
British demands for trade rights anyway. Curzon's language was 
indeed strong, hence perhaps rhetorical, but that he was in- 
consistent would not hold water. In  referring to China his 
purpose was not to demonstrate, as the Chinese scholar, Dr. Lee 
would have us believe, that that country was the real foe of British 
trade, but to point out 'the solemn farce' which, with Tibet as 
a partner, it had enacted with such annoying frequency. The 
real foe of British intercourse-and the Viceroy was far less 
concerned with Tibetan trade in tea than would be apparent at 
first sight-was neither China nor Tibet singly. I t  was the 
vicious circle which to Curzon tvas so uncomfortable to contem- 
plate-a circle which the Tibetans would not break and which 

23 Colonel Younghusband, India and Tibet, o j .  cit., p. 3, later maintained 
that the object of his mission was 'to regularise and humanise' pacific inter- 
course between India and Tibet and put their relationship 'upon a business- 
like and permanently satisfactory footing.' 

24 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, Encl. 23 in No. 66, p. 177, is the text of a 
letter from the Nepalese Prime Minister who curiously ends by hoping to 
'realise all those expectations which the association with a power like that of 
England may naturally raise in our minds.' Expectations?-and at whose cost? 

25 Lee, op. cit., pp. 35-36. 
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the Chinese were either unwilling, or perhaps unable to. The 

circle had become more deeply etched and its edges blurred with 
the webs woven by Dorjieff's flirtations and the persistent rumours of 
a Russo-Chinese deal. And Curzon seemed to ask himself repeated- 
ly-had Russia, China and Tibet joined hands behind his back? 

The real 'accusation' against Curzon is not of rhetoric, nor 
yet of inconsistency, but the brazen-facedness and ill-concealed 
contempt with which he seemed to treat both China and Tibet. 
And as for that, and additionally the cleverness with which he 
camouflaged his own real intent, why should the then Indian 
potentate alone be singled out-and condemned ? For, however 
strong one's feelings may be and however loud the protestations 
about the equal rights of small and great powers, one often wonders, 
if the half century and more that separates these events from our 
own day has changed matters t3  an appreciable degree. Did 
not Tibet enjoy the privilege of being bordered by a 'great' and 
'civilised' power? Had she not proved stupidly obstinate in 
refusing that power's hand for 'amicable and friendly relations- 
and means of commerce?' Indeed, the moment one accepts 
Lord Curzon's premise, his entire case stands thoroughly irrefbtable. 

I t  is interesting to recall that one of the powers which later 
was to register a strong exception to Lord Curzon's description of 
Chinese sovereignty over Tibet as ' a constitutional fiction and a 
political affectation,' was the United States. Its Ambassador a t  
the Court of St. Jamcs was to remind HMG that thrice in recent 
years-in the Chefoo Convention of 1876, in the Peking covenant 
of 1886 and the Calcutta Regulations of 1890-it had recognised 
Chinese sovereignty by negotiating with that government on 
questions relating to Tibet and that since then Peking had waived 
off none of those rights.26 

How far did 'means of commercey-and the desire 'to make 
(Tibetan) people drink Indian tea' who had no liking for it and 
consunlet1 the Chincse variety instead27-dominate Curzon's 

26 Department of Statc Al-chirles, Great Britain Instructions, Vol. 34, pp. 631-39, 
No. 1455, Hay to (.Joseph H) Choatc, June 3, 1904. It is worth noting that 
at the end of World War I1 when the Nationalist regime in China again showed 
some brief spurts of activity in Tibet, the United States reaffirmed its view that 
Tibet was a part of China. This was to tie Washington's hands when later 
the Tibetans appealed for support against the Chinese Reds. 

27 Lord Roscbery speaking in the House of Lords on February 26, 1904, 
concluded from the first Blrlr Book that 'the whole obiect of the policy of the 
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thinking? Reading between the lines the despatch makes clear 
-what the Blue Books, through specious editing, scrupulously 
avoided doing, namely that Curzon's entire mental make-up was 
dominated by considerations which were predominantly, if not 
exclusively, political.28 And the missing link, indeed the key to 
the whole problem, is provided by the Viceroy's private corres- 
pondence. Here the talk was about the 'little game' between 
Russia and China which he wanted to frustrate, of his conviction 
that Russia was 'nibbling' a t  Tibet, of 'a small expedition' or 'a 
British army' which he wanted to march into Lhasa.29 Paradoxical 
as it may appear, for the most part there is hardly any mention 
of selling Indian tea or of importing goods into Tibet,30 and the 
boundary, or the grazing rights, are relegated exclusively to the 
background. This was not only observable a t  this stage when the 
Mission was being conceived, but much more glaringly as the 
expedition neared the end of its labours in Lhasa in September, 
of the following year. 

Another fact that stands out in Lord Curzon's despatch is his 
studious search for precedents and his great anxiety to prove that 
in his approach he was no more than following a line that had 
been laid down, though ill-advisedly abandoned, earlier. The 
despatch referred specifically to the proposal originating with the 
British Minister in China as far back as 1874 and to the ill-fated 
Colman Macaulay venture. Another precedent that he never 
tired of citing, although not in this particular despatch, was of 
the Macartney Mission.31 While it may not be relevant to cover 
this ground again or even exhaustively, it may be as well to point 

Indian Government seemed to be to make Tibetans drink Indian tea.' Parlia- 
mentary Debates, series IV, Vol. 130, p. 1141. 

28 Curzon had used such phrases as 'the question of our entire future political 
relations with Tibet' and of 'the degree to which we can permit' another 
Great Power's influence to be exercised in that country's affairs. He had 
talked of negotiating at  Lhasa and of breaking 'the wall of Tibetan impassivity 
and obstruction.' 

29 Supm, p. 153. 
30 I t  is not correct to say that there is 'no mention of commerce' in Curzon's 

letter to Hamilton of November 13, 1902 for, in fact, the Governor-General 
did talk of 'concluding a treaty of friendship and trade with the Tibetan 
Government.' Alastair Lamb, op. cit . ,  p. 281. 

31 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, November 13, 1902, Hamilton Papers, op. cit. 
It was this letter which, as Curzon claimed later, [oreshadowed the despatch of 
January 8, 1903. 
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out that both in the case of Wade's proposal as also of the Macaulay 
Mission, the primary aim in view was the opening up of Tibet to 
commerce both in its own right but more so as a back-door to 
mainland China. The political undertones are either absent 
entirely or their impact is unimportant-at best, perhaps marginal. 
Again, as for the Macartney Mission, the allusion was far from 
being apt.32 For, as a matter of fact, Sir Halliday Macartney, 
the then Secretary of the Chinese Legation in London, along with 
Sir Robert Hart, the (British) Inspector-General of Chinese 
Customs had dissuaded the Yamen from coming to blows with 
the British in Tibet and instead had induced it to negotiate. The  
provocation had been provided by the entry of British troops into 
the Chumbi Valley, in September, 1888.33 I t  is revealing that 
here too the (British) Indian Foreign Secretary's instructions 
stated that he should exert his utmost 'to secure an opening for 
our commercial enterpri~e. '~4 

In  order to have a more accurate assessment of the response 
which the Viceroy's despatch evoked in Whitehall, two facts may 
be kept in view. One, that not only was the Secretary of State 
traditionally a conservative by nature and, therefore, somewhat 
of a perpetual drag on his over-ambitious, adventurist proconsul 
but that throughout 1902 he had, as was noticed earlier, 
continually warned Curzon against engaging in any action beyond 
the frontiers of India. Time and again he had reminded the 
Viceroy that the British were far too weak militarily to engage 

- - 

in any fresh ventures just then and took up a continuous refrain 
of 'using' Nepal so that the (British) involvement in Tibet should 
be indirect and of the very minimum.35 As late as December 19 

32 The better-known Macartney Mission was the one led by the Earl of 
Macartney to Jehol and Peking in 1793. The Chinese response to the British 
anxiety to open up their country was a polite, though firm, 'No.' How far the 
later (1887-88) efforts of Sir Halliday Macartney to serve the interests of his 
(Chinrse) employers could be viewed as a 'mission,' as Lord Curzon avers, is 
a t  best debatable. 

33 It  is important to set the record straight for despite Sir Halliday's overtures, 
British troops pushed into Chumbi in September (1888) in hot pursuit of the 
Tibetans who, in thc Face of reverses, had been both stubborn and resilient. 
For more details, see Alastair Lamb, op. c i f . ,  pp. 184-87. 

34 Ibid., p. 188. 
35 Early in 1903 the Secretary of State felt pleased 'that the Nepalese take 

so sensible and whole-hearted a view' of a Russian move in Tibet's direction 
adding 'this seems to me to greatly simplify the situation.' Hamilton to 
Curzon, Ictter, January 23, 1903, Hamilton Pabers, OF. cit. 
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(1902) he had told Lord Curzon of 'the growing dislike, if not 
abhorrence' of any forward move and even of 'a disposition to 
abandon all our present obligations.'36 Early in 1903 he had 
talked of 'our surfeit of fighting.'37 This surely has to be seen 
against the background of the three wars, viz., on the North-west 
Frontier in 1897-98, in Sudan (1898) and against the Boers 
( 1 899- 1902). 

Nor, it would seem, should the Governor-General have been 
under any illusion as to the attitude of the authorities a t  home. 
Primarily with Afghanistan in mind, yet equally conscious 
of Tibet, Lord Curzon on his part did not mince matters 
when talking of his political superiors in somewhat harsh 
terms, 

If the Cabinet are as seriously impregnated as your recent letters lead me to 
believe both with ignorance and timidity about Asiatic foreign affairs. . . . I t  
really seems to me as though the fear of Russia dominated like some great night- 
mare every phase and aspect of the Asiatic situation and that since the South 
African war the fear is even greater than it was before. . . . However we are 
merely asking leave to do in the case of Tibet what Lord Dufferin attempted to 
do nearly twenty years ago: and I think that a heavy responsibility will rest on 
any Home Government that affects to see nothing even when the finger has 
already begun to trace its fatal handwriting upon the Tibetan wa11.38 

Significantly the letter bore the same date as the famous 
despatch-January 8 (1903)-and was written, one would imagine, 
under the great strain to which the Durbar episode had exposed 
his relations with the authorities at  home. Yet, to Curzon's 
biographer it seemed to be the veritable touchstone of his ability 
to conduct a policy in which he was out of agreement with the 
authorities in London. If the latter did not accept his views 'as 
to the necessity of asserting ourselves in this quarter of the Indian 
glacis,' it was clear 'they would not do so anywhere else.'3g 
That  would go far to explain why the Governor-General attached 
a great deal of importance to reactions at  home. 

That Curzon was impatient, and extremely agitated, over the 
likely British response is clear enough. His despatch reached 
London on January 24, and Hamilton hastened to acknowledge 

36 Ronaldshay, Lifc, 11, p. 268. 
37 Hamilton to Curzon, letter, January 14, 1903, Hamilton Pabers, op. tit. 
39 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, January 8, 1903. 
39 Ronaldshay: Lf i ,  11, p. 275.  
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it in a letter four days later.40 But early in February, the Viceroy 
sent urgent reminders.41 Meantime the Russians played into his 
hands. For with rumours galore, and their ears affixed to the 
ground as it were, they presented a memorandum to the Foreign 
Office in London that on the basis of 'authoritative information,' 
a British military expedition had allegedly reached Komba- 
Ovaleko, on its way to the Valley of Chumbi. The  Imperial 
Government, the memorandum maintained, looked upon such an  
expedition as producing a situation of 'considerable gravity' 
which might oblige it to take measures 'to protect their interests' 
in those regions.42 

When, on inquiries from London, Lord Curzon confirmed that 
the 'authoritative information' contained in the (Russian) note 
was 'without the slightest foundation,' the British thought it gave 
them a powerful handle to pin the Russians down on Tibet. The  
Viceroy felt here was a good stick to beat the Cabinet with. Thus 
he wrote home to say that it was possible 'that they (Russians) 
may either have guessed or got wind of the idea' that 'we are 
contemplating' a mission to Lhasa. Yet their (Russian) trick 
was far too obvious: 'all the while the object in the background is 
to deter us from any step that we may have in view by a sort of 
veiled menace in advance and to secure immunity for themselves 
in doing the very thing.' And meanwhile they lodged their 
protests on the flimsiest of grounds, 

Rarely ever, can we cocker up the Foreign Office to ask any qucstion even 
about a general movement or about a general advance by them. . . . What 
have they got to do with the Chumbi valley on the south of Tibet? Is Tibet 

40 In acknowledging his despatch, Lord George Hamilton made two important 
points: 'If the two propositions (i.e., Russia and Tibet have an  alliance and 
whcn we want to takr any action against Tibet, Russia would be on her side) 
are unanswerable, the question arises: can we establish a good international 
case for the course of action you suggest?' Hamilton to Curzon, letter, January 
28, 1903, Hamilton Papers, op. ci t .  

41 T ~ h e t  Popery, op. cit., Cd. 1920, Nos. 70-71, p. 179. 
42 For thr text of the Mcrnorandum. in French, Ibid., Encl., in No. 68, 

p. 178. 'Tchumbi', is a rendering for the more familiar Chumbi, but 'Komba- 
Ovalcko', though hard to unravrl, could be none othrr than Khamba Jong. A 
Russian scholar has suggested that 'Ovalrko' is more Russian than Tibetan, 
that it may bc an adjectival form from 'vol', 'an embankment' (fortification), thus 
cquivalrnt to Til~rtan Jong. Pcrhaps nn incorrect (adjectival) form used by 
somronc who did not spcak Russian perfectly (Dorjicff ?) and hence mistakctl 
by thrm (Rllssians) for a Tibetan word. 
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under their protectorate or is China under their protectorate? . . . with 
imperturbable gravity we discuss these insinuations and tacitly accept the 
right of Russia to act the part of watch-dog upon every section of the Indian 
border . . . and I shall not be surprised if the time comes before long when 
we have to request their permission for an expedition into Waziristan. . . . (If 
you so succumb) critics of a later day will wonder how it was that a responsible 
government, with full warning given to them, could so obdurately shut their 
eyes to the signs of the times. . . .43 

The first official reaction from London to Lord Curzon's 
despatch of January 8 was a most guarded one. Hamilton was 
a t  any rate quite clear about what Curzon seemed to camouflage 
in a lot of verbiage namely, that a mission to Lhasa could not be 
conceived 'without fighting.' For his part, he put it rather 
bluntly: 'I assume that you would be compelled to send an 
escort of very considerable dimensions.' Besides, he did not 
apprehend 'any material interference7 on the part of the Russians 
to aid and succour their (Tibetan) friends. But the real nub of 
the problem was: 'can we establish a good international case 
for the course of action you suggest?'44 A fortnight later, the 
Secretary of State asked very much the same questions and 
expressed the fear that unless 'satisfactory explanations' to those 
were forthcoming, the Cabinet 'will hesitate and delay,' until 
it were too late to send an expedition.45 

Basically, London's rejoinder to Curzon's repeated pleadings 
was two-fold. Firstly, even if the Russians reached Lhasa, was it 
not possible that the defence of the Indian Empire, as the 
constituted, could take care of this threat? In  any case, Balfour 
would be chary of an armed commitment as far afield as the 
Tibetan highlands: a mission to Lhasa, as Curzon demanded it, 
would not be acceptable. Again, the best way to deal with the 
situation was to do some plain-speaking with the Russians. In 
fact, the Foreign Secretary felt convinced that here was a good 
opportunity for him to bind them down and, on the morrow of 
the Russian note on Komba-Ovaleko, summoned Benckendorff. 
Nor in his conversations, did Lansdowne mince matters. The 
language of the Komba-Ovaleko note, he maintained, was unusual 
and 'indeed minatory in tone;' the Russian complaint was 
'gratuitous' and it surprised him that the Imperial Government 

43 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, February 5, 1903, Harnilbn Paprs, oh. t i t .  
44 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, January 28, 1903. 
45 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, February 13, 1903. 
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evinced such interest in a matter which was 'within our undoubted 
rights.'46 Driven to the defensive, the Ambassador pleaded that 

the form of the notewas unimportant, that the rumours concerning 
the expedition appeared exaggerated and that his country had 
'no political designs on Tibet.' 

As if that were not enough, Lansdowne reverted to the subject 
a few days later. His tone was now firmer, his points more 
precisely made : 'any sudden display of Russian interest or activity,' 
he warned Count Benckendorff, would have 'a disturbing effect' 
on regions which had hitherto been regarded as altogether outside 
of the Russian sphere of influence. Such interest would entail, 
on the part of HMG, a display of activity 'not only equivalent 
to, but exceeding that made by Russia,' i.e. if the Russians sent 
an expedition, the British would do the same, 'but in greater 
strength.' The Foreign Secretary next advised the Count that 
the British Government had information that Russia had concluded 
agreements for establishing a protectorate over Tibet, that it had, 
or intended to have, agents or consular offices in Lhasa. And 
driving the Ambassador more or less into a corner, politely 
queried: now that you have disclaimed any political designs by 
your country on Tibet, would you state categorically that these 
rumours are without foundation? Certain in his own mind that 
these had, in fact, no substance, the Count still undertook to make 
specific inquiries from his Government.47 No wonder therefore, 
that when on the day preceding the meeting of the Cabinet on 
February 19, Hamilton raised the issue of Lord Curzon's despatch, 
the four most influential members of the Cabinet-Balfour, the 
Prime Minister, the Duke of Devonshire, Leader of the House of 
Lords, and Chairman of the Parliamentary Defence Committee, 
Lansdowne, the Foreign Secretary and Ritchie, the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer-'almost spontaneously and unanimously' 
rejected the conclusions a t  which he (Hamilton) wanted them to 
a r r i ~ e . 4 ~  Hamilton's despatches make it sufficiently clear that 
his views now approximated to Curzon's or a t  any rate he was 
lending these his fullest support, although he never said it in so 
many words. The wonder is that Lansdowne, who clearly was 

46 Tibet Papers, op. c i t . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 72, p. 180. 
47 Ibid., No. 73, pp. 181-82. 
48 Inside the India Office too there was opposition 'by individual member 

of the Council' although 'undoubtedly' this would have been steamrollered. 
Hamilton to Curzon, letter, February 20, 1903, Hamilton Pafiers, ofi. cit. 
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not afraid of Russia, and had actually driven the Russians into a 
corner, came out against Curzon. 

The discussion in the Cabinet which followed 'took practically 
the same shape' as it had previously in the Committee. Balfour 
thought Tibet was a part of China and feared other powers 'might 
demand compensation' for the advantages which the British may 
obtain there. Lansdowne would rather wait for the fresh 
instructio~ls ~vhich Benckendorff was expecting from St. Petersburg. 
All told, Hamilton's 'pleadings against delay' fell on deaf ears 
and the Cabinet 'were unanimously of the opinion' that they 
would not be prepared 'to run the risk of international compli- 
cations, disturbance to trade and all the other hindrances and 
embarrassments' which flowed from what Curzon, now backed 
by his political superior, had proposed. Indeed, they went further 
and directed Lansdowne 'to see whether some modus viuendi could 
not be arrived at  which would diminish the perpetual friction' 
between the British and the Russians in Central Asia.49 

Hamilton's aim now was to impress upon the Viceroy the great 
significance of the Cabinet decision as representative of 'the trend 
of political and official opinion' in the country. But Lord Curzon 
was far from receptive; his reaction, at  first 'strong and almost 
angry,'50 was later to take the form of sheer despair. He wrote 
of this 'inveterate flabbiness, this incurable timidity that vitiates 
the whole of our Asiatic policy.' The Cabinet's approach, he 
was convinced, was to condemn us to 'eternal sterility' and he 
dismissed the objections of Balfour and Lansdowne as 'equally 
wanting in validity,' 

As I read these successive expositions given by you of the attitude and temper 
of public men at  home, the heart goes out of me, as regards the future of our 
dominion in Asia ancl I sometimes say to myself 'is it worthwhile struggling on 
when our own people and their leaders are themselves engaged in tracing the 
hanclwriting on the wa11'?51 

One cannot help wondering about two things-if the Cabinet 

49 Balfour to the King, February 19, 1903. The latter's comment, however, 
was characteristic: 'Russia cannot be trusted, as she had hut one desire and 
that is to increase her power and territories in Asia.' 

Cited in G. W. Monger, op. c i t . ,  p. 116. 
50 Hamilton to Curzon, letter, February 19/20, 1903, Harniltor~ Pa/)err, op .  

c i t .  'In the last letter I received from you, you took up thc challenge . . . and 
replied in strong and almost angry language.' 

5 1  Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, March 12, 1903. 
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thought Curzon was completely out of step, why did they not 
dismiss him? Alternately, if Curzon felt his major policies over- 
ruled, why did he not resign? The probable answers are: (i) the 
Balfour Cabinet was a very weak one, rather like Neville Chamber- 
lain's half a century later; and (ii) Curzon enjoyed power and 
prestige too much in Calcutta to contemplate resignation. The 
end-result, therefore, as the following pages reveal, was a series 
of compromises of a most unsatisfactory character : Whitehall 
continuously dilly-dallied, Curzon though he beat tactical retreats 
kept steadfast in his goal. 

Despite Hamilton's continued efforts to pour oil on troubled 
waters-'ultimately the despatch of such an expedition would be 
difficult to avoid's2 or again, unless the Russian reply was cate- 
gorical, Lansdowne 'quite admits' that 'an ultimatum will have 
to be issued' or resort to some course 'similar to that you 
suggest's3 Curzon remained disgruntled. Meanwhile, on April 8, 
the long-awaited reply from St. Petersburg arrived and Bencken- 
dorff informed Lansdowne, in the most emphatic manner, that 
'Russia had no agreement, alliance or treaty of any kind or sort 
with Tibet;' nor did it contemplate 'any transaction of the 
kind.'54 There were no Russian agents, much less a mission in - 
Lhasa, nor was there 'any intention' of sending them there. 
Russian policy, the Ambassador explained, could be best summed 
up in the phrase, 'ne viserait le Thibet en aucun cas.' 

All this notwithstanding, St. Petersburg was not totally uncon- 
cerned. For it viewed Tibet as constituting a part of the Chinese 
Empire 'in the integrity of which' it took a keen interest. If, 
therefore, there were a wholesale disturbance of the status quo- 
such as an annexation or a protectorate would entail-the Russians 
would be obliged 'to safeguard their interests in Asia,' and seek 
some form of compensation elswhere.55 Lansdowne, disclaiming 
any intention to annex the country insisted, however, on Britain's 

52 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, March 17, 1903. Herein the Secretary 
of State also wrote: 'I wish thc Government here had agreed with what was 
practically the unanimous request of the Indian authorities both in India and 
here.' 

5 3  Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, March 27, 1903. 
54 How important this rcply was may be gauged from the fact that Hamilton's 

letter to Curzon bears the inscription 'April 8, 5 o'clock.' The text is from 
his letter to Curzon bearing the above date. 

55 Tibet Papers, o l .  cit., Cd. 1920, No. 83, p. 187, Lansdowne to Sir Charles 
Scott, April 12, 1903. 
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'local predominance,' a position which Benckendorff did not 
openly challenge.56 

I t  is significant that Lansdowne, and even more so George 
Hamilton, expressed great satisfaction a t  Benckendorff's reply. 
The former writing to Balfour noted that the Ambassador was 
'quite straightforward and satisfactory,' and that George 
Hamilton had 'very properly told the other George that he must 
not send his little army to conquer Lhasa.'57 Actually the first 
George had expressed himself unreservedly : 'This (Benckendorff's 
explanation) is quite satisfactory . . . the main reason for sending 
a mission with force to Lhasa was fear of being anticipated by 
Russia. All fear of such movement has now gone.' H e  saw 
'no necessity,' therefore, to associate 'the commencement of 
negotiations with the despatch of a Mission to Lhasa.'58 

Bearing in mind the timing of Benckendorff's assurance-after 
the Boxer Rebellion had been crushed and before the Russo- 
Japanese War had started-it would appear that the Russians 
were trying to sketch out a bold policy. The latter envisaged 
inter alia, that should China fall to pieces and be carved out into 
spheres of interest, or influence-St. Petersburg had always been 
somewhat sceptical about the 'Open Door'-their interest would 
be staked out in Manchuria (not yet overwhelmingly colonised 
by the Chinese), Mongolia, Sinkiang, and Tibet. In other words, 
those parts of the Manchu empire which were overwhelmingly 
inhabited by non-Chinese or, as in the case of Manchuria, histori- 
cally definable as not always having been inhabited by a Chinese 
population homogeneous with the Chinese inside the Great Wall. 

Whatever Russian assurances, the Viceroy in Calcutta was far 
from happy : 'Satisfied !-Emphatically No !' was his reply to 
George Hamilton. He had no faith in Russian promises-had 
not Hardinge, the British Ambassador in St. Petersburg, mentioned 
by name the 'actual (Russian) Agent' appointed in Lhasa? 
Russia was telling 'a deliberate lie,' nor for the first time either.s9 
All that had happened was that 'our activity and threats' had 

56 Loc. cit .  

57 Lansdowne to BalTour, April 12, 1903. B.P. B.M., Add. MSS. No. 49728. 
58 Hamilton to Curzon, letter, April 8, 1903, Hamilton Papers, OF. cit. 

59 Here Curzon dug out two recent instances: 'De Giers denied that Yonoff 
was on the Pamirs when he had himself devpatched' him; and again it had 
been 'officially' denied that 'a Russian Mission had left Tashkent for Kabul 
two days after Stolietoff . . . had started.' 
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stood in the way of Russian proposals 'reaching a more mature 
or concrete shape.' He cautioned against dropping 'all suspicions' 
and urged 'ceaseless vigilance to ward off the peril.'60 

How wide were the differences that supervened between the 
Secretary of State and his agent ?61 Hamilton firmly believed 
that the assurances given by Benckendorff were 'more general and 
implicit' 'than would have been forthcoming from St. Petersburg;' 
that these gave the British 'an absolutely free hand in Tibet,' 
provided they (British) 'stop short of a protectorate or annexation,' 
and that, in any case, the urgency of an armed mission 'dis- 
appears.'62 

Curzon had been overruled and could not but be acutely 
conscious of the fact. Yet the despatch from London was full of 
bits here and there, if only to console the over-bearing proconsul. 
Thus he was given the 'go ahead' for his negotiations with the 
Chinese and the Tibetans and asked for his views on the means 
to be adopted 'to ensure that conditions that may be arrived at, 
are observed.'63 I t  may be recalled that much the same question 
had been asked by Lord George Hamilton in December, 1902, 
when the Chinese readiness to discuss matters had been further 
underlined by the despatch of a new envoy. Three major develop- 
ments had intervened between December and the following April: 
the Viceroy's despatch of January 8, 1903 proposing inter alia-that 
Lhasa be the venue for a conference; HMG's refusal to adopt 
such 'strong measures'; and the Russians' emphatic denial that 
they either had in the past, much less contemplated in the future, 
any political action in Tibet. I t  was in reply to the second query 
from London that the Viceroy put forth his plans for the Young- 
husband Mission-a commercial mission that was to end up as 
an armed expedition. 

60 Curzon to Hamilton, lettcr, April 13, 1903, Hamilton Pokers, OF. cit. 
61 'As to Tibet' the Under Secretary of State, Lord Percy wrote to the 

Governor-General: 'the objection to your policy was not . . . so much the 
practical dificulty . . . as the reflection that the steps you advocated would 
be as possible and more defrnsible after Russia had sent her agent than before.' 
Letter, April 1903, Curzon MSS. 

62 Hamilton to Curzon, April 15, 1903, Hamilton Pakers. OF. cit. A few 
wrcks later-May 7 (1903),-the Secretary of State wrote that 'after the cate- 
gorical denial by Benckendorff of any such agreement and his ready 
acknow!rdgment of the special relations which we can claim. . . . I do not 
think that Russia can protest against any course that we may adopt.' 

63 Ttbet Pabers, ofi. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 85, p. 188. 



CHAPTER XI1 

T H E  M I S S I O N  A N D  I T S  L E A D E R  

KNOWING WHITEHALL'S REACTIONS to be what they were, Lord 
Curzon had to choose his steps warily, with the utmost care. He  
informed the Secretary of State that the Chinese delegates, whom 
Amban Yu had accredited for the talks, had suggested to him that 
the conference be held a t  Yatung, or indeed 'at any place 
acceptable to us." For this part he chose Khamba Jong,2 'which 
is the nearest inhabited place to the frontier in dispute,' near 
Giaogong. 'Our representatives,' the Viceroy further suggested 
-the Amban was to be invited to associate proper Tibetan 
deputies with the Chinese delegates-should proceed to Khamba, 
accompanied by an armed escort of 200 men and if the Chinese 
or the Tibetans failed to appear, should move forward to Shigatse 
or Gyantse, 'in order that arrival of deputation from Lhasa might 
be accelerated.'3 

In  a subsequent communication,4 the Viceroy defined the scope 
of the negotiations which were to cover not only frontier and 
grazing questions, but also 'general and trade relations' as between 
India and Tibet. Special place was to be given to the duty on 
tea, and to the ten per cent tax levied at  Phari on trade in transit. 
Again, since Yatung had heen found to be unfavourable as a trade 
mart, Phari 'or indeed any other place' in the Chumbi Valley 
'where business could be transacted directly' was to be opened 

up. The Viceroy also thought it necessary that a British Agent 
be established a t  Gyantse which was an important trading centre 
on the main route to Shigatse and Lhasa. 'The best security,' 
of course, was to have a British representative at  Lhasa, but 
Gyantse would be 'a suitable alternative.' In any case, a 

British representative on the northern side of the passes would 
be able to communicate promptly with the capital. If the 
Tibetan5 did not deal freely with him, or offered any obstl-uctiou' 

1 Tibet Pnper.r, OF. cit . ,  Cd. 1920, Annexure 2, Encl. 1, in No. 99, pp. 195-96' 
2 More correctly 'dzong,' literally 'fortress,' and the headquarters of the 

'dzong-pon.' the official who heads the district administration. In the narrative 
both 'jong' and 'dzong' have been interchangeably used. 

3 Tibet Papery, op.  cit. ,  Cd. 1920, No. 86, p. 189. 
4 Zbid., No. 89, p. 190. 
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'it will be necessary to resort to the alternative of moving him 
forward to Lhasa.'S 

I n  his private correspondence the Viceroy was much more 
intransigent and, of course, franker. His 'inclination' was to 
'take a very strong line in negotiation and to frighten the Chinese 
and the Tibetans into acceptance of our terms.' 

I t  is significant that this business of 'frightening' the Chinese 
and Tibetans was central to Lord Curzon's entire approach. 
More than once he talked of it in the very letter wherein he had 
spelt out his 'Tibetan proposals.' At heart he must have felt 
satisfied, that 'they are terribly nervous already.'6 

Another matter to which the Viceroy referred in his despatch 
was that the British (Indian) subjects were to have all those rights 
which the Kashmiris or the Nepalese enjoyed; and that all of 
them (British subjects) duly authorised by the Government of 
India, were to require the Tibetan Government's permissioil only 
when proceeding beyond Gyantse-the permission, itself, however, 
being merely a formality. 

The head of the Mission Ivas to be a Major Younghusband who 
'has a great and well-deserved reputation as a Central Asian 
traveller, who is also a very thoughtful and reliable man, and 
who has done conspicuously well in the difficult position of 
Resident at  Illdore. He knows the Orientalists generally, and 
the Chinese in particular, by heart, he will be able to hold his 
own with combined firmness and good temper against their 
tortuous tactics." 

The Viceroy thought extremely well of his choice, for he could 
'confidently rely' on his (Younghusband's) 'judgment and 
discretion.' Mr. Claude White was to be the Joint Commissioner 
and a member of the Chinese Consular Service was to be associated 
with the two of them.8 

From the proposals outlined in the preceding paragraphs, 
certain factors emerge which need careful scrutiny. Thus the 
site which Lord Curzon chose for the Conference was indisputably 

5 'My idea would be to frighten the Chinese and Tibetans into the acceptance 
of Gyantse by offering them as the only alternative to a representative at Lhasa 
itself. They will be so ready to bribe us out of the latter proposal that they may 
concede the former.' Curzon to Hamilton, letter, May 7, 1903, Hamilton 
Papers, op. ci t .  

6 hc. cit .  
7 LOG. ci t .  
8 Tibet Paj)ers, ofi. ci t . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 89, p. 190. 
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inside Tibet, actually between 20-30 miles from the frontier and 
over 70 miles north of Yatung, a fact to which a reference has 
been made earlier. That H M G  agreed to it was due principally 
to their ignorance and the Viceroy disarming all opposition by 
suggesting that the Amban's representatives had themselves given 
him discretion in such a choice. His description of it as 'the 
nearest inhabited place to the frontier in dispute,' though not 
incorrect, was deceptive. 

The mission was to be accompanied by an armed escort, while 
'reinforcements are held in reserve in Sikkim.' Again, as Lord 
Curzon visualised it, its advance from Khamba to Gyantse, or 
Shigatse, and further inland-on the non-appearance of the 
Chinese or Tibetan representatives-was to be 'automatic.' 
This was later to be specifically countermanded by the Secretary 
of State who laid down that without a previous reference to 
London, the Mission was not to advance beyond Khamba-'even 
in the event of the failure of the Chinese and the Tibetan parties' 
to meet it.9 

Another suggestion of the Viceroy-and he had not made it 
for the first time-was in regard to a British Agent being stationed 
'preferably' at  Lhasa, but 'as a suitable alternative' a t  Gyantse. 
He  was to have the right to proceed to Lhasa if, and when, deemed 
necessary. Lord George Hamilton, however, categorically ruled 
out any such 'political outpost' as the Viceroy had in mind. 
I t  would entail, he had informed him, 'difficulties and responsi- 
bilities incommensurate with any benefit which . . . could be 
gained.' 

And inasmuch as Russia had denied any political interest in 
Tibet, the Secretary of State pointed out that 'HMG are unwilling 
to be committed, by threats accompanying the proposals which 
may be made, to any definite course of compulsion to be under- 
taken in the future.' For the matter of that, Whitehall laid down 
that negotiations 'should be restricted' to queqtions concerning 
'trade relations, the frontier and grazing rights.''O 

Inqide India Office, and even more so in the Cabinet, opinion 
was dead set against the Viceroy's proposed course of action. The 
Political Committee of the Secretary of State's Council 'were 

9 Ibid., No. 88, from the Secretary of State to the Governor-General, April 29, 
1903, pp. 189-90. 

10 Ibid., No. 95, p. 193, from the Secretary of State to the Viceroy, May 28, 
1903. 
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strongly opposed' to the location of any Agent in Tibet; 
Lansdowne 'disliked the idea,' while the Cabinet were 'unanimous 
and immovable in their opposition.' They hated a 'permanent 
embroiIment' in Tibet's affairs. The best hope Hamilton could 
hold out was, and this despite the fact that 'the Cabinet were 
disinclined ,' 

I t  is self-evident that if negotiations break down and the Tibetans still 
decline to give assent to the obligations, we must express our disapproval . . . 
(and that could only) take the shape . . . of either a blockade or of the occupation 
of the Chumbi Valley.11 

Before proceeding to trace the Mission's 'progress' in the tasks 
assigned it by its god-parents, it may be as well to say a few words 
about its leader, Major Younghusband, whose 'great Asiatic 
experience, discretion and judgment' had been highly commended 
by Lord Curzon and to whose choice the Secretary of State had 
deferred. 

Paradoxical as it may appear Francis Younghusbai1d,*2 so 
much unlike George Curzon in many ways, began life with almost 
the same self-interests. I t  is true that he passed through Clifton 
and Sandhurst, instead of Eton and Balliol, and that he did not 
write large, ponderous, and 'authoritative,' tomes a t  any early 
age. Yet, while Curzon was globe-trotting, and drinking deep 
a t  the fount of the 'Empire' Younghusband, then in his early 
twenties, was exploring the Asian continent. Love of adventure 
apart, his preoccupation with a Russian advance Ivas almost 
obsessive. Besides, he wanted 'to see ho~v far the Cliincse would 
resist any encroacl~ment by the Russiarls tolvards the Indian 
Empire, from which they wcre only separated by the outlying 

1 1  Lrttcr from Hamilton to Curzon, Rlay 28, 1903, Hnmllfotl Pobers, op. cit. 
I t  is not without significance that it w:~s writtcn on the same clay as the tclegraphic 
despatch to the Governor-Gcneral drawn upon in the previous paragraph. 

12 Born in 1863 at hlurree, in thc Panjab (now part of \Ycst Pakistan), 
Younghusl~and's upbringing had bccn Victorian in the best scnse of the term, 
viz., regular claily pra).cn, inculcation or filial picty, ant1 the vrrit:tble Sunday 
School. At 13, h r  wcnt to Clifton College which hacl a traditional role of 
preparing boys for a carccr in thc Army, and Inter at 17 to Sandhurst where 
Allenby nntl Sir Hcrbcrt Lawrcncr (later H a i g ' ~  Chief of Staff) were his con- 
temporarirq. At 19, he joincd the 1st Royal Dragoon G~~arcls ,  then stationed 
a t  Mrcrr~t ,  in India, as a srrbaltrrn. His Relief of Chittal (in collaboration with 
his brothrr 'G. ,I.') was publishecl in 1895, The Ifcart of a Continent, in 1896 and  
South AJira Todql, in 1897, all in London. His Tibct expcdition is described 
in India and Trlet (London, 1910), and in a brochure Our Posilion in Tibet which 
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province of Sinkiang, then better known as Chinese Turkestan.'ls 
Curzon started his first journey around the world in 1888, two 
years earlier Younghusband had already explored Manchuria. 
A year later he made his classic Peking to India overland journey 
across, until then for most part unexplored country. From 
Peking he had reached the Mongolian frontier at  Kalgan and 
then across the Gobi to Hami. Next, skirting the Tien Shan he 
follo~ved the caravan route to Kashgar and thence to Yarkand. 
Here he determined to take an hitherto unbeaten track across the 
Mustagh into Skardu. I t  was a difficult, almost impossible 
journey, that of crossing the pass and a formidable glacier a t  an 
altitude of 19,000 feet, but Younghusband did the trick: 'a 
notable feat of exploration had (thereby) been successfully accom- 
plished.''4 

By 1890, Curzon had completed his Russia 1 7 2  Central Asia, 
and warned his countrymen 'of the gravity of the menace which 

gives the text of a talk to the Central (later Royal Central) Asian Society on 
November 2, 1910. Apart from his interest in Himalayan exploration, which 
seemed abiding, in later life Younghusband was to turn increasingly towards 
mysticism-his works in this field are indeed numerous-and the fag-end of his 
life was spent in founding a World Fellowship of Faiths. Of a score and more 
of his better-known works in this field, the following may be listed: The  Coming 
County,  a Pre-vision (London, 1928), T h e  Epic of  Mount Everest (London, 1926), 
Everest: the Challenge (London 1936 and 1941), T h e  Heart of  Nature (London, 193 1 ), 
Llfe in  the Stars, an exposition of  the view that on some planets o f  some stars exist 
human beings higher than ourselves (London, 1927), T h e  Living Universe (London, 
1938), Modern Mystics (London, 1935), T h e  Gleam: the religious experience of  an 
Indian, here called Ni ja  Svabhava (London, 1923), M o t h r  World in  Travail for the 
Christ that i s  to be (London, 1924), T h e  Reign of  Cod: a drama (London, 1930), 
T h e  Sum of  Things (London, 1939), Wedding (London, 1942), A venture of  faith: 
being a description of  the World Congress of Faiths held in  London, 1936 (London, 1937). 
Apart from stray sketches-one of the best is Herbert Samuel (Viscount Samuel) 
M a n  of Action, M a n  of  the Spirit: Sir Francis Tounghusband (London, 1952)-no 
full-scale 'Life' of Younghusband has been written. His own T h e  Light of 
Experience (London, 1927) is mainly autobiographical. A recent study is George 
Seaver, Francis Younghusband (London, 1952). The writer drew heavily on 
Dame Eileen Younghusband, M.B.E., J.P., D.B.E., who was generous with her 
time, Sir Francis' letters loaned to him through her courtesy and Mr. George 
Harrison, a close friend and associate. The latter's T h e  Great Adventure: a 
Younghusband Anthology of Divine Fellowship, in manuscript, was also made available 
to him through the kindness of Mr. Harrison. 

13 Younghusband, The  Heart of  a Continent, 2nd edn. (London, 1937), Intro- 
duction. 

14 Percy Sykes, A History of Exploration, Torch Book Edition (New York, 
1961), pp. 248-49. 
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Russian ambitions constituted to the Imperial position of Great 
Britain in the East.'ls A few years previously, Younghusband 
had concluded that 'the Chinese were quite unable to assume the 
offensive against the Russians and, in Turkestan, would not even 
be able to hold their own,' and that the Cossacks would have 
'little trouble in conquering the whole of Turkestan."6 T h e  
resemblance between the two men in this context is striking. 
Curzon had written of the irresistible march of the Russians towards 
the frontiers of India, to the heart of Persia, to the warm waters 
of the Bosphorus; Younghusband had likened her southward 
drive to that of a glacier which, under the pull of gravitation, 
moves from the higher to the lower regions.16 Curzon had been 
interested in Afghanistan, as a possible buffer to check Russia's 
onward march; Younghusband had been fascinated a t  a fairly 
early age by the idea of Chinese Turkestan serving as a powerful 
bulwark to any advance fi-om the north to India's borders. H e  
had been less vocal about the Empire, but no less devoted a 
votary: 'We were on the brink of a war with Russia (in 1885) 
and it was then that I began to take a part, a very humble one a t  
first, and never a great one-in helping to fend off Russia from 
India.'" 

Apart from his early explorations, and he was barely 24 years 
yet, through the dense forests of Manchuria and the vast plains 
and deserts of the Chinese Empire from the extreme east bordering 
on the Ocean, to the extreme west adjoining the Roof of the 
World, Younghusband had also conducted some semi-military, 
semi-political, missions to the northern frontier. Thus in June, 
1889, he had crossed the Shimshal pass and proceeded apace, 
through the Pamirs, 'to examine \ \~hat  passes there might be 
into Hunza from there.' I t  was at  this spot that he encountered 
his Russian counterpart, Captain Grombtchesky '\vho . . . had 
started from St. Petersburg to carry out this exploration which 
I had now completed.'~* The entirely outspoken manner i n  
which the Cossack talked of a Russian invasion of India-'indeed 

15 Ronaldsliay, L f e ,  I ,  pp. 142-43. 
16 Younghusband, T h e  Light of E.~f)erieirre (London 1927), p. 40. 
17 Younghusband, T h e  Light of Exf)erienre, op. cit., p. 3. 
18 Ibid., p. 45. Younghusband's account of his adventures, in the realm of 

a deep communion with nature, during these journeys is found in his Wonders 
of the Hitnalujws (London, 1924). 
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he boasted of it'-must have left an indelible imprint on his 
young mind. His mission was crowned with success: 

Such passes as there were into Hunza I had explored, I had forestalled the 
Russian, and arranged for the safety of the caravan route to Central Asia against 
raiders. . . .I9 

I n  the summer of 1890 he was sent to the Pamirs again, this 
time his mission-originally he had himself suggested it to 
Government-was to ascertain Chinese and Afghan claims on 
the Pamirs. The gap that yawned between Chinese and Afghan 
territory, through which Captain Grombtchesky had penetrated 
in 1899, seemed to him to demand a clearer definition. Indeed, 
he had spelt out his purpose as one of trying to find out 'what 
were the precise territorial limits of each of these countries . . . 
and watch every forward move of the Russians.'20 

This time his route lay through Yarkand. At Kashghar, how- 
ever, he was met by the Russian Consul-General, one Petrovsky. 
As Younghusband proceeded ahead with his journey he was 
accosted by Colonel Yanoff (also rendered Ianoff), with an  
escort of a hundred Cossacks while he himself had none, armed 
or otherwise. A few days later the Colonel appeared again and 
informed the young lieutenant that he was under arrest for what 
was allegedly a trespass into Russian territory.21 His protests 
that he was on Afghan soil being of no avail, Younghusband 
submitted without further demur. Meanwhile the British Prime 
Minister Lord Salisbury's remonstrances with de Giers, his 
Russian counterpart, over this 'arrest' were so sharp in tone 
that the latter thought it might spell out war. An immediate 
result, however, was that Younghusband was soon on his way 
to India. That his detention by the Russians would be of some 
concern he had no doubt anticipated, but how surprised he must 
have been to find from none other than Lord Roberts, then 
Commander-in-Chief, 'that he (Roberts) had mobilised the 
Quetta division and was quite prepared to go ahead.'*2 

19 Younghusband, The Light of  Experience, op. cit., p. 48. 
20 Ibid., p. 53. 
21 The exact place from where Younghusband was turned back by the 

Russians was Bozai Gombaz. 
22 Younghusband, The  Light of  Experience, op. cit., pp. 56-62. It is interesting 

to recall in this context that Curzon referred to this episode as indicative of 
Russian bad faith and of their penchant for reeling out 'deliberate lies.' He 
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Between his Pamir adventures and the Mission to Tibet, Young- 
husband had acted as Political Agent in Chitral. Later, he was 
to spearhead a gallant relief thither to a worn-out group of 
beleaguered officers and act as the (London) Times correspondent 
-an assignment that he repeated some years afterwards in South 
Africa. The last chapters of his fascinating, and still instructive, 
The Heart of a Colztinent, to which a reference has been made earlier 
in the narrative, speak of his experiences in this remote Himalayan 
,state; his Relief of Chitral, previously alluded to, has been regarded 
both as 'a model of military history within the limits of a. minor 
campaign,' and 'a fine example of a combined operation which 
worked out with singular accuracy.'z3 His service on the frontier, 
the 'tact, judgment and ability' and the 'devotion to duty' 
of this 'most deserving and distinguished officer'-a citation 
richly earned both in his 'political and military capacity'-was 
the subject of considerable official comment.24 His South African 
adventure, re-captured in the pages of his no\v \\.ell-iligh completely 
forgotten South Africa Today, brings back to life the tension in that 
land during the days of the Jameson raid. I t  need not detain one 
long here, nor should his some\vhat uneventful period as Assistant 
to the Governor-General's Political Agent in Rajputana (1899- 
1902) or subsequently as Resident in Indore. I t  was from this 
latter post that he was recalled \\?hen elltrusted with the leadership 
of the Mission to Tibet. 

With their political pl~ilosophies so closely akin, and that deep, 
abiding interest in travel, and exploration, \\.hich they shared in 
common, one may wonder if the Political Agent in Indore had 
personally been acquainted \\.it11 Bal-on Curzon of Kedleston 
before his o\\.n appointment to the Tibet A,lission ? As will be 

reminded his correspondent that 'rlc Gicrs denied that Yanoff was on the 
Pamirs when he (de Gicrs) I ~ a d  himsclC clcspatchecl him (\-anoff!.' Curzon 
to Hamilton, letter, April 13, 1903, Hnt11111o~l Pnl,etc, o/1. r i! .  

23 Georgc Seaver, 01). cit.. p. 167 ancl C;corge .J. Younghusband. I~tdiarl Frontier 
W a r f o r e  (London 1898). k'ounghusl~ancl's Relrrf of C!z~/tlrl,ol. 011. cit., was 
written in collaboration with his brothcr Captain Georgc (Inter hlajor General 
Sir George) Younghusbancl though, in tile l a t t~r ' s  worcls, 'mostly by Frank. 
For brier descriptions. see hiajor General Sir George Younghusband, Fortv Years 
A Soldie? (Idonclon, 1923), pp. 126-53 and his earlier Itldicltl l;~orl!ier lVor$are 
OF. t i l . ,  pp. 17-20 ancl 47-48. 

24 The words occur in a memorandum submitted by Colonel R. Parry 
Nisbet, then Rrsidcnt in Kashmir, while summarising the results of the Chitral 
expedition. Cited in Seavcr, op.  cif., p. 168. 
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presently noticed, the two men had indeed met and known each 
other for more than a decade. Their first encounter, which took 
place in London, was in 1892: Curzon had taken over as Under- 
secretary for India and Younghusband had repaired home after 
his arrest in the Pamirs a t  the hands of the Muscovites. And the 
latter was certainly very favourably impressed: 

The Under-Secretary was, however, very different3 He engaged me in a 
long and real conversation. . . . No one else I had met not even in India-was 
so well-informed, and so enthusiastic as he was. And he was young and fresh 
and very alert and able. His name was George Curzon and this was his first 
appointment.26 

Two years later Curzon, then out of office, was visiting places 
and while on a tour of Hunza, the Pamirs and Chitral was a 
guest of Younghusband, then acting as Political Agent with the 
Mehtar.27 Curzon recalls their meeting in his posthumously- 
edited Leatles from a Viceroy's Note-book; Younghusband in his 
Heart of a Continent. The former's references to the Agent are 
factual: he had played host and together they had 'crossed the 
main range of the Hindu Kush by the Baroghil pass and followed 
the main course of the Yarkhun river' to Chitral.28 Young- 
husband's pen-portrait of his guest, a future Viceroy, is much 
more revealing and affords an interesting sidelight on the two men: 

Lord Curzon was then both a pleasure and a trial. He  was perpetually 
discussing frontier policy, which29 was agreeable, but he was continually dis- 

2s Younghusband was comparing him (Curzon) to Lord Cross, then Secretary 
of State for India, who took 'only a perfunctory interest.' Younghusband, 
The Light ofExperience, ob. cit., p. 62. 

26 Ibid., pp. 62-63. 
27 'Mehtar' (literally 'greater' or 'bigger') is the Persian title of the ruler of 

Chitral who belongs to the Katur family. 
28 Curzon's description in Chapter I11 (The Mehtar of Chitral) of his book 

is a detailed account of his visit. He  was very conscious of the importance of 
Chitral 'owing to its geographical position, in the scheme of frontier defence 
of the Indian Empire' (and was convinced of the necessity of closing) 'this small 
chink in the mountain palisade which at that time Russia showed such a persistent 
desire to penetrate. . . . ' Curzon, Leaves from a Viceroy's Note-book, op. cit., 
pp. 93-146. 

29 I t  is interesting to recall in this context that Curzon's viewpoint on the 
importance of Chitral was directly refuted by another well-known authority on 
the problems of the frontier who held: 'Chitral was never on the high road to 
India from High Asia and never will be . . . (at best it) must remain as one 
outlying channel in the mountain district northwards. As a military outpost 
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agreeing with me, which was irritating. . . . All the same Curzon had an  argu- 
mentative turn of mind-I suppose it was the House of Commons debating 
habit-and it jarred on us up  there at  the frontier. . . . We formed and expressed 
our opinions upon what was life or death for us personally in a quieter way 
than is usual in Parliament or at  elections,where ability to talk or argue is the first 
consideration. And we resented Curzon's cocksureness. His manner grated on 
us on the frontier, as all through his life it grated on the British public.30 I t  

might have been toned down if he could have been for a time with a regimen 
or  served on the frontier . . . soldiers in general he never understood or liked. 
But to frontier officers he always opened his heart.31 

What appears to have been their third meeting-early in 1902 
and before the Tibet appointment-took place in Simla when 
Curzon, now Viceroy, asked Major Younghusband and his wife 
to be his guests at  Government House. Here he enjoined upon 
his visitor 'not to look upon him as Viceroy, but as an old friend 
and fellow-travellerY,32 

. . . all Viceregal pomposity vanished as he welcomed us. There was 
not a trace of it as he laid himself out to make us enjoy ourselves. H e  was just 

the warmhearted English host. . . . And never once afterwards, even in the 
most official dealings, did he treat me as anything else but a friend.33 

A reference has already been made to the Viceroy's recom- 
mendation to the Secretary of State that Major Younghusband 
be appointed Commissioner for the team of British negotiators 

it had little to recommend it.' Colonel Sir T. H. Holdich, The Indian Bordcr- 

land: 1880-1900 (London, 19011, p. 312. 
30 A knowledgeable critic who knew him at first-hand wrote to the author 

to this effect: 'Curzon never understood real men-he lived on paper or in a 
debating society. But he could charm if he thought it worth-while. In many 
ways he was arrogant and a bit of a cad'. 

31 Younghusband, T h e  Light of Exberie~~ce, op. c i f . ,  pp. 69-70. 
Sir George Younghusband, Forcv Ilkars n Soldier, OF. rit., p. 128, recalls 

Curzon's visit when 'with Frank as his guide, philosopher and friend (he) saw 
a good deal more of Chitral and its ruler, than he would have otherwise succeeded 
in doing. The Mehtar was most civil, probably thinking that an h1.P. generally 
sat on thc right hand of the Quccn or England, and was her Chief Adviser. 
Anyway Frank records that the Alehtar asked thcm to cliliner and in return 

dined with them and that they all played polo together. It  must have been 
an  inspiring sight, that game of polo with Lord Curzon in the midst or it.' 

32 'Thr  first part of his injunction was dificult to obey. I t  would have 
takcn a man with a larger imagination than I have not to look upon Curzon 
as Viceroy.' Cited in Seaver, OF. c i t . ,  p. 198. The source, not indicated, 
appears to be some Note-Rook, or private correspondence. 

33 Lor. [ i f .  
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who were to resolve the frontier and trade difficulties with the 
Tibetans and the Chinese a t  Khamba Jong. This Lord George 
Hamilton accepted in approving 'policy'.34 Younghusband's 
first inkling about it all was from what he called a 'mysterious 
letter' that put him into 'a state of agitation', and in which a n  
old acquaintance from Simla solicited 'me to take him with me 
on my journey.' Nor was his hunch very much wide 'of the 
mark: 'Probably a mission to Nepal or Tibef.35 The 'mystery,' 
however, soon solved itself, 

I am to go to Tibet incharge of a very important mission. Very strictly in 
confidence Lord Curzon had intended to send me to Lhasa with an  armed 
force capable of putting down all resistance. . . . 36 

It  is significant that the above was written before Younghusband 
reached Simla, or was placed 'on Special Duty', or began 
drawing up his 'suggestions' regarding the escort which was to 
accompany the Commissioner and Mr. White, into Tibet.37 
These formalities, however, were soon gone through and on June 3, 
Government officially notified him of his new appointment and 
briefed him on his 'mission'.38 The latter, in terms of the scope 
of negotiations as finally determined by the Secretary of State, 
had been preceded by a long talk in which the Governor-General 
outlined to him the aims and objectives he (Curzon) had in view 
and how 'mercilessly' he had been overruled by the Home 
authorities.39 Younghusband's own feelings were somewhat 
mixed : 

34 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 92, p. 192. 
35 Numbered (erroneously) '2' in the collection of 53 letters which Young- 

husband wrote to his father-a few are addressed to his sister-and which have 
an important bearing on the expedition to Lhasa. Here, more than anywhere 
else, he laid himself bare-open, and one delineates his innermost feelings. The  
letters, in manuscript, were loaned to the writer through the courtesy of Dame 
Eileen Younghusband and are hereinafter referred to as Younghusband Manuscr$t. 
No. 2 is dated Indore Residency, May 7, 1903. His correspondent from Simla 
was one Gabriel who, at one time his assistant, now worked in the (Government 
of India's) Foreign Department. 

36 Younghusband MSS., No. 1. The letter bears no date (May 1903) but 
was written 'on the way to Simla.' 

37 Tibet Papers, OF. cit., Cd. 1920, Encl. 5, in No. 99, pp. 197-98, June I ,  
1903. 

38 Ibid., Encl. 6, in No. 99, June 3, 1903. 
39 This was over lunch. Curzon praised his (Younghusband's) work at 

Indore, confided 'there was no man in India he could trust better than me to 
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I was proud indeed to have been selected.40. . . . The whole enterprise was 
risky. His (Curzon's) own party was very lukewarm over it. . . . (The Viceroy 
was) risking much in selecting me. I had never seen a Tibetan, nor served on 
the North-eastern frontier. . . . I might make a hideous mess of it with the 
Tibetans. . . . I quite saw the rislts that Lord Curzoil was taking and this 
made me all the keener to justicy his choice.41 

Whatever Younghusband's initial diffidence, the Viceroy had 
made his choice after due deliberation'there lvas no man in 
India he would trust better than me' to carry out his plan 'to 
forestall' the Russians \vho 'he (Curzon) was convinced', were 
'up to some harm'.42 There is no doubt that 1-ounghusband's 
previous record of lvork had iilspircd confidence and it appears 
that as early as 1888, after his return from the Central Asian 
journey, his services had been repeatedly sought for by the Betlgal 
Government for leading punitive expeditions against the Tibetans 
on the Sikkim frontier.43 Unknown to him, in each case the 
Government of India had refused. And now, 15 years later-'it 
is curious I should have worked to this quarter again'44-they 
were themselves sending him on a not very different undertaking. 

carry out his plans, and told him (Younghusband) he (Curzon) hoped 'you 
will be glad to get back to your old work.' 

40 There were other men who wanted the job, 'Dane (later Sir Louis Dane 
himself would like to have had it and so would Major General Sir Edmund 
Barrow' who was in China and with Lockhart in Chitral in 1885. Loc. cit. 

41 Younghusband, The Light of Experience, op. cit., pp. 81-82. 
42 Younghusband MSS., No. 3, May 21, 1903. 
43 Seaver, op. cit., p. 201. 
In one of his letters to his father, Younghusband MSS., No. 6, there is an allu- 

sion to this earlier selection when he was asked 'whether I could check interpreta- 
tion in Chinese,' to which, of course, his reply was a firm negative. 

44 Loc. cit. 



CHAPTER XI11 

' N E G O T I A T I O N S '  A T  K H A M B A  J O N G  

THE PRECEDING CHAPTER spells out a t  length what may be 
summarily recalled here namely that the talks which were to  
commeilce on Tibet had been originally suggested by the Chinese. 
LVhite's tour along the border, in July 1902, had aroused them 
to the ugly possibilities inherent in such a situation and, apart 
from the Imperial Government in Peking exhibiting increasing 
anxiety to the British Minister, the Manchu Amban in Lhasa 
had also been in communication with the Viceroy. Earlier it 
was noted that owing to his 'illness', and later 'important special 
business' a t  Lhasa, the Amban's representative had not been able 
to  meet Mr. White. This did not seem to bother Curzon, then 
engaged in one of his major policy wrangles with the Home 
authorities. The Viceroy's silence, however, appeared to be 
portentous-and disturbing-and late in November 'His 
Excellency Yu' had written to his opposite number in India, to 
say that negotiations be resumed and 'matters . . . thus amicably 
arranged'.' A little later, on January 21, 1903, Mr. Ho had 
himself addressed Mr. White asking him 'to come to Yatung for 
a few days . . . and discuss frontier and other matters in a 
friendly manner'.z White, however, was in no mood to oblige 
-he lacked instructions3 and Curzon was certainly not interested 
until a new Amban had arrived.4 The Chinese delegates (Mr. Ho 
and Captain Parr) tiring of a response, addressed another letter 
to the Political Officer in which, in an unguarded moment it 
would seem, they expressed themselves thus : 

. . . and fearing that the suggestion contained in Mr. Ho's letter of the 
21 January, 1903, to you that you might find it convenient to discuss matters 
at Yatung has not proved acceptable we, therefore, hasten to assure you . . . 
quite prepared to proceed to such place as may seem to . . . the Viceroy more 
duirable. . . . 5  

Lord Curzon seized upon the words. If only he could have 
named Lhasa to be the venue! Meantime the Chinese Com- 

1 Tibet Papers, op.  c i f . ,  Cd. 1920, Annexure I, Encl. 22, in No. 66, p. 176. 
2 Ibid., Annexure 2, in No. 66, pp. 176-77. 
3 Ibid., Annexure 2, in No. 99, pp. 195-96. 
4 SUPTO, n. 2. 
5 Sl~pm, n. 3. 



missioners' words were echoed by the Amban who reminded the 
Viceroy that his men had been cooling their heels a t  Yatung for 
three months 'to begin the discussion of affairs'. Inter d i n ,  he  
averred, 'the Deputy appointed by Your Excellency can either 
come to Yatung or the Chinese Deputies will proceed to Sikkim 
or such other place as may be decided upon by Your Excellency'.6 

From the context it should be obvious to the most casual of 
observers that the phrases 'such other place' or 'such place as 
may seem . . . more desirable' had relevance only to a place 
in India-and quite probably Darjeeling was in vie~v. But 
Curzon grasped the opportunity with both hands and the tone 
and content of his letter to the Amban ~vould suggest that he was 
determined to hold him to what was, a t  best, an inadvertent slip. 
He  now placed the blame securely for his long delay on the 
condition of the passes and the fact that 'the lvhole tract was 
under snow'. 'Now,' however, he (Curzon) informed the 
Chinese Resident, ' . . . on the understanding that on this 
occasion the Lhasa authorities will be duly and fully represented', 
he was prepared for an early meeting of the Commissioners. 

As to the venue, he left the Amban no choice, for Khamba Jong 
is 'the nearest inhabited place to the frontier in question, where 
such a meeting can take place'.' The escort, that was to accom- 
pany the British Commissioner, would be 'small', considering 
both the rank of the officers-and, in Younghusband's own 
words, 'he piled it on a good deal about my high position'g-the 

6 Ibid., p. 196. 
Dr. Lamb, op. ci t . ,  p. 287, contends that it were these words of the Anlban 

which gave Curzon 'the opportunity for which he was looking and out of which 
the whole structure or the Younghusband mission to Lhasa or  1904 was to 
emerge.' Actually, as has been shown above, the first to use the expression were 
the Chinese Commissioners-not the Amban. 

7 I t  may be recalled that under the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 1890 and 
the Trade Regulations of 1893, Yatung was the only place 'open' to the British 
in Tibet. By insisting on Khamba Jong, wcre not the British guilty of a 
'deliberate violation' of those very 'treaty obligations' which ostensibly they 
had set out to enforce? Indeed a British author contends: 'There is not the 
shadow of a doubt that the violation of the Convention of 1890 carried out with 
a high-handed disregard for the elemcntary principles of international law. 
. . . The Home Government was hood-winked and the Tibetan authorities 
wcre rushcd'. A. Maccalum Scott, The Truth About Tibet (London, 1905), p. 30. 

8 Major Younghusband was, temporarily, promoted Colonel. 
9 Younghusband MSS., No. 8, July 7, 1903. Throughout these letters, one 

notices the striking cmphasis, indeed pre-occupation, with 'face'. There is 
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wild nature of the country and not least (owing to) 'Your 
Excellency's reiterated wishes'. 

And what lvere the subjects to be discussed? Herein the 
Viceroy enumerated not only the natural rights of grazing 'but 
also the method in which our trade relations can be improved' 
and placed upon a basis 'more consonant with the usage of 
civilised nations, our direct and predominant interests in Tibet, 
and our friendship with Chinese Government'. The meeting 
was to take place on July 7 (the Viceroy's letter was written on 
June 3) that is before 'His Excellency Yu' could either gauge 
the true import of the Viceroy's words, much less have time to 
protest !lo 

I~Ieantime, and even as the Viceroy was informin: the Amban, 
Younghusband had left Simla for Darjeeling, oil his way to 
Khamba Jong. The appointment of White as Joint Commissioner 
had been made as also of Captain (later Lieutenant-Colonel Sir) 
William Fredrick O'Connor as Secretary. His original brief that he 
(Younghusband) 'should go at  once' to Khamba Jong and 'ifproper 
(i.e. official) Chinese and Tibetans did not appear' was to move on 
farther into the country 'till they did appear',ll was later counterman- 
ded. Putting a specious interpretation on his instructions,l2 however, 
Younghusband despatched LVhite-whom he initially rated as an 
excellent 'local' man, ~ v h o  'does everything most comfortably' 
and could make 'all the arrangements in the easiest way'l3-with 

Younghusbancl's repented reference to the Foreign Ofice having 'a good whole- 
some respect of me' (Xo. 3). of the fear lest he 'lose dignity' if proper Chinese 
and Tibetan representativcs clicl not arrive (No. 8). When it was suggested that 
H o  ancl Parr were eqr~al in rank to him and White-he asked in pained surprise: 
'Did you ever hear such impudence?' ancl 'it will make the Viceroy's hair 
stand on encl?' (No. 8). 

10 Tibet Pnprrs, oh. r i t . ,  C'd. 1930, Encl. 6, in No. 129, P. 223. 
Also see Ibtd., Encl. 7, in KO. 99, pp. 200-1. 

11 Younghusband AISS., No. 7, June 28, 1903. 
12 'However I an1 taking these orders as personal to mysclf-that is to say 

I am going to read the 'you' in the telegram as meaning FEY only: and I am 
going to send on the escort and 0'C:onnor ant1 probably White too. . . . I shall 
give out that my camp equipngc has bren detained by the rains (which it has) 
and that I cannot proceed beyond the last inhabited place till it arrives: that 
in the meanwhile a portion of my escort (rcally the whole) has been sent to 
prepare the camp and make all preliminary arrangements. . . . '  Loc.  ci t .  

13 Strfiro, n. 1 I .  Younghusband's assessment of White was to undergo a 
complete change in the weeks and months ahead until he came to distrust and 
later almost ignore him. 



almost the entire escort to precede him, ~vhile he himself held 
back at  the head of the Sikkim valley. White and his advance- 
guard crossed into Tibet on July 6, in the face of repeated protests 
from the Chinese Commissioners who had insisted that Khamba 
'being on Tibetan side of the frontier is an unsuitable rendezvous', 
but had been informed that that by itself could not 'for a moment 
be recognised . . . as a legitimate objection'.l4 Earlier, on 
July 5, tlvo high Lhasa officials had met the Joint Commissioner 
at  Giaogong. They had asked Mr. White to discuss matters there 
but were told that such talks were 'not feasible', and that 'any 
discussion must be deferred until arrival at  Khamba Jong'. 
How earnest the Tibetans were in dissuading the British from 
crossing into their country may be gauged ii-om the following 
entry in Captain O'Connor's 'diary' of that day, 

They . . . pressed forward on foot, and catching hold of Mr. White's bridle, 
importuned him to dismount and to repair to their tents. At the same time 
their servants pressed round our horses, and seizing our reins endeavoured to 
lead us away. . . . The Khamba Jongpen (one of the Tibetan oficials'l after- 
wards followed us, and made repeated efforts to induce me to halt. . . . H e  
was in a very excited and agitated state. . . . H e  said 'You may flick a dog 
once or twice without his biting, but if you tread on his tail, even if he has no 
teeth he will turn and try to bite you'. . . . 15 

Tibetan officials apart, even Mr. Ho \vho had arrived on the 
frontier requested the British to remain at  Giaogong. Unsuccess- 
ful at  first, he met them again and asked thein to remain there 
&. in preference to proceeding to Khamba Jong'. His request 
however, was 'politely declined'.l6 

Thus it was that IChamba w7as reached and 'ncgotiations' 
started there. How much of the seemingly unco-operative 
attitudc, even anger, of the Chinese and the Tibetans was a result 
of the British demeanour, of their haughty, proud disdain may 
be gauged, if only partially, from one of Younghusband's private 
letters, written a few days after he had himself crossed into T'ibet 
and arrived at Khamba Jong, 

Politically things are bad. Old White had made a terrible hash of it. H e  
will treat these Chincse and Tibetans as he would the Sikkimese and will not 

14 For Ho's and Parr's letters see Tibet Pabers, ofi. cit . ,  Cd. 1920, Annexure 1, 
for White's Annexure 2, both in Encl. 5, in No. 129. 

15 Ibid., Encl. 15, in No. 129, p. 226. 
16 Ibid., see entrics for July 5-6, pp. 226-27. 
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remember that when he crossed the boundary, he crossed out of his own 
district . . . and though we may pull through without a row here because the 
Tibetans are a mild people it will not be any thanks to White. H e  has never 
been out of Sikkim: he is a little God there but he is absolutely useless and worse 
than useless in dealing with high officials of an  independent nation . . . and 
bitterly I regret I ever let him come on ahead alone. I have a deal to make 
u p  and you know how difficult it is to make up  a bad start. . . .I  had no idea 
he was so appallingly unfit as he had proved himself to be.17 

There had been a fear that the Tibetan representatives would 
not arrive for the tripartite negotiations that had been initially 
envisaged. T o  forestall this the British Foreign Office, early in 
May, had urged its Minister in Peking 'to lay stress on the 
necessity of associating a properly accredited Tibetan repre- 
sentative' kvi th the Chinese Commissioners. 18 Peking did indeed 
seem to recognise the importance of such representation, for its 
Amban in Lhasa was lecturing the Tibetan 'barbarians' on 
discussing matters with the British 'on the basis of reason', and 
imploring them that even if the latter entered Tibet 'on no account 
to repel them with arms'.l9 It would appear that, for some time 
at least, his admonitions were not without avail for the Dalai 
Lama was persuaded to appoint t ~ v o  officials: Le Po Tsang, 
described a9 a civilian of the sixth rank and Secretary of the 
Council in the Treasury Department, and Wang Chu Chieb Pu, 
a hlilitary Officer of the fourth rank decorated with the Peacock 
Feather and described as a Commandant in 'Interior' Tibet.*O 
And since Ho Kuang-hsi and Captain Parr had previously been 
designated Chinese Commissioners, with the arrival of the British 
negotiations could indeed set off to a good start. Difficulties, 
however, were not slow in cropping up. One of these has already 
been hinted at, namely that both the Chinese and the Tibetan 

17 Younghusbancl iLISS., No. 9. The letter is inscribed 'Camp Khamba 
Jong, July 19, 1903'. 

18 T i b e t  Pnpzrs, op. c i t . ,  No. 90, p. 191. 
19 These words occur in an extract from the Peking Gazelle of May 23, 1903, 

entitled 'Supplementary blemorial from Yu Kang' (Chinese Resident in Tibet) 
and purports to be an address made by the Amban to the Tibetan bka'-blons. 
For the text, see Ibid., Encl. in No. 97, p. 194. I t  may be noted here that thc 
Chinese officials' repeated emphasis that they considered the Tibetans 'barbarians' 
and thus not fully manageable, underlined their (Chinese) legal contention of 
full sovereignty over Tibet, although 'barbarians' in the sense of being outside 
the Chinese pale may have been their real meaning. 

20 Ibid., Encl. in No. 106, pp. 204-5. 



officials had implored and entreated with the British advance- 
guard to desist from crossing the frontier, but their protests had 
been brushed aside and summarily rejected. Nor was that all. 

Even as early as July 7, before he crossed into Tibet, Young- 
husband had entertained serious doubts about the respective 
positions of the Chinese and Tibetan delegates. Officially he 
had informed Government that 'neither of them is, in the opinion 
of either White or myself, of sufficiently high rank'.2l I n  private, 
he called it 'such impudence' as was bound to 'make the Viceroy's 
hair stand on end', although this was no surprise to him, for he 
had 'exactly expected . . . and, in fact, predicted' this earlier.22 
This 'discovery' as he called it, was later to be confirmed by the 
expert advice of Mr. FYilton, of the British Consular Service, \\rho 
had been attached to the Commission. Wilton too thought the 
officials to be of 'too low (a) rank' and felt the Chinese should 
have been represented by the Assistant Amban and the Tibetan 
Government by a member of their Council.23 

With an air of ill-disguised contempt Colonel Yo~mghusband, 
who had arrived a t  Khamba Jong on July 19, condescended 
nevertheless to meet the 'low rank' delegates in the tripartite 
negotiations for which the stage was now set. Three days after 
his arrival, on July 22 to be precise, he addressed them all. But 
even before he delivered his well-prepared, long, and some~vhat 
laboured peroration which was intended, as he confided to 
Authority, 'not for the benefit of these petty representatives here 
. . . but to reach the ears of the Tibetan Government a t  Lhasa', 
the Tibetans raised two, what may best be termed, 'preliminary' 
objections. Firstly, they protested against negotiations being held 
a t  Khamba Jong a t  all as the proper place, they pointed out, was 
Giaogong. Yo~inghusband's explanation that the site was for 
the Amban, or the Viceroy, to choose evidently did not carry 
conviction for much 'futile' discussion ensued. Secondly, 'the 
two Tibetans' severely criticised 'the size of my escort.' Since 
the parleys had Ixen proclaimed to be peaceful, they queried, 
why thesc armed guards ? Younghusband-'wit11 our hands 
tied behind our hacks by HMG', to use Lord Curzon's words24- 

21 Ibid., Encl. 11, in No. 129, p. 225. 
22  Younghusband h.ISS., No. 8, July 7, 1903. 
23 Tibet Pa/)er.r, ofi. r i t . ,  Cd. 1920, Encl. 28 in No. 129, p. 243. 
24 Curzon to Godley, Ictter, July 8, 1903, Curzon MSS. The meaning would 

be much clearer from the context: 
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tried to shut them up by saying that he needed these men to protect 
himself against 'bad characters'. This too did not cut much 
ice, for 'the fruitless disputations' which followed could only be 
put an end to by his motioning to the interpreter 'to commence 
reading my speech'.25 

LVhen it was over, the Tibetans refused to discuss it. Young- 
husband retorted by saying that he would enter into such discussions 
only with (Tibetan) representatives 'of sufficient rank and 
authority'. Meantime, however, they could report on what he 
had said to their Government. O n  their (Tibetans) refusing to 
oblige, hlr. H o  put in a plea for their ignorance and pointed to 
the difficulty of dealing with them. As though with the tongue 
in his cheek, he asked if Younghushand could not meet with them 
by going to the frontier? The Commissioner someho~v managed 
to  parry this inconvenient cluestion and next presented to the 
Tibetan Grand Secretary a copy of his speech, hut 'he (Grand 
Secretary) could not have got rid of a viper with greater haste 
than lie got rid of that paper'. The Tibetan protested he could, 
on no account, receive it. 

Whatever 'progress' he made wit11 the 'negotiations' Young- 
husband was convinced that 'the refusal of these two oflicials 
to  receive, even with hlr. Ho's approval merely the copy of a 
speech is . . . conclusive evidence that they are quite unfit to 
eventually conduct negotiations' with him. Mr. White and 
even hlr. Ho, lent their full \veight of authority to this unhappy 
conclusion. Indeed, Younghusl~ancl lvas certain in his mind that 
'they (Tibetans) have no authority from their Government'. 
Nor was Mr. Ho any thc better for, apart from lacking any 
'position or authority' on llis olvn, hc certainly hacl 'not the 

'We hear that both tlic Chinese ant1 Tibetan3 arc on thcir way to Khampa 
Dzong. But d o  not be surprisecl if many months elapse before any rcnl aclvance 
is made. We enter the arena with our hands tied bchind our backs by 
HMG. . . .' 

Curzon did regarcl himsclf as unduly hanclicappctl--tIic~~artc~l. I n  a lcttcr to 
the Prime Minister on the same clay (July 8), Ibrd., lic tolcl hirn in no uncertain 
terms that 'Ambassadors, proconsuls, C;overnors ctc.' wcrc duty-bound, as it 
were to show the way to their Governnient~, 'cven if thcy clrcicle, pcrhaps quite 
rightly, not to take it', that some of the things 'that I have put forwarcl, ant1 
that yoit have rrjected, e.g. Tibct-will of a surcty comc: and my only cliscrcdit 
will have been to be a little previous.' 

25 For the text of the speech, see Tibet Papers, op. ci t . ,  Cd. 1920, Anncxure, 
Encl. 21, in No. 129, pp. 232-34. 



slightest influence' over 'these Tibetans'.26 Truly, the very 
first meeting was enough to drive the British Commissioner to the 
end of his tether. For at  its conclusion he wrote to his Govern- 
ment of 'the possible necessity for coercion' before the negotiations 
could be 'satisfactorily terminatedY.27 

The first 'meeting' of the 'delegates' of the three 'powers' was 
also to prove to be the last. For the next three months that the 
British remained at  Khamba there were hardly any talks in the 
strict sense of that term. The Tibetans had underlined what 
seemed the root cause that filled them with suspicion of the British 
motives and soon enough other sources confirmed it. Thus in 
mid-August the British Minister in Peking confided to the Foreign 
Secretary that the presence of the troops would make the Tibetans 
'uneasy' and that their withdrawal would be necessary before the 
negotiations could be carried 'with deliberation'. Khamba's 
smallness and inability to feed a large force was also being dis- 
creetly hinted at.28 

That the Tibetans, despite their differences, were united on the 
desirability of a British withdrawal was confirmed by a deputy 
from Tashilhunpo who arrived a t  Khamba on July 29, and 
wanted 'to demand the reason for our armed presence within 
the country . . . and to request our immediate withdrawal'.29 
In his talks with the deputy-'a trifle less bigoted than his Lhasa 
brethren'-Younghusband was reminded of the same basic 
problems: Khamba was outside the disputed region, whereas 
Giaogong was inside it;30 the Tibetans thought the British had not 
come with a friendly intent, as they had forced their way into the 
country;31 a reduction of the armed escort would appease them.32 
Perhaps the deputy, whom undoubtedly the Commissioner had 

26 A bare ten days after this, Younghusband was confiding in his father 
about 'the wretched Chinese Commissioner' who was 'trying to bolt' but 'the 
Tibetans will not give him carriage'. Younghusband MSS. No. 10, August 2, 
1903. In  a letter to Hamilton, August 12, 1903, Curzon talked of Ho  as 'a 
very timid little man' whose 'one desire' was 'to clear out of the place as soon 
as he can, and return to more hospitable quarters.' Hamilton Papers, ofi. cit. 

27 For Younghusband's remarks, see Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, Encl. 2 1, 
in NO. 129, pp. 230-32. 

28 Zbid., Nos. 107-109, p. 205. 
29 Zbid., Encl. 24, in No. 129, pp. 241-42. 
30 Zbid., Encl. 45, in No. 129, pp. 257-59. 
31 Zbid., Encl. 47, in No. 129, pp. 260-62. 
32 Loc. cit. 
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tried to keep in good humour,33 threw a clever, yet no whit un- 
mistakable, hint when he told Younghusband that the latter's 
horoscope indicated that Yatung would be 'a most favourable 
place for negotiations'.34 

One wonders how, in the face of such unambiguous evidence 
of a united demand both by the Lhasa delegates and of the deputy 
from Tashilhunpo,35 added to the unwearied Chinese protests 
that the British armed escort should be withdrawn, Younghusband 
could conclude, as he did, that the ranks.of the party 'with whom 
we shall soon commence negotiations' are 'considerably divided'.36 
Again, when every attempt to open negotiations was met by the 
stock rejoinder : 'withdraw to the frontier,' the commercial 
mission, eager to enforce 'treaty obligations,' found itself at  the 
end of two months not indeed on the way out but 'entrenched 
in the open, with maxims trained and ready'.37 What is more 
there were further reinforcements of the escorts, a larger comple- 
ment of British officers, while more were held in reserve in not 

33 Referring to the deputy's visit, Younghusband wrote to his father: 'I had 
told him to thank his august Master for the kindness he had shown to two 
Englishmen who had visited him. The man looked surprised; so I added that 
perhaps His Holiness did not remember as he received these Englishmen 130 
years ago in one of his former existences. . . .' Younghusband MSS., No. 10, 
August 2, 1903. 

34 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Encl. 56, in No. 129, entry in the Political Diary for 
September 5, 1903, p. 273. 

35 The rivalry between the Dalai Lamas of Lhasa and the Panchen Lamas 
of Shigatse has been as old as the institution of the two offices themselves. A 
reference has already been made to the popular belief that the Panchen is the 
Dalai's spiritual superior. The tug-of-war between the two was to culminate 
in our own day, in the 9th Panchen's flight to China in December, 1923, and his 
unsuccessful attempt to return at  the head of a large Chinese escort in 1936-37. 
Sixteen years later his successor was to stage a come-back as the spear-head of a 
Communist Chinese conquest of Tibet; after the March (1959) Rebellion in 
Lhasa, he stayed back to co-operate with Lhasa's new masters. Later (in 1965) 
he was removed ostensibly for his failure to co-operate fully with the Chinese. 

Despite the early and even at  the time of the Younghusband mission to 
Lhasa, pronounced pro-Panchen Lama leanings of the British, Sir Charles Bell 
Sir B. J. Could and Mr. Hugh Richardson and even Mr. Eleinrich Harrer 
-who remained in Tibet for long and knew the country and its people intimately 
-turned out eventually to be anti-Panchen Lama. 

For a pro-account which should, however, be accepted with considerable 
caution, see Gordon Bandy Enders, Nowkrt Else in thu World (New York, 1935). 

36 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Encl. 24, in No. 129, pp. 241-42. 
37 Ibid., Encl. 54, in No. 129, p. 267. 



far off Sikkim.38 That there was no mistaking the Tibetan 
attitude is clear from Captain O'ConnorYs entry (for August 31) 
in his 'Political Diary of the Commission': 

Their (Tibetan) present policy is one of passive obstruction. They have 
made up their minds to have no negotiations with us inside Tibet, and they will 
simply leave us here. . . . 39 

In  more informal correspondence, the Commissioner was making 
no secret of his determination to force Government's hands.40 
Thus to Curzon he wrote, early in August, 

We shall have to move on to Gyantse before the negotiations are concluded 
. . . we shall have to bring continuous pressure upon the Tibetans to effect 
anything, and to force ourselves into contact with them, since they so persistently 
hold aloof. I even think that the new settlement may have to be signed in 
Lhasa itself.41 

As a matter of fact the reply to 'passive obstruction' was to 
be active aggression and the 'peaceful' mission was preparing 
ground for a further advance into Tibet. Had not the Colonel, 
in his very first encounter, talked of 'the necessity for coercion' 
-a tune on which he continued to harp in the weeks, and months, 
ahead ? 

38 Younghusband MSS., Nos. 12-13, August 24, and September 25, 1903. 
Actually, Government had offered him 'another Pioneer Regiment directly 
but I put them off till aftrr the rains and have now asked for them on October 
1 to be in reserve in Sikkim'. 

A little later (No. 14, October Z), he was 'strengthening my escort to 300 
men with 4 British officers'. 

39 Tibet Papers, oh. ci t . ,  Encl. 54, in No. 129, p. 267. 
40 Actually, Curzon denied this and assured Hamilton that 'he ( Young- 

husband ) is incapable of any such tricks'. Curzon to Hamilton, letter, 
August 12, 1903. Hamilton Papers, op. cit. 

41 Cited in Curzon'a letter to Hamilton, Lac. t i t .  



CHAPTER XIV 

T H E  A D V A N C E  T O  G Y A N T S E  

IT HAS ALREADY been pointed out that the ranks of the Tibetan 
and the Chinese 'Commissioners' had been considered 'too low' 
and that Younghusband had seriously called into question the 
authority of either to negotiate with him. The Tibetans' 'far 
from civilised' behaviour a t  the first meeting, and subsequently, 
was an additional reason for insisting that 'proper' representatives 
should be appointed. Mr. Ho's (whom Curzon called 'a very 
timid little man') lack of rank-and polish-was enough to 
condemn him by itself, and what was more he had not even 'the 
slightest influence' over 'these Tibetans'. Finally, when the 
Commissioners' own conclusions were confirmed by the arrival of 
Mr. E. C. Wilton, whose knowledge of Chinese (and Tibetan?) 
official hierarchy could scarcely be bettered, time was thought to 
be ripe for rectifying this serious lapse. Actually, Younghusband 
was convinced that the Amban 'was trying it on with us by sending 
off inferior delegates' and held it against him that he (Amban) 
refused 'to correspond direct with me, as if I was something' 
far below him in rank.1 

Soon enough, Lord Curzon took up cudgels on his deputy's 
behalf. O n  August 25, clear in his mind that the old Amban 
who was to continue for a few more months, 'does not want to 
do anything at  a11',2 he wrote to 'His Excellency Yu' to suggest 
that the latter himself or the Associate Amban, along with a 
Councillor of the Dalai Lama and a high member of the (Tibetan) 
National Assembly, should proceed post-haste to Khamba. The 
Viceroy also took the opportunity to remove any doubts as to his 
choice of the venue for these meetings. He  argued, somewhat 
speciously, that since the former convention (which the Tibetans 
had now repudiated) was concluded on Indian soil and since 

1 Younghusband laid the blame squarely on previous practice, for 'unfor- 
tunately the Viceroy of India from Lord Lansdowne's time has been in the 
habit of corresponding direct with the Chinese Resident instead of corresponding 
through the Foreign Secretary. This has made the Chinese Resident think 
that he is equal to the Viceroy and that as I am merely a deputy. . . . I am a 
very small being and quite beneath his notice.' Younghusband MSS., NO. 11, 
August 16, 1903. 

2 Cunon to Hamilton, letter, August 12, 1903, Hamilton Papcrs, op. cit. 
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HMG were not prepared to allow a similar repudiation 'of any 
agreement at which we may now arrive', the present negotiations 
must be conducted inside Tibet. 

As if to tighten the screw, Curzon warned his correspondent 
that 'unless very early steps' were taken to complete the negotia- 
tions, 'my Commissioners' would select 'some other place' in 
Tibet to pass the winter, for Khamba Jong's climate during this 
period was considered 'unsuitable'.3 

That Younghusband had been consulted with regard to the 
Viceroy's letter to the Amban is evident and was, in the circum- 
stances, to be expected.4 What is not clear is the authority for 
the threat now held out to select 'some other place' in Tibet for 
passing the winter; for as yet Calcutta lacked a clear, formal 
sanction from London to talk anything of the kind. I t  would 
be apparent, however, that if Gyantse was not mentioned, it was 
not that it was not in Lord Curzon's mind but that he was being 
somewhat discreet. For, in a letter to Lord George Hamilton a 
fortnight earlier he had cited Captain Parr (whom the Viceroy 
called 'friendly') in support of 'what I have said to you all along' 
namely, 'that all our efforts would be wasted and that we should 
do nothing until we insisted upon maintaining an Agent at 
Lhasa'.s Younghusband too had concluded much to the same 
effect: 'we shall have to move on to Gyantze. . . . I even think 
that the new settlement may have to be signed in Lhasa it:;elf'.6 

As may be apparent, irrespective of clear authority, to Curzon 
the advance to Khamba, sanctioned by HMG in a most halting, 
reluctant manner \\.as the thin end of the wcclge. And although 
he continuously talked of Younghusband possessing 'the patience 
and the immobility of a pyramid', and of being able to spend 

3 Tibet Papers, op. cit.,  Cd. 1920, Encl. 36, in No. 129, pp. 250-51. 
4 'I had a telegram from Government asking for my opinion as to what 

reply Viceroy should give the Chinese Resident at Lhasa.' Younghusband MSS. 
No. 11, August 16, 1903. I t  is also evident that the Commissioner in his reply 
had sufficiently twisted the Arnban's tail for, 'If I mistake not though Lord 
Curzon will pretty soon send him (Amban) to the right about'. Loc. cit. 

5 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, August 12, 1903. Hamilton Papers, op. cit. 
I t  is clear that the words are allegedly those of one of the Chinese Commissioners 
Younghusband's letters to his father do  not make a mention of this particular 
conversation though evidently Parr wan braona grata within the Mission's camp 
at Khamba Jong. 

6 Let. cit. 



198 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

'a year or two years, if required in Tibet',' he was on his own 
intolerant of delay. For other things apart, he was anxious to 
prove 'the essential impracticability' of HMG'sB plans and in 
this respect Khamba was a convenient demonstration post that 
would bear out his own oft-reiterated conclusions. Hamilton, 
his position in the Cabinet increasingly shaky-thanks to the row 
over Chamberlain and 'free trade'-sympathised to some extent 
with the over-bearing proconsul, if only to keep on the right side 
of him. 

For the public eye, a t  any rate, the Viceroy was building up a 
strong case based on the alleged 'hostile actions' of the Tibetans, 
the by-now-well-demonstrated inability of the Chinese to exert 
any pressure whatever and the often-repeated bogey of Russian 
activity stiffening the Lama's back. In  a despatch, dated 
September 16, he informed his political superior inter alia: 

(a) That  war 'had been definitely decided upon' by the National Council 
and that the Lhasa Government were 'determined not to negotiate'; 

(b) That they were collecting troops from all quarters and that 'action' was 
planned by the middle or end of next month, 'after getting in harvest'. 
Anticipating this attack, the British Commissioner had already increased his 
escort by one hundred additional troops; 

( c )  Two British subjects had been arrested by the Tibetans at  Shigatse, and 
they (Tibetans) had declined to restore them. 

As to the prospects for 'negotiations', the Viceroy painted a 
somewhat gloomy picture. The Chinese Amban, whose appoint- 
ment had been announced in December, 1902, was not supposed 
to arrive until the end of November-and Curzon thought the 
delay 'intentional'. Nor could there be any progress until 
he did, for the old incumbent 'does not wish to impair his 
popularity' in the few months left to him.9 Again, although the 
Dalai Lama had agreed to Khamba Jong as a meeting place(?)I0 

7 Curzon to Lansdowne, letter, August 19, 1903, Curzon MSS. op. cit. 
8 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, August 12, 1903, Hamilton Papers, op. cit. 
9 LOC. cit. 
lo I t  is hard to find any evidence whatever in support of the contention that 

the Dalai Lama ever agreed to Khamba Jong being a meeting-place for the 
negotiators, unless his nomination of the two Tibetan officials was taken for such. 
As a matter of fact even the Amban had protested against the choice and in his 
letter to the Viceroy on June 24, 1903, had written: 

'But I understand that Khamba Jong is in Tibetan territory; therefore, the 
British Commissioners and the Chinese and Tibetan Commissioners deputed 
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the Tibetans were refusing to negotiate there. Indeed Young- 

husband, the Viceroy confessed, despaired of a peaceful solution 
for he (Younghusband) was convinced that until the Tibetans 
realised the seriousness of our intent-'which they now deride' 
-nothing could be done. 

What were His Excellency's suggestions in the face of these 
'grave' developments ? 

Occupation of the Chumbi Valley, and the advance of the 
Mission to Gyantse. The Viceroy went further and warned 
Lord George Hamilton that the occupation of the valley was, by 
itself, 'insufficient'; that any sort of action will be difficult after 
November; that a delay would be most injurious to 'our prestige' 
and would be tantamount merely to postponing the problem 
without solving it." 

Lord George Hamilton on his part had now conceded, though 
still in private, that 'it was a pity' that the Cabinet 'did not 
allow you a free hand' in Tibet;l2 that 'the news' from that 
quarter 'tends to confirm your predictions' and that he feared that 
'we shall under less favourable circumstances . . . be forced to 
send a Mission to Tibet3.'3 Yet, as Secretary of State, he refused 
to relent within the confines of an official despatch. Herein he 
barely undertook to bring to the notice of the Chinese authorities 
the hostile actions of the Tibetans, albeit he was 'doubtful' about. 
any satisfactory solution. As for a further advance beyond 
Khamba HMG, he inlbrmed the Viceroy, viewed such a move 
'with grave misgiling', although they were disposed to think 
that the fact that 'we are in earnest', may be sufficiently brought 
home to the Tibetans by the occupation of the Chumbi Valley 'in 
the first instance'.l4 Yet this official face-saving notwithstanding, 

by me are only able to rendezvous at the boundary near the grazing ground 
fixed by the Convention or 1890'. Tibet Papers, op. cit. Cd. 1920, Annexure 
Encl. 23, in No. 129, p. 241. It  would thus appear that neither the Ch i~~ese  
nor the Tibetans had agreed to Khamba Jong, and that the Viceroy, despite 
their protests, had faced them with a fait nccompli. 

1 1  Ibid., No. 112, p. 209. 
12 Hamilton to Curzon, lettrr, July 9, 1903. Hntnibo~l Papers, op. cit. 
13 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, Augu5t 26, 1903. 
14 Tibet Popcrc, op. r i f . ,  Cd. 1920, in No. 113, p. 210. The occupation of the 

Chumbi valley, i t  would srem, had been acquiesced in at the persistent proddings 
of Younghusband rrinforcrd by the vigorous advocacy of the Governor-General. 
In a letter to Hamilton on August 26 (Sufira, note 13) Curzon informed him that 
Younghusband had pleaded 'if not to advance towards Gyantse, at any rate 
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Hamilton was still fighting the Viceroy's battles: 

but I did throw out to him (Lansdowne) a hint that matters were progressing 
so unsatisfactorily that it seemed inevitable that we should be compelled to 
take some form of action as you had throughout suggested . . . the contest 
with an army of armed monks would be a novelty, and I should imagine that 
their defeat, and the slaughter of a few hundred of them, would have a salutary 
effect right throughout Tibet.15 

At his end too, Curzon was leaving no stone unturned. He 
had written to Lansdowne that Tibet 'is going badly, or rather 
not going at all' and that while Younghusband had a large stockpile 
of patience and would not move on his own, nothing whatever was 
going to be done 'until we move or threaten'. For his part 'I 
will postpone it as long as you like; but sooner or later it is 
inevi table'.l6 

Apart from the allegedly 'hostile' actions of the Tibetans, 
Lord Curzon pressed home another vital point: evidence of an 
increasing disability of the Chinese either to hasten the advance 
of their new envoy Yu Tai, or to coax or cajole the recalcitrant 
Tibetans into a more reasonable frame of mind. As a matter of 
fact, the Foreign Office in London, thanks to the Viceroy's persistent 
proddings, had been exerting every possible pressure at Peking.17 
In turn, the Wai-wu-pu which had in the Amban at Lhasa a 
major link in its chain of command, repeatedly asked him to 
make the Dalai Lama toe the line. Unfortunately it never worked 
out for the Amban's prestige and authority had sagged to a point 
where his 'admonitions' to the 'obstinate and stupid' Tibetan 
'barbarians', administered with increasing frequency, availed little 
if at all. It is true that the Imperial Resident had, apart from 
admonishing the Councillors, sometimes 'instructed' them, nay 
even 'ordered' and 'ordained' and 'enjoined' upon them-the 
results, none the less, were the same in all cases. The Tibetan 
Government stubbornly evaded submission to his authority. 

to put some pressure in the opposite direction by a military occupation of a part 
or the whole of the Chumbi valley'. 'This was the condition', the Governor- 
General continued, 'foreseen by Lansdowne, and accepted by him as not 

unlikely'. 
15 Hamilton to Curzon, letter, September 15, 1903, Hamilton Papcrs, @. cit. 
16 Curzon to Lansdowne, August 19, 1903, Curzon MSS. 
17 See for instance Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, Nos. 100-103, pp. 201-2, 

No. 105-11, pp. 204-0, and Nos. 114-15, pp. 210-1 1. 
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The India Office too had expressed its own strong misgivings.18 
Thus the conclusion, increasingly irresistible, was that even 
the new Amban, now nearly a year on the road, when he did 
eventually arrive would be able to do precious little. A despatch 
of September 25 (1903) from Sir Ernest Satow, the British Minister 
in Peking, summed up the situation admirably and may bear 
quotation : 

. . . I am disposed to think that the Chinese Government are really desirous 
of seeing the matter brought to a satisfactory conclusion between India and 
Tibet, but from Prince Ch'ing's (Chinese Foreign Minister) repeated allusions 
to the obstinate temper of the Tibetans and the difficulty the Imperial Resident 
(i.e. Amban at Lhasa) experiences in dealing with them, they are not sanguine 
as to the likelihood of Yu Tai's being able to expedite the negotiations.19 

There was yet another string to the Viceroy's bow: the fear, 
for most part imaginary as it proved, of Russian intrigue. Young- 
husband spoke of it constantly and Curzon rubbed the point home 
unremittingly. 'Every letter of his (Younghusband's)' the 
Viceroy wrote to the Secretary of State on August 26, 'bore 
eloquent testimony to the fact that the Tibetans are relying upon 
Russian support. I feel no doubt in saying that any failure on our 
part in the present negotiations will leave things worse off than 
they were before, and will precipitate the very ascendancy of 
Russia which our proceedings are intended to prevent or post- 
pone'.20 A week earlier, Curzon had written to Lansdowne even 
more categorically, 

I have not a doubt that the Russians, through their Buriat Lamas, are behind 
the Tibetans and the latter openly proclaim it. We cannot, of course, end with 
another fiasco like Colman Macaulay's Mission.21 

In an earlier letter, when Younghusband had been a t  Khamba 
Jong for less than a few weeks, the Viceroy had drawn heavily 
upon the Commissioner and his informers: 

Captain Parr, the Chinese Customs Officer . . . has told Younghusband in 
confidence upon his arrival at Khamba Jong that he had good reason to believe 
that Russians are now actually on their way to Lhasa. Younghusband further 
telegraphs . . . that they (Tibetans) rely absolutely upon Russian support. 

18 Supra, note 14. 
19 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 1 16, pp. 2 1 1 - 12. 
20 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, August 12, 1903, Hamilton Papers, op. cit. 
21 Curzon to Lansdowne, letter, August 19 (1903), Curzon MSS. 
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The same report reaches us from Nepal and . . . confirmed a recent Rcuter 
despatch . . . I am firmly convinced of Russian malaJides in the matter. . . .22 

Meantime Younghusband was writing what proved to be a 
veritable disquisition on British policy in Tibet and herein Russia 
loomed somewhat portentously : 

When we have obtained this access to Tibet and acquired as much influence 
there as is required for keeping Russian influence at bay, we shall have averted 
an insidious political danger to India; we shall have put ourselves in a position 
which will have as a barrier between our frontier and the probable future frontier 
of Russia the whole breadth of the inhospitable Chang Tang plateau; we shall 
have prevented the junction of any possible future spheres of French and Russian 
influence north and south across Asia: and we shall, on the other hand, be in a 
position of support to our own efforts in Szechuan and for combining our 
strength from east to west.23 

What with valuable aid from Satow and Younghusband, the 
Viceroy's own pressure continued, and mercilessly. In  July, he 
had warned Balfour that he was clear that his (Balfour's) govern- 
ment had been 'slow, sometimes unnecessarily slow', and that 
an advance in Tibet 'will of a surety come';24 early in September, 
forwarding Younghusband's long report on Tibet, alluded to 
above, he wanted 'to bring fairly home' to the minds of HMG 
'three' major considerations. These included the establishment 
of a trade mart a t  Shigatse 'which is now regarded such a daring 
and wicked thing to ask', but had actually operated there for 
nine long years ( 1783-92) .25 A near-climax may be said to have 
been reached when, on the day he wrote his despatch regarding 
the hostile actions oT the Tihetans, he scorecl another long dig a t  
HMG and their 'timidity', 

The Government will be compelled to authorise in the long run what we 
all of us advise, but what was rejcctcd as ill-considered and impracticable. 
How often i t  happens that a Government in its collective capacity, which is 
always one of timidity, makes a mistake in rejecting the warnings of those who 
know . . . by postponing strong action now a h o ~ ~ t  Tibct, and the Government 
will not postpone or escape it altogetl~er, but that sooncr or later we shall be 

22 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, August TP, 1903, Hamillon Paper.r, op. cit.  

23 Younghushand's 'Memorandum on Tibet', p. 41. The 'Memorandum' 
was written somctimc in the third week of August and Younghl~sband refers to 
it a3 'the long memorandum' in lcttrrs to his father. Younghusband MSS., 
No. 12, August 24, 1903. 

24 Sirpro, note 24, in Chapter 13. Curzon to Balfour, letter, .July 8, 1903. 
25 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, September 2, 3903, Hamilton Papers, op. c i f .  
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driven to the necessity . . . of teaching these wretched little people that they 
cannot at our door treat us as if we were a power even more contemptible than 
themselves.26 

The combined assault-and there was no letting up of heat- 
had its impact. O n  October 1, the Secretary of State informed 
the Governor-General that H M G  'having again considered the 
position' were now prepared, 'if complete rupture of negotiations 
proves inevitable', to authorise not only occupation of the Chumbi 
Valley but also the advance of the Mission to Gyantse, 'if it can 
be made with safetyY.27 It  may be recalled that only ten days 
previous to this, Whitehall had viewed any such action with 
'grave misgivings', while a bare four weeks earlier Curzon had 
advised Younghusband that 'whatever the Tibetans or Chinese 
did . . . I felt sure that H M G  would not authorise an advance 
from Khamba Jong in the forthcoming autumn' and that he 
(Younghusband) should shape his plans a~cordingly.2~ 

HMGYs telegram of October 1 represented, as may be obvious, 
a very guarded, hedged-in approach. Godley had referred to 
it as authorising only a 'conditional advance.' I t  may be recalled 
that Lord George Hamilton was on the way out-he quit office 
on October 9, 1903-and that the British Cabinet were in the throes 
of a grave political crisis. In the light of the controversy that 
was to rage around it later, it may be as well to point out that the 
advance it authorised was, a t  best, a compromise solution to a 
rather complex problem.29 It  was apparent that the Prime 

26 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, September 16, 1903. 
27 Ttbet Papers, op. ci t . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 120, p. 213. 
O n  October 6, Hamilton wrote to Curzon about a Steuart Bayley, 'who knows 

a great deal about Tibet' advocating 'as a coercive act' the advance of the 
Mission to Gyantse further to be 'associated' with the occupation of the Chumbi 
valley. 

'I am  not directing any of the Indian telegrams or despatches', the Secretary 
of State wrote, 'but Bayley's note made such an effect upon the Foreign Office 
that they telcgraphrd to you accepting Baylcy's advice'. Hamiltorz Popers, 
op. c i t .  

28 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, August 26, 1903. Younghusband wrote 
to his Father that Govcrnment may not sanction 'any advance berore the winter 
but something might be done in the spring'. Younghusband MSS., No. 12, 
August 24, 1903. 

29 Godlcy told Curzon that the telegram of October 1 .  authorised 'conditional 
advance.' and that the Viceroy's 'new tclegram asking for final sanction' was 
the precursor to 'the cold fit . . . colder than ever' that had seized the British 
Cabinet. Godley to Curzon, letter, October 28, 1903, Curzon MSS. Curzon 
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Minister, and his colleagues, had been far from impressed by the 
'gravity' of the situation and were keen to keep away from all 
entanglements, binding or otherwise.30 What was more, White- 
hall placed little 'confidence' in the Indian Government's assess- 
ment of the problem in its varied facets. To the Viceroy, however, 
here was a major triumph. Himself a powerful advocate of a 
'strong' approach, his chief preoccupation now was to prove 
beyond cavil that a 'complete rupture of negotiations' at  Khamba 
Jong was, in fact, 'inevitable' and that the advance to Gyantse 
could be made 'with safety'. Meantime, Younghusband was 
asked for his opinion and later-on October 11-summoned to 
Simla 'to consult with me about the Tibetan advance'.31 
Detailed plans too were drawn up and discussed at the Council 
table and with the military authorities, and everything, from 
the Viceroy's viewpoint, seemed to augur well for the long- 
awaited advance. 

On October 26, Lord Curzon had penned a fairly detailed 
despatch to London32 outlining 'reasons' why the advance into 
Tibet had become 'indispensable' and why the Mission's goal 
should now be Gyantse, and 'not only' the Chumbi Valley. As 
for the inevitability of the forward move, he reminded India 
Office that there had been no Tibetan delegates for three months 
(the two earlier ones having never been replaced) ; that a Colonel 
Chao, who had come in place of Mr. Ho, was discovered to be 

in his letter to Brodrick, November 4, took him to task for throwing over the 
earlier policy: 'When the former (Lord George Hamilton) in his telegram of 
October 1, quoted the authority of HMG, it naturally never occurred to anyone 
of us that this did not mean HMG, but only two members of it1. Ibid., Curzon 
to Brodrick, letter, November 4, 1903. 

30 In  his letter to 'My dear St. John' dated October 28, Balfour noted: 
'I am not very happy about this movement into Tibet. . . . I strongly deprecate 
permanent entanglement in Tibet, particularly because we have as much on 
our hands as we can look after'. B.P., RM. Vol. XXXVIII ,  No. 49720. 

31 Curzon to Brodrick, letter, October 14, 1903; Curzon MSS. T o  his father 
on October 22, 1903, Younghusband wrote that he had been 'summoned here 
(Simla) to advise the Viceroy on the situation', that he received a telegram 
on the loth, 'left Khamba Jong on the 1 lth and was here on the 20th'. 
Younghusband MSS., No. 16. 

32 On the same day, Curzon had sent Brodrick a long anxious telegram, 
seeking authorisation 'for an immediate advance to Gyantse'. Referred to 
in Brodrick's private telegram to Viceroy on October 29, 1903. B.P., B.M., 
Vol. XXXVIII .  
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'inferior3 in position to his predecessor; that Yu Tai had not yet 
arrived and that the present Amban had 'failed to acknowledge 
the Viceroy's letter' in which his attention had been drawn to 
the inadequacy both of Chinese and Tibetan representation. 
Meantime, Lhasa had been 'preparing for war' for months-so 
defiant, had it become that it had 'tortured and killed' two British 
subjects who had earlier been captured. They 'mistake our 

patience for weakness, reject our overtures with scorn and despise 
our strength'. 'In these circumstances', the Viceroy queried, was 
there really 'any alternative', except the obvious one to advance? 

And additionally the move forward must be to Gyantse. For 

the Chumbi Valley, the Viceroy informed the Secretary of State 
nor for the first time either, was not regarded a part of Tibet and 
the latter country may be disposed to view its occupation as a 
'retrograde step'. Again, in case the valley alone were to be 
occupied, 'our present situation will be repeated' a t  Phari, 
instead of at  Khamba Jong, and it would require 'stronger 

6 .  measures' to convince the Tibetans that we were in 
earnest'. Two more arguments were pressed into service. 
Younghusband thought that it was 'extremely important' that 
the British should come into contact with the Tibetan people- 
'who are friendly and prepared to enter into relations with us' 
-in contrast to the hierarchy of Lhasa monks who were the real 
o p p o ~ i t i o n . ~ ~  (What a faithful echo of a line of reasoning 
Communist Peking was to adopt a bare half century later!) And 
insofar as the British were pressing for a trade mart a t  Gyantse, 
this objective could best be attained by getting there quickly. 
As for the physical difficulties, the Viceroy was confident that 
none whatever really existed. 'No serious resistance' was anti- 
cipated and though cold, the season 'is entirely f a ~ o u r a b l ~ ' . ~ 4  

3 3  The argument about fanatical monks misleading a relatively peaceful 
friendly people occurs time and again in Younghusband's own letters and 
repeats itself in most of Lord Curzon's despatches to the India Office. Typical, 
and by no means exceptional, is the letter of September 2, wherein Curzon 
drew a clear 'distinction between the people of Tibet who are good-humoured, 
sociable set of men, quite prepared to enter into communications with ourselves' 
and the dominant clique of Lamas who are 'a narrow, intolerant and super- 
stitious ecclesiastical hierarchy, whose continued ascendancy depends entirely 

upon the exclusion of the foreigner'. Curzon to Hamilton, letter, September 2,  
1903. Hamilton Pabcrs, OF. ci t .  

34 In his letter to his father from Khamba Jong on October 9, Younghusband 
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Basically, Lord Curzon hardly anticipated any problems in 
'carrying through operations' and maintaining 'communications 
and supplies'.35 

A word may be added here, if only in parenthesis, about the 
alleged 'torture', and killing, of the 'two British subjects' by 
the Tibetans, to which the Viceroy had alluded. In an  earlier 
despatch Lord Curzon had mentioned their capture,36 and since 
then they had occupied a most important place in all diplomatic 
correspondence and for a time appeared even to be at  the very 
centre of the stage. Lord Lansclowlle had repeatedly asked the 
British Minister in Peking to secure their release;37 the Chinese 
Foreign Office in turn had pressed its Amban a t  Lhasa with 
'orders' to get thcm set free forthwitl1;38 and the latter had done 
his best to persuade the Tibetans of the errors of their ways,39 
although to no effect. Who were these all-important 'British 
subjects' ? 

Initially, in July when the Mission had occupied a fortified 
camp a t  Khamba Jong, two men from the Lachung valley in 
Sikkim, had been sent to the Gyantse-Shigatse area to spy out 
the land.40 The former returned with a report that the people 
of the country were 'in an excited state' that orders had been 
given to Tak-po and Kang-bo, and other provinces, 'for the 
assembly of soldiers' and that the monlts of the three great Lhasa 
monasteries41 had professed tllemselves as 'I-eady to march out'. 
In a land where a major source of news was the idle gossip of the 
bazaar, the Lachung men (lid a redoubtable job in bringing in 
the most fantastic of fills on which O'Connor, and his master, 
now fed the Government. 

confided: 'I hope we shall move early in November. I do not anticipate much 
fighting but a good deal of cold'. Younghusband MSS., No. 15. 

35 Tibet Papers, op. ci t . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 123 (October 26, 1903), pp. 214-15. 
36 Ibid., No. 112, p. 209. 
37 Ibid.,No. 114, p. 210; No. 115,p.  211; Encl. i n N o .  116,p.  212. 
38 Thu Sir Ernest Satow wrote to the Foreign Secretary 'The Board (Chinese 

Foreign Office) has already telegraphed to the Imperial Resident in Tibet 
instructing him to order the Tibetan authorities to release the two British subjects 
at once. , , . ' Ibid., Encl. in No. 1 18, p. 2 13. 

39 Ibid., Encl. in No. 149, p. 303. 
40  The euphemism 'information-gatherers' has been employed for these men 

by Alastair Lamb, op. cit., p. 291. 
41 In his 'Diary' entry for July 31, Captain O'Connor lists in detail the 

'information' brought by these men. Ibid., Encl. 30, in No. 129, pp. 244-45. 
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Anyway 'the two Lachung men', who paradoxically remained 
anonymous to the very end, 'sent to Shigatse on the 18th of July 
have not returned', Captain O'Connor noted in his 'Diary' on 
August 2. Efforts to track them failed but gradually, over the 
next few weeks, these two spies were transformed as it were into 
peaceful traders.42 Meanwhile every unsubstantiated rumour 
that they had been captured, beaten up and put to death was 
seized upon and bloated out of all proportion. Here at  last 
seemed to be a real 'incident' a deliberate outrage, demon- 
strating the studied hostility of the Tibetans. How vital they 
seemed may be gauged from Lord Curzon's despatch of 
November 5: 

Perhaps, however, the most conspicuous proof of the hostility of the Tibetan 
Government and of their contemptuous disregard for the usages of civilisation 
has been the arrest of two British subjects from Lachung a t  Shigatse, whence 
they have been deported to Lhasa, and it is credibly asserted, have been tortured 
and killed.43 

To anticipate events slightly, a year later the two men were 
found, perfectly hale and hearty, on the Mission's arrival at  
Lhasa. Meantime for a whole twelve months their imaginary 
'torture', and 'death', had served a most useful purpose.44 

While the Viceroy was preparing for the advance into Tibet 
and re-assuring the ncw Secretary of State, Henry St. John 
Brodrick (who had taken over from George Hamilton) that he 
(Curzon) will 'proceed with as much caution as possible', take 

42 Colonel Younghusband's letter of August 19 to the Foreign Secretary, 
describes tl lc~n as 'two Sikkim (Lachung) men who had proceeded to Shigatse 
to trade', and urged Government 'to take more special notice of the case'. 
Ibid., Rncl. 41, in No. 129, p. 254. 

43 Ibid., No. 129, pp. 219-21. 
I t  is not without significance that Younghusband's letters to his father, which 

arc othrrwise most revealing and inrormative, are conspicuously silent about 
'these two 1,achurig mrn'. 

44 Whrn 'the two dubious and anonymous British subjects'-to borrow Im-d 
I<osrbrryls words-wcre restored, Younghusband held a full durbar and made a 
grcat deal of fuss saying thrse two men lbrmed one or the main reasons why thc 
mission had been movetl from Ktiamba to Gyantse and that lie was satisfied 
that 'the ill-treatment had not been severe'. 

Thc men were released at  the suggestion of the Amban Yu Tai  and a 
medical examination harl revealed that they had been 'well fed showing no 
sign of ill-treatment bryond imprisonment'. Tibet Pulers, op. c i t . ,  Cd. 2370, 
Part I, No. 130, p. 52, Part 11, Encl. No. 265, pp.224-25 and No. 293, pp. 236-37 
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action only 'when absolutely provoked to it' and ensure that our 
'preliminary advance' was 'easy and effective', London dropped, 
what appeared to Curzon, a veritable bomb-shell." Nowhere is 
the resultant atmosphere better captured than in Younghusband's 
'very private' letter to his sister 'Dearest Emmie' written from 
Simla on November 3:46 

There has been, I am sorry to say a serious hitch over these Tibetan affairs. 
The Home Government are hedging badly. On October 1 the Secretary of 
State (Lord George Hamilton) telegraphed out that in the event of a rupture 
of negotiations proving inevitable His Majesty's Government were prepared 
to sanction an advance of the Mission to Gyantse and the occupation of the 
Chumbi valley.47 But a few days ago comes a private telegram from Brodrick 
(to) Lord Curzqn saying that the whole matter will have to go before the Cabinet 
on November 6 and he is very doubtful of its passing. He says too that the 
telegram of October 1 would probably never have been passed by the Cabinet.48 
This has played the dickens: for on the strength of the telegram of October 1 
considerable military preparations had been commenced in anticipation, for 
winter is coming on and the best season for operations is passing away. 

The Viceroy asked me for my opinion on Brodrick's telegram and this I have 
given and I believe he is telegraphing furiously.49 I t  really must be heart- 
breaking work to a Viceroy working with a moribund Cabinet like this.50 

There is no feel of certainty or reliance and so no decided action can be 
taken. .. . 

T o  set the record straight, both Eroclrick and (his permanent 
Under Secretary) Ciodley had expressed themselves sufficiently 
clearly although, to obviate causing any offence, in a guarded 
language. The  former had underlined the fact that the Cabinet 
was 'most unfriendly to any advance . . . and they will un- 
questionably want to know where we are going to stop'. The 

45 Curzon to Brodrick, letter, October 14, 1903, Curzon MSS. 
46 Younghusband MSS., No. 18. 
47 Later, after consultations with Younghusband at Simla, the Governor- 

General had pressed the Secretary of State authorisation for 'an immediate 
advance to Gyantse'. Supra, note 32. 

48 Zbid., Brodrick to Curzon, 'private' tclcgram of October 29. It is obvious, 
that Brodrick was proceeding in the matter after the closest consultations with 
the Prime Minister who, in any case, completely distrusted Curzon's judgement 
and was chary of any 'entanglements'. 

49 Hit at what he regarded a soft spot, Curzon deluged Brodrick with his 
despatches: Nos. 126 and 129, pp. 216-18 and 219-21 and his cable NO. 127, 
p. 218, Tibrt Papers, a@. cit., Cd. 1920. Privately too (viz. on November 4) he 
wrote him strong letters. 

50 'He (Kitchener) had just seen the Viceroy and said he was fearfully 
down(?) about Brodrick's telegram'. Supra, note 46. 
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whole Council' too were 'hostile to advance' and hitherto 
'only one member of the Cabinet ready to back it'.51 Godley 
affirmed that the feeling in the Cabinet, 'pretty well-known' 
'coincides' with that 'of our Council' who were 'very decidedly' 
opposed to an advance. He ended on a note which was to prove 
prophetic : 

. . . but if, as I expect, you adhere to your opinion and induce the Govern- 
ment to agree, I am afraid that you will find that the obstacles to an  advance 
to Lhasa which exist in this country are much more formidable than inTibet.52 

Curzon, profoundly hurt, and in deep chagrin, protested 
vehemently against what he called 'throwing over' of the earlier 
policy of October 1, and wondered if 'an authority of this kind', 
once given, 'can be withdrawn'. He was convinced not only 
of the 'reasonableness' of 'our case', but even more of the 
'fact' that 'there is no other a l t e rna t i~e ' .~~  

This noticeable acerbity in Curzon's language, and the obvious 
pressure which he now brought to bear on the Home authorities 
may be difficult to understand without a word on Henry St. John 
Brodrick-later Earl of Midleton-the new Secretary of State 
who on October 9, 1903, succeeded to the 0ffice.54 The latter's 
intimate ties with his old Eton-Balliol friend in India were no 
secret and, to the superficial observer, Lord Curzon was now 

51 Brodrick to Curzon, letter, October 29, 1903. Curzon MSS. T o  allay 
Curzon's anxiety and for fear he (Brodrick) be misunderstood, 'Do not think 
that I am adopting their comparison when I am explaining it', and again 
'I nonetheless cite these opinions, so that you may not ascribe any failure to 
give effect to your views to my indifferent advocacy'. 

52 Ibid., Godley to Curzon, letter, October 29 (1903). 
53 Ibid., Curzon to Brodrick, letter, November 4, 1903; also Monger, op. cit., 

p. 141. In actual fact, the sanction accorded by Balfour, on a Memorandum 
drawn up by Lansdowne on September 29, was transmitted by Hamilton to 
Curzon on October 1 .  This authorisation had not, therefore, received the full 
sanction of the Cabinet. 

54 'In the reconstruction, Austen Chamberlain became Chancellor of the 
Exchequer and Brodrick moved to the 1 .0 .  (India Office). These changes 
. . . did have a subtle long-term effect. The departure of the anti-German 

Joseph Chamberlain, left foreign affairs almost exclusively to Balfour and Lans- 
downe, who took a much calmer view of relations with Germany and tended 
to be pre-occupied with Russia. (Austen Chamberlain was anti-German as 
also Arnold-Foster, the new War Secretary). They were balanced by Salisbury 
(the title inherited by Cranborne in August) and by Brodrick, who was moved 
to a department directly connected with foreign affairs'. George Monger, 
op. cit., pp. 135-36. 
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placed in a good, strong position. Public postures apart, as a 
matter of fact however the two friends had very nearly broken 
with each other towards the end of 1902: Curzon had visited 
Brodrick with his dire displeasure over what he (Curzon) believed 
to be his (Brodrick's) disingenuous role on the 'Darbar' episode55 
-and what contribution the Indian exchequer should make 
thereto.56 A few weeks before St. John became the Viceroy's 
political head we find him writing, in a half-apologetic tone: 

I am exceedingly sorry you feel us to be so much in fault . . . there is just 
as much bitterness growing up on our side as yours, and I will do  all I can to 
stop it. . . . The  issue with your despatch on Pay has made me suffer very 
heavily a t  the hands of the Indian press, and has made the difliculty ofharmonious 
working greater than ever. . . . Honestly we thought, I especially, that while 
teaching us the benefit or  a vigorous policy, you would endeavour to teach India 
the necessity of adequately supporting it.57 

O n  his own, Curzon had been far from happy with the prospect 
of Brodrick taking over the India Ofice. George Hamilton who 
preceded him had, with a rare combination of deftness, patience 
and a remarkable power of resilience carried on with Curzon a 
rather dimcult role," had sensed the approaching storm and 
s o ~ ~ r ~ d c d  timely - i s  He llatl an inherent distrust of 
Brodrick's 'nevcr-lhilinl,r gaucherie' which he thought would 
prcvcnt his I~ccorn i~~g 'either popular or a really capable 
ministe1.'.59 O n  September 21, Gcorgc Hamilton wrote to Curzon: 

I have warncd B.~Ifour wli:it a howl his (Brodrick's) selectiotl will provoke 
in India and I dor~bt  whcthrr you will find him easy to get on with, or if he will 
handlc thr (Iritlia) C:ounc.il wcll. . . . 60 

A col~ple of \vccks later Ilc (George Hamilton) again 'warned' 

55 Sul~ra, Chapter VII.  
56 Hamilton told Curzon on February 27 (1903), Ffurnillon Pnjtcr.r, op .  r i l . ,  

that thc. C:ornrnittrc or1 Imprrial IIercncc arld niorc: rspc:cially 12rotlric.k. Sclborne, 
Lansdowne ant1 Kitrhie 'had come to a rrlllcr srrlsc or Britain's liabili1.y in the 
evcnt or  war with Russia and the magnitr~cle of thc military :lssistanc.c which 
India would ~~ncloubtctlly require'. 

57 Brotlrirk lo C:urzori. Icttcr, August 19, 1903, Curzon MSS. 
58 Curzon rcrcrrcd to Hamilton as onc 'who whcthc:r hc: always concurred 

with rls or not, had both ;I grc;lt r;~miliarity with thc working or thr  machine 
ant1 also mr~ch tart, sympathy ;~ntl  tliscrimi~~alion in the clisch;lrgc of his 
important dulics'. Ihid., (:urzon lo (;odlrv. Scptc.rn11c.r 23, 1903. 

5') Hiinlilton to Cr~rzon, Ictter, August 14, 1003, Hatnillon Popers, np. cil. 

* Ibid., Hamilton to <:urzon, letter, Scpten~bcr 24, 1903. 
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Balfour that Brodrick's appointment to the (India) Ofice  'would 
be most unpopular in India', but evidently the Prime Minister 
'ignored the hint'.61 Would it be too much to conjecture that 
some of these 'warnings' were inspired? 

Not that Curzon took it kindly. Actually he too, disturbed by 
the impending changes had expressed himself, and in no uncertain 
terms, to Godley : 

I t  (Brodrick's inductio~l into office) is a new and from somc points of view, 
a rather painful experiment, starting almost a t  the end of one's time in India 
with a new Chief. . . . I cannot regard the situation without some anxiety.. . . 
But I must honestly confess there will havc to be some change of clothes before 
he (St. John Brodrick) can be generally recognised as the whole-hearted 
champion of Indian interests. . . . 62 

Brodrick, who could probably sense George Curzon's fcelings, 
took the earliest oppol.tunity to allay liis fears: 

I have never felt that on thr  subjects which I untlerstood, such as those 
concernrd with thr Army, you felt thc same rcgard for my views as I had for 
yours in matters which you havc studircl so much longcr than myself. . . . I 
shall ncvcr differ from you if I can possibly hclp it, and I have perhaps an exag- 
gerated vicw of the necessity of trusting the man on the spot. . . . 63 

It \voulcl thus l ~ c  apparcnt that thc I-clationsliil~ bct\\.ccn the 
two mcn, as it subsisted in October, 1903, \vas far fi.om being of 
an intimate, confidential nature. On  Brodi.ick's part therc was a 
stark a\varcncss that the Viccroy did not quite trust him; on 
Curzon's a shaclc oi' 'anxicty' at  what he vic\vcd as a 'painful' 
cxpc1.imcnt.64 I t  is against this backgro~~ncl that one may examine 

61 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, Irtter, October G, 1903. 
62 C;urzon to Godlcy, Srptcmbcr 23, 1903, Curzon MSS. O n  October 16, 

onc of Lord Curzon's vrry good friends and conficlant~, Sir Cilinton Dawkins, 
wrote to him: 'By a curious irony St. John with whom I think your rclntions 
in recent times havc not brcn most cordial has gonc to the India Office'. I n  
an  earlirr lettcr (17cbrrlary 20, 1903) he had dcscribed St..John as 'very industrious 
arid vcry high-minded but . . . morc obstinate than any other animal in the 
world, is not without vanity, and has not really the mind, or imagination 
ncccqsary for War Officc, let alone India'. Ibrd., letters, October 16 and 
Frbrnary 20, 1903. 

63 Ih~d.,  Drotll-irk to Chr7on. Iclter, Octobrr 15, 1903, which he (Brodrick) 
had cnllcd his 'first semi-ofirial letter'. 

64 T o  maintain-Pctcr Flcming, Bayonetr to Lhara (London, 1961), p. 92-that 
tlic relationship betwccn thc two men, as of October 1903, was or  a cordial, 
intimnte or friendly nature is, therefore, not correct; 'thcir life-long friendship' 
had alrr:rdy been cxposrd, as has been noticed, to serious strains. 
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the Secretary of State's telegram of October 29 expressing his 
doubts if the advance to Gyantse could be supported, a viewpoint 
for which he had the fullest backing of the Prime Minister and of 
a preponderant majority, if not indeed his entire Council. And 
yet Curzon took it to be an insult, a deliberate effort to reverse the 
earlier policy and throw it overboard. Nor, it should be sufficiently 
stressed, was either Brodrick or the Prime Minister unaware of 
what the Governor-General was up to. Thus in his letter of 
October 27 to 'My dear Arthur', the new Secretary of State 
wrote : 

I do not know that we can actually say negotiations have reached a 'complete 
rupture' but if the move is to be made at  all, I see no means now of deferring 
it. I believe you are a t  one with me in wishing the advance could be foregone 
-from his letters I know that George intends ultimately to go to Lhasa and if 
I were beginning the negotiations afresh, I should be disposed . . . to avoid 
making this move. . . . 65 

Balfour's reply has been cited elsewhere. He deprecated 
'permanent entanglements' in Tibet for he feared that if 'we 
cmanchurianise' what is technically a part of the Chinese empire', 
British diplomacy in the Far East may be gravely compromised. 
He it was-and not Brodrick-who wanted the decision to await 
Cabinet sanction unless 'military conditions render this in- 
expedient'.66 

Yet in Lansdowne, the Foreign Secretary, the Cabinet had an 
advocate of 'going forward now' and on November 6, the advance 
to Gyantse was 'sanctioned'.67 The riders, however, were 
important-though not strictly from the Governor-General's 
point of view. HMG were 'clearly' of the opinion, Brodrick 
informed Lord Curzon, 'that this step should not be allowed to 
lead to occupation or to permanent intervention' in Tibetan 
affairs in any form. In fact, it was made 'for the sole purpose of 
obtaining satisfaction and as soon as reparation is obtained, a with- 
drawal should be effected'. Again, the British Government were 

65 B.P. BM., Vol. XXXVIII  Add. No. 49720. 
66 Zbid., Balfour's letter is dated October 28 (1903). 
67 Actually, two days preceding this, Brodrick had circulated a Memorandum 

among his cabinet colleagues. Herein he listed four points for serious scrutiny: 
the risks of the expedition itself; the difficulty and expense of maintaining a 
mission at  Lhasa; the effects of violation of Chinese territory; and the wisdom 
of undertaking a small war when affairs in the Far East were so critical- 
Monger, op. cit.,  p. 142. 
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'not prepared to establish a permanent mission in Tibet' and the 
Viceroy was informed not indeed for the first time, nor yet the 
last, that 'the question of enforcing trade facilities in that country 
must be considered in the light' of this decision, viz., the decision 
not to establish a permanent mission.68 

Curzon had indeed scored a victory, at  what cost, he did not 
quite seem to bother69 yet, and wished Younghusband godspeed 
in the express confidence that 'I would make a success of this'.70 
The decision to advance with all its 'ifs' and 'buts'-and, in private, 
the Viceroy, as will be presently noticed, plunged headlong into 
a battle royal questioning all the Cabinet's major prernises- 
considerably upset the Chinese. For some time now they had 
been genuinely afraid that a move of this nature was in the offing: 
the Governor-General, it may be recalled, had already talked of 
'winter quarters' for his Commissioners. Anticipating this in 
full meaasure, the Amban at Lhasa had written to the Viceroy 
on October 17 that he himself, along with a Tibetan Councillor, 
would 'proceed to the frontier' and in the meantimc begged him 
(Viceroy) to restrail1 his officials from selecting any new (winter) 
'quarters'. He had also endeavoured to placate the British by 
holding out the hope that their two arrested subjccts would 
soon be le t off.71 Almost simultaneously the Wai-wu-pu was 
making repeated requcsts that Younghusband hc dissuaded from 
proceeding further. It intimated that the new Amban had been 
asked to rcach Lhasa 'by forced marches';72 that the prcsent 

68 Tibet Papers, OF. cit. ,  Cd. 1920, NO. 132, p. 294. 
69 How strongly Balrorir felt about it, is revealed by the fact that immediately 

after the meeting sanctioning the advance he wrote to the King: 'The Cabinet 
are apprehensive that the Viceroy entertains schemes of territorial expansion, 
or at  least of extending responsibilities which would be equally detrimental to 
Indian interests and to the international relations - of the Empire. . . . '  
A.P. BM. Vol. I. 

Monger, op. cit., p. 142, maintains that 'the episodc had, howcvcr, shown a 
growing divergence between him (Curzon) and the Home Government, and 
relations between Calcutta and London, embittered by personal antagonism 
between Brodrick and Curzon and by Curzon's headstrong character, began 
now to decline rapidly'. 

70 Younghushand MSS., No. 19, November 1 1, 1903: 'Nothing could be nicer 
than the Viceroy when I left. He got up from his lying-clown rliair though his 
leg was still had and wished me Goodluck. . . . '  

71 Tibet Papers, op.  cit., Cd. 1920, Annrxurc in ISncl. fl4, in No. 129, p. 291. 
72 Ibid., No. 143, pp. 299-300. 
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Imperial Resident had been instructed 'to proceed a t  once' to 
meet Younghusband and 'arrange matters';T3 that it was ready 
to 'exact obedience' from the Government of Tibet to Imperial 
commands to 'forthwith' resume neg0tiati0n.s.~~ 

Their abject pleas, and express pleadings, were to be all in vain. 
Curzon hoisted Peking with its own petard. The Chinese were 
sternly reminded that their Tibetan wards had 'systematically 
disregarded the injunctions of the Emperor and the Chinese 
Government', that they (Chinese) had 'no real influence' in 
restraining the Tibetans. As for the new Amban, who was 
supposed to transform the scenc, he had 'unnecessarily' protracted 
his jourcey.75 The rejoinder to Chinese representations to stop 
Younghusband, took very much the same line: HMG could not 
'remain inactive';76 nor could they condescend 'to postpone3 
the measures which 'the conduct of the Tibetans' had 'con- 
strained' them to adopt.77 Above all, it was impossible to desist 
from what had already been sanctioned.78 The Viceroy's formal 
reply to the Amban's letters was a variant on the same theme. 
He  told 'His Excellency Yu' that since the Dalai Lama had 
already taken four months to select his Councillors, he (Curzon) 
saw no prospect of the Amban ever reaching Khamba. 'In 
these circumstances', the Viceroy informed him, the place for 
the negotiations had to be 'some more suitable spot'. And 
inasmucll as the Amban had warned him that all the passes in 
Tibet were guarded, the Viceroy intimated that he would be 
'compellcd' to take measures 'to ensure the safety of my Com- 
missioners'.79 

The Chinese apart, the Russians had also to be taken account 
of. As a mattcr of fact, Lord Lansdowne anticipating difficulties 
from their end had, almost immediately after the decision to 
advancc was takcn, informed Count Benckendorff that the 
'outrageous' conduct of the Tibetans had compelled HMG to 
take this step. He, however, hastened to assure the Ambassador 
that thcrc was no intention either of 'annexing', or even of 

73 Ibid., No. 142, p. 299. 
74 Supra, note 72. 
75 Tibet Paprrs, OD. c i f . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 139, pp. 297-98. 
76 Loc. ci t .  
77 Ibid., No. 145, p. 301. 
78 Ibid., No. 148, p. 302. 
79 Ibid., No. 134, p. 295. 
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'permanently occupying' any (Tibetan) territory.80 For some 
time the Russians seemed to take it stoically, a t  any rate there 
was no immediate reaction. Later, however, the Count made 
what Brodrick called 'very serious representationsY,8l intimating 
that this present invasion of Tibet by a British force was calculated 
to involve a great disturbance of the Central Asian situation. He 
thought it likely to create mistrust in the relations between the 
two countries, all the more unfortunate a t  a time when they were 
about to enter into an  amicable discussion regarding their various 
global frictions.82 

Lansdowne's rejoinder was couched in 'stout language'.83 
He  expressed considerable 'surprise' a t  the Russian 'excitement'. 
Need he remind the Count that British interests in Tibet's 
affairs were 'wholly different' from any which Russia could 
claim. Was it meet then that these protests emanate from 
a Government which had 'all over the world' never hesitated 
'to encroach upon its neighbours?' Lansdowne reminded the 
Ambassador of Russian 'encroachments' in Manchuria, Turkestan 
and Persia and wondered if they (Russians) would have shown 
the same forbearance (as the British had) in the face of Tibetan 
provocations ? I n  the final analysis, the Ambassador was persua- 
ded to accept the British plea as to 'the necessity of the advance' 
and its limited objective of merely obtaining sati~faction.~4 

80 Ibid., No. 133, p. 294. 
81 Brodrick to Curzon, letter, November 20, 1903, Curzon MSS. 
82 Throughout November 1903, as earlier in the year, talks were in progress 

i n London between Lansdowne and Count Benckendorff to remove the causzs 
of friction between the two powers. For details, see Monger, op. cit,. pp. 104-46. 
On November 7, Benckendorff told Lansdowne of the Russian Foreign Minister 
Lamsdorff's desire 'to remove all sources of misunderstanding between the two 
Governments' and urged that there should be 'a change for the better' in 'our 
relations'. Ibid., p. 142. 

83 The words are in Brodrick's letter to Curzon of November 20. Curzon 
MSS. 

84 Tibet Papers, op. cit. Cd. 1920, No. 141, pp. 298-99. I t  is interesting that 
Monger's work, already cited, which is otherwise so detailed, makes no mention 
either of Lansdowne's talk with Benckendorff regarding the advance into Tibet 
or of the Russian Ambassador's later protest. 



CHAPTER XV 

G U R U  A N D  I T S  A F T E R M A T H  

AFTER THE REPEATED Chinese requests to stay the advance had 
been brusquely turned down and the Russian protests squared up, 
Tibetan resistance was all that was left to be encountered. And 
here it was not so much the physical prowess of the ill-equipped 
-armed with spears and matchlocks, not even breechloaders- 
yet fanatical monks that was dreaded so much, as the difficult 
Tibetan country and the bitter Tibetan winter. Another fear, 
magnified out of all proportion to its intrinsic worth, was of 
Russian intrigue: dread of Russian-trained and equipped soldiers 
and  officers, if not indeed the Cossacks themselves. 

The winter that year had been unusually severe and claimed a 
large number of victims, parti-cularly among the rank and file-and 
difficulties on that account were not inconsiderable. As a matter 
of fact, from Gnatong in Sikkim on December 1 1 ( 1903) the 
newly-designated 'British Commissioner for Tibetan Frontier 
Matters' had written : 

Transport difficulties are  very great and it is almost impossible to get beyond 
Chumbi for sometime yet . . . the weather is getting cold. 22' of frost been 
last night but no snow yet. . . . 1 

A little over a week later, he crossed the Jelap-la 'On a bright 
clear, sunny day. . . . ' 2  Subsequently, early in January, the 
Mission had reached Camp Tuna which lay across the Tang-la 
(15,200 ft). 'Between you and me', the Colonel wrote to his 
father, 'it was an cxtremely easy aiTair'; although 'by Jove', 
the temperaturc was 'minus 20" (with) the coldest and bitter 
winds nearly all day'.3 From Tuna, on January 30, he also 
wrote of: 

a howling blizzard, a tcaring wind and finest snow driving along. The  
thermometer last night was only just a t  zero, but it has not risen above 20' 
during the d a y f  

1 Younghusband MSS., No. 21, December 11, 1903. 
2 Ibid., No. 22, December 20, 1903. 
3 Ibid., No. 25, January 11, 1904 (actually, through an obvious error, the letter 

is datcd 'January 11, 03'). 
4 Ibid., No. 26, January 30, 1904. 
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Casualties, a t  first, were few. 'In going up  Sikkim in June', 
the Commissioner boasted, 'out of 500 men, 3 died: 63 went to 
hospital. I n  crossing the Tang-la pass in January, out of the 
same number none died and only 15 are now in  hospital'.s T o  
set the record straight, it was Younghusband above all who had 
been a powerful advocate of crossing into Tibet in mid-winter 
because these (Tibetan) passes he rated to be extremely easy. 
Yet presently the figures continued to mount up, and  showed a 
rather disquieting trend. In Tuna  'we are losing a lot of men 
from pneumonia'-12 in all had died there and 'even a Sahib', 
a young European in the Postal Department, 'had to have both 
his feet cut off from frost-bite3.6 Later, he got i t  (frost-bite) 
'on the stumps' and died.' 

The  winter cold apart, a rnajor fear was of 'armed' Tibetan 
opposition now that a numerous, well-accoutred force, was 
penetrating deep into their land. Younghusband had reported, 
early in his sojourn a t  Khamba Jong, that the hills and passes 
around 'bristled' with armed (Tibetan) hostiles. Their attack 
was feared all the time and, primarily with a view to meet it, his 
escort had been increased while additional reserves were held back 
in Sikkim. It is indeecl a curious commentary on the obser- 
vations of the Frontier Commissioner, and of O'Connor who 
principally pieced together stray bits of information for him, 
that none of these much-talked of attacks ever came to pass. 
Yet the new advance over the Jelap-la posed an  entirely different 
problem, for here was a frontal march, right into the heart of 
Tibet. As may be imagined, there was a lot of talk of opposition 
being offered, although Younghusband was optimistic-'at first, 
a t  any rate'.e 

T o  start with, of course, there was a gentlemanly refusal. For 
Captain Parr as well as the local Chinese official, and the Tibetan 
general, 'asked me to go back to Gnatong', where the Amban 
and the Tibetan Councillors 'would come and discuss matters 
with me'. Later, they all implored him 'to remain where I 
was'. The  Commissioner, however, was not to be so easily 

5 Ibid., No. 25, January 11, 1904. 
6 Ibid., No. 28, February 25, 1904. 
7 Ibid., No. 29, March 11, 1904. Encamped at Tuna just then, Younghurband 

talked of 'real winter again. 37' of frost, snow and blizzard'. 
8 Supra, note 1 .  



GURU AND ITS A ~ E R M A T F I  2 19 

dissuaded. Next, the Tibetans tried 'a Chinese Wall stretching 
across the Valley'. Later still, the same officials 'begged us 
once more not to advance'. They made yet another effort: 

Exactly, as I passed under the gateway the local official seized my bridle and 
made one last ineffectual protest. Then I rode through and the door to Tibet 
was at last opened.9 

Tibetan resistance, however, took no ugly turn yet and the 
whole thing ended up-as most things do in Tibet-'in great 
good humour'. 'We adjourned to Parr's house', the Commis- 
sioner recorded, 'where first Yarr gave us an  enormous lunch, 
then the Chinese and Tibetan oficials sent in a meal and  them- 
selves came and sat clown with us to eat it. It was altogether a 
great day of which I a m  proud. . . . '10 

The Commissioner sojourncd a t  Chumbi for nearly a month, 
while Macdonald went ahead with plans for a further advancc. 
On January 6, the entire forcc reached Phari with no oppositiori 
as yet from man though much from nature, for the cold Ivns now 
terrible: 'piercing winds swept do\vn the valley, and cliscomibrt 
was cxtremc'.ll A day later thcy encamped a t  the foot of tlic 
Tang-la (15,200 ft.) for thc march to Tuna, which Ivas to servc 
as a base for the i'urther advance to Gyantse. O n  January 12, 
three monks from the Lllasa monastcries and the Gcncral, who 
had met the Missioil a t  Phari, askcd O'Connor again that  the 
British withdraw to 1-atung. Latcr, tllc Tibetans arc reported 
to have agreed to discuss mattcrs a t  Tunai tselClz Next clay. 
howevcr, thcy 1)uilt themsclvcs a wall a t  the very place whcrc 
the open plain was narrowed by a -large frozen lake and 
an outlying spur of one of the mountain ranges. They indeed 
'ran it up in a night. I t  was their cquivalrnt fur a 'Ail1 stop'. 'l 

O n  the day the Colnmissioncr arrivcd a t  Tuna wit11 liis 'snug 
little escort of 4 hattalion 23rd Pionccrs, 2 biaxims with Britisli 
detachments, 1 gull and some sappcrs',l4 a camp of some 2,000 

9 Slrpra, note 2. 
10 IMC. cit. 
f l  Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cir . ,  p. 159. 
12 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 173, p. 312. 
13 1,icutenant-Coloncl L. A. Bethcl ('Pousse-Cailloux'), 'A Foot-note', Black- 

woods Madatine (London), MCCCI.X, February 1929, pp. 147-76. 
'Pousse-Cailloux' is a 'pebble-p~~shcr', French equivalent of the English 'foot- 

#logger'. The writer, Lt.-Col. Bethel, was then a Lieutenant in the 8th Gurkhas. 
14 ,Si~pra, note 2. 
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Tibetans 'who were six miles off on our flank' was noticed.15 
If Macdonald had had his way-and one oi 'the first violent 
squabbles had already taken place between the two men-the 
Mission would have withdrawn and retired to Chumbi. But 
the Commissioner 'absolutely refused to move' and stayed put.16 
Meantime the presence of the Lhasa monks, nay their whole 
demeanour, was increasingly suspect, for they had behaved at 
Phari 'in a most unfriendly way'. Could it be that they had not 
only not come forth to greet the British, but had prevented the 
people-'who are friendly'-from selling their wares ?I7 In  the 
light of his early conclusion, which was Sully shared by theviceroy 
and the Home Government, that the power and influence of 
thesc 'ill-conditioned monks' must be completely broken before 
there could be a settlement, and of the persistent talk ofwhat 
Curzon chose to call 'Dorjieff, or the Mission to Livadia, or the 
Russian riflcs in Lhasa', Younghusband made a daring bid both 
to gaugc the full measure of the Lama f'r~ry as well as to ascertain 
'what their military orga~iisation was wortll'.'g His visit, 
unarmed, to the Tihetans in their Camp a t  Guru was indeed full 
of risk-though personally he rated the percentage to be extremely 
low. I t  has bcen called 'a triflc overbold' and 'a single-handed 
hcroic madness',~9 albeit \.c-ithout doul~ t ,  it was an astonishing 
act of bravery, so astonishing that it hardly deserved to succeed! 

15 Supra, note 3. 
16 This took place at  Tuna on January 8 and Younghusband gives a graphic 

account of how he resisted-for two consrcutive days--Macdonald's mounting 
pressure. The latter had emphasised that there was 'no fuel and grass and the 
men would not be able to stand the cold'. Younghusbantl 'ustified his action 
on the ground, inter alia, that the 2,000 Tibetans on 'our' flank, 'retired on the 
vcry clay that Macdonald wanted us to.' Younghusband MSS., No. 26, January 
30, 1901. 

17 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 169, p. 310. 
18 For details, Ibid., Cd. 2054, Part 11, Nos. 36-37, pp. 17-19 and Cd. 1920 

Nos. 158, 160 and 166, pp. 306-7, and 309. Curzon's words are in his private 
letter of January 23 to Younghusband, thc latter's in his reply from Tuna of 
February 3 (1904). Curzon MSS. 

19 Scaver, op. tit., p. 218 ant1 'Pousse-Cailloux', op. t i t .  p. 163. For further 
accounts of the meeting, see Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 174, p. 312 and 
Cd. 2054, Pt. 11, No. 38, p. 19. 

Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., pp. 162-67, gives a graphic account 
as does 'Pousse Cailloux', op. cit., pp. 160-63. 

In his broadcast talk over the BBC entitled 'With Younghusband to Lhasa', 
OF. cit.  Sir Fredrick (then Captain) O'Connor recalled the incident vividly. 
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Curzon was angry. He  conceded that odds were 'I daresay 
100: 1, in your favour'. But supposing he had been seized, 
even as a British party just about that time was by the Maharaja 
of Manipur: 'where should I have been and where would the 
Government of India have been? I suppose that my reputation 
would have gone irretrievably and that we should have to march 
straight into Lhasa'.20 

Far from adopting an apologetic tone, Younghusband justified 
his action and in words which were significant. He  viewed his 
visit as 'a great effort in the direction of peace' and thought 
his seizure 'would have been the most signal proof' that Curzon's 
policy of coming to a settlement 'was justified'. Above all, 

I thought this visit to the Tibetan camp was worth such little risk as there 
was for never before . . . had a British officer met a really representative body 
of Tibetans in their surroundings. I have to advise Government as to how to  
deal with the Tibetans. . . . Here was an opportunity though of seeing them 
face to face, so I determined to push through their barriers of reserve to come 
to close quarters with them, to gauge for myself what they were really worth, t o  
test if they were in any way amenable to reason, to ascertain without doubt 
who were the moving spirits and to see what their military organisation was 
worth. . . . 2 1 

Whatever Younghusband's justification, and he entirely pooh- 
poohed t,he element of danger involved, it is difficult to escape the 
conclusion that he staked much more than he seemed fully to  
realise. I t  had been very near 'a close shave' as he called it in  
his letter to his father or wrote of half a dozen years later in his 
book. In the words of one of his semi-fictional heroes it may be 
termed 'not . . . foolhardy . . . but running pretty near in  
that direction'.22 Be that as  it may it did, however, serve two 
useful purposes. Firstly, it convinced the Commissioner that no 
compromise was possible with the 'low-bred, insolent, rude and 

20 Curzon to Younghusband, letter, January 23, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
21 Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, February 3, 1904. T o  his father, the 

Commissioner wrote somewhat non-chalantly about his riding 'without escort 
into their new camp, six miles beyond this'. Younghusband MSS., No. 26, 
January 30, 1904. 

22 This is in Younghusband's partly autobiographical novel, But I n  Our 
Lives, op. cit. The remarks are of the hero of the story, Evan Lee. A later 
writer, while admitting 'the severity with which Younghusband made his 
intuitive decision' to go to the Tibetan camp, has commented: 'it is equally 
impossible to maintain that the escapade reflected a sound judgement'. Peter 
Fleming, op.  cit., p. 135. 
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The battle at Guru, 31 March 1904 

intensely hostile' lamas-hence the inevitability, from Young- 
husband's point of view, of the subsequent Guru fighting. 
Secondly, much of the criticism arising out of this fighting, as 
there will be occasion to notice, was later assuaged on the plea of 
this meeting. 
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The action fought a t  Guru, on March 3 1, in the Tibetan attempt 
to resist the advance of the Mission beyond Tuna,  was the first 
armed encounter which the peaceful commcrcial Mission was 
engaged in. The  details of how it all started are perhaps un- 
important except in so far as they underline two relevant facts. 
One, that twice over Macdonald had sought Younghusband's 
assent, though in vain, to commence the shooting, for he 
(Macdonald) was convinced that on either occasion it was an 
impossible position for the troops to be in. Two, that the 
Commissioner acted with the greatest deliberation and restraint 
and but for the fact that the Lhasa 'General' lost his nerve, there 
may not have bcen any bloodshed at Guru. 

Briefly, when almost completely surrounded by the armed 
escort, advancing in 'attack formation', Macdonald's men 
ordered the raw Tibctan levies, ~v i th  almost no accoutrement, to 
lay down tlleir arms. O n  their refusing to do so, an attempt was 
made to disarm them forciljly. I t  lvas a diflicult, tense situation, 
and heyond cloul~t a mcre 'touch and go', when tlic Lhasa 
'General', cvideiitly unable to restrain himself, fired a shot. This 
provcd to Ilc tllc signal for the 11:E1dc t l ~ a t  ensucd, Tor it was notlling 
beltel.. Evcn thc oflicial dcspatcll li-on1 Yo~ingl~usl~and described 
the 'Til~etaiis as  'I~cing surrouildecl to such a dcgrce that oul- men 
wcre pointing their riflcs into the camp over the wa11'.23 I n  
privatc, tllc Commissioner \vas more outspokcn: 

I did w11:rt I could to prrvcllt it ancl the troops behaved splendidly. . . . 
nut  it was wrrtc-hctl aflilir--and pure rnassacrr24 --brol~ght on by the crass 
stupidity ant1 chiltlishness of' the 'Tibrtarl Grncral. Tlicy will not bclieve in 
our power. . . . I an1 h*.~rS~~llv clis.llqmintcd I'or 1 Iind and wanted to go l l~rough 
without this---;IS I II:I\.c  know^^ 1111 along Ilow worthless thrse 7'il)etans were both 
i l l  tllrir grnrmlship i~nt l  niilit.iry organis;ltion all round. . . . 2 s 

And again : 

I was so ;~bsol i~tr ly  sick a t  that so-cnllctl fight 1 was quite out of'sorts. I t  

23 T i f ~ c t  1'nfrrr.r. op. c i f . ,  (:(I.  2051, Nos. 9-1 2 ,  pp. 5-G. 
24 Il t ln~r~ntl  ( :;111(11c~r. t 11(* ( I  . o ~ i ~ I o ~ l )  L)ni!y A.lnil'.c rorrcspondrnt who was 

hinisc.ll' scr io~~sly in , j~~rr t l  i l l  thr  fighting desrribrd it as 'not n battlc but a 
shnrnl)l(.s, not ;i S I ~ I I ( ~ - I I ~  f i ~ h t  but n ~nassacrc'. In  ;I s i ~ b s r q ~ ~ e n t  passage in 
his I~ook IIC:  c.nll(.tl it ';i11 inglorious victory' iind cxprcsscd thr  view that the 
r)llic,c.~,s \vho (lid tltvir t l ~ ~ t y  'so t l ~ o r o ~ ~ g l ~ l y .  llatl no  Ileart i l l  the 1)usiness a t  all'. 
K ~ I ~ I I I I I C I  ( :;111~1lcr, OF. (11.. 1)p. 109 ;III(I  I I I .  

2s Y o r ~ t l g l l ~ ~ s b a ~ ~ t l  KISS.. No. 32, April 1 ,  1904. This lcttrr was written 
within 21 hours or tlic ac.tll;ll fighting. 
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was all the Tibetans' own fault and I am glad I twice restrained Macdonald 
From commencing firing but of course it was nothing but pure butchery-the 
poor things were penned up  in a hollow within a few yards and even feet of our 
rifles'.26 

One  of the British Officers in the armed escort, Lieutenant 
(later Lieutenant Colonel) A. L. Hadow made this significant 
entry in his Diary under the heading 'Fight a t  Guru', 

Started 8 a.m. Accompanied 23rd P (Pioneers) in advance in line. Got 
round enemy's left flank. Did fearful execution. Got back 7 p.m. Awfully 
done, had to ride from the Spring27 

'Fearful execution' it doubtless was. The  Tibetans lost 700 
men, dead and wounded; the British 2 wounded, one of them 
being Edmund Candler, the (London) Daily Mail's correspondent.28 
It is not without significance that more than six months after the 
fight, the gruesome corpses of that  'fearful' massacre still lay 
strewn around on the Tuna  plain.29 

Younghusband had described the fighting as 'a disaster', 'a 
terrible and ghastly business', and writing years later wondered 
if it could possibly have been avoided.30 Contemporary 
observers of the scene thought, including Younghusband, that the 

26 Ibid., No. 33, April 4, 1904. In  his private letter to Lord Curzon, the 
Commissioner felt convinced that 'it (Guru fighting) was practically inevitable' 
and that politically it was important 'to prove to the very hilt that we did not 
resort to force till we were absolutely compelled to. . . .' Younghusband to 
Curzon, letter, April 14, 1904. Curzon MSS. 

27 Diary for 1904, entry for March 31, 1904. For April 1, Hadow noted 
that he was 'Very tired after yesterday. Stayed in camp'. 

28 In the final tally the number of Tibetans, killed and wounded, left on the 
field was 628; prisoners taken, 222; while 'doubtless a number, slightly wounded, 
escaped'. 

As for the Mission, 'Major Wallace Dunlop, wounded severely, lost two 
fingers; Candler dangerously wounded, left hand amputated, besidcs other 
serious sword wounds. Native ranks two wounded severely, eight wounded 
slightly'. Tibet Papers, op. c i t . ,  Ccl. 2054, Part 11, Nos. 1 1  and 37, pp. 6 and 18. 

29 Thus Powell Millington, T o  Lhasa At Last, Second Edn. (London, 1905), 
p. 54, noted 'what was left of the corpses of many Tibetans who had fallen in 
the fight . . . some months before'. Lt. Hadow, Diay ,  made this entry for 
Friday, October 14 (1904) : 'A lot of remains lying about at  Guru' lMillington 
was on his way to Gyantse (some time in June) and Hadow on the way out 0 

Tibet. 
30 Candler's comment that 'to send two dozen sepoys into that sullen mob 

was to invite disaster' is undoubtedly very near the truth. A rccent writer's 
observation thereof deserves citation: 'Given the Tibetan Commander's refusal 
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Tibetans doubted the seriousness of British intent to advance. 
Actually, the Commissioner had repeatedly referrred to the fact 
that his was regarded 'a doomed mission'.31 Again, both Curzon 
and Younghusband had oft-times protested against dark fore- 
bodings, openly voiced in Parliament and outside, that the 
Commissioner was bound to meet the same end as the ill-fated 
Cavagnari,32 that he would be trapped in Lhasa. Did the Guru 
killing, therefore, result from a Tibetan miscalculation? 

Another facet of this problem may also he examined. And this 
related to a British obsession with restoring their 'prestige' on the 
frontier. Before he quit office, Lord George Hamilton had talked 
somewhat non-chalantly of killing a few hundred Tibetans prior 
to the latter doing any business33 with them and the Daily Moil's 
correspondent had expressed the view that 'there was no hope 
of their (Tibetans) regarding the British as a formidable power 
and a force to be reckoned with, until we killed several thousand 
of their men'.34 Again, Younghusband noted a t  Khamba Jong, 
as he did later at  Tuna, that while a diplomatist must have 
'prestige' behind him, he (Younghusband) had 'none' and in an 
official despatch to Government, on January 1 1  (1904), remarked: 

We have, in fact . . . not one ounce of prestige on this frontier. I have 
. . . nothing to work with in making a settlement. . . . Rather than being 
afraid of us, the Tibetans here in Tibet think we ought to be afraid of them.35 

'What are we, they say'-he wrote to the Governor-General 
-'against- the omniscient and omnipotent Dalai Lama?' 

to do it (clear the road for the British advance), a clash was inevitable; given the 
British superiority in weapons, it was bound to be one-sided'. Peter Fleming, 
op. rife, p. 152. 

31 Younghusband to Curzon, private letter, February 3, 1904. Curzon AISS. 
32 Ibid., In his lettcr to Curzon, of April 14 (1904) the Commissioner wrote: 

. . . Lord Rosebery's gloomy foreboding that mine is a second Cavagnari 
Mission will prove as foundationless as most others of his dismal prognnsti- 
cations'. 

33 'And I should imagine that their (Tibetan Lamas') defeat and the 
slnrlghter of a fcw liundrrd of them, should have n salutary effect right through- 
out Tibet'. Hamilton to Curzon, letter, Scptember 15, 1903, Ilamilton 
Pn/~rrc,  op.  cif. 

34 I<drnuntl Chndlcr, op. rit., p. 112. 
Droc-1ric.l~ in his Icttrr to Clurzon on April 7.  1904, noted 'I a m  not sorry 

prrsonnlly that the Tibrtans should hnvr sustainrd a smashing derent, as nothing 

but ~ritrp.for-~e rt ~ I I T P  W O I I I ~  have rrnlly infl~~cnccd them. . . .' Curzon MSS. 
3 5  Tibet Pnbers, op. cit., C:d. 2054, Part 11, No. 37 p. 18. 
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Could it be then that, the 'massacre' a t  Guru was a cruel, if 
necessary, blood-bath to cvhich the Tibetans must be subjected 
so as to be fully impressed with the power and pelf of a Great 
Imperial Power ? 

This, of course, was only the beginning. And the blame was 
made to rest squarely, as it certainly did for most part, on 'the 
ignorance' of the Tibetans and 'the stubborn hostility' of the 
leaders from Lhasa. T o  be sure, Younghusband had talked of 
'the silly 1,hasa General', of his 'crass stupidity', of the Tibetans' 
'childishness' and of it being 'all their own faultY.36 However, 
with an ugly and ill-concealcd satisfaction, one suspects, the 
British Commissioner noted that one of thc Tibetans killcd at  
Guru was thc Lama representing the Ganden Monastery: 'the 
most insolent of the tllrce lamas I saw a t  Guru in January and a 
thorough-going ol1structionist'.37 

What was the effect of the Guru massacre 011 thc R4ission's 
future role? Younghusband had expressed the hope that the 
tremendous ~)unishment which the Tihetans had 1.cccived will be 
an object lesson, prevent further fighting and induce thc Tibetans 
a t  last to negotiate.38 His hope was shared among others by 
the Viceroy who csprcssccl the view that 'in all probability' the 
klission will now reach Gyantse 'without frlrthcr figliting'39 and 
Mr. Brodrick, the Secretary of State, who felt sure that the goal 
(Gyantse) will 1)c reached 'without much filrthcr trouble'.40 
In both respects tl~cse calc~llations were, however, to Ile completely 
belied. Tibetan re~istancc to the further progrcss of tl~cR/Iission, 
however futile i t  may have seemed, never ccascd. For 1c.s t h i~n  
two weeks latcl-, Macdonald faced somc 2,000 of tlicir mcn resisting 
him and anothcr '190 Tibetan corpses' werc to mark thc trail 
of the British advancc from Guru to Gyantse.41 How many more 
hundreds-or may 11c thousands--countless, and ~ i r ~ c o ~ ~ n ~ c d ,  of 

36 Youghusband MSS., Nos. 32 and 33, April 1 and 4, 1904. 
37 7ibet Pnper.r, 01). cit., Cd. 2054, Part I .  No. 12, p. 6 .  
Younghusband's 'Tull report', Ibid., No. 23, p. 9, placcd the blamc sqrrarely 

on the Tibetans and praised the (British) troops Tor their 'exemplary paticnce 
and fortitntle' in circumstances of 'unequallcd vigour and difficulty'. 

38 LOG. ci t .  
39 Curzon to Younghusband, letter, April 4, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
40 Ibid., Brodrick to Curzon, letter, April 7 ,  1904. 
41 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2054, No. 25, p. 10. 



GURU AND ITS AFTERMATH 227 

the wounded and the maimed crawled away to hide their agonies 
'. In rno~~ntain dens or peasant hovels', could be anybody's guess. 

The 'fighting' a t  Guru, and subsequently a t  Tsamdang gorge, 
had for once put an end to the embarrassments of the Indian 
Government. In London too, the British Cabinet now felt 
impelled to seek the formal assent ofParliament, as required under 
the statute, for 'military operations' beyond the frontiers ofIndia.42 
Indeed, had not a hard-pressed, harassed Tibetan general 'lost 
his nerveY,43 and committed an act of aggression by making an 
unprovoked attack on a peaceful, commercial Mission ? Had not 
a pistol shot been fired-and an officer lost t ~ v o  fingers and a 
press correspondent an arm?44 Hencefol.th the \vord 'Tibetan' 
was replaced by the term 'the enemy' in all the c!espatchcs that 
passed bet~veen thc Commission and the Government of India 
and between that Government and London. lliplomacy was 
to be a t  a discount and 'military operations' were henceforth to 
dominate thc (Tibetan) scene.45 

And yet a n  outer facade of negotiations \vas kept up-more, 
it would seem, to assuage uneasy consciences in London than to 
satisfy the deeply-hurt feelings of thc Commissioner. The latter, 
called a 'rampant adventurer' by an over-exacting Secretary of 
State, ~roulcl have, ill his then tone and temper, no truck with 
the Tibetans until ill sack-cloth and ashes, they kissed the ground 
in fi-ont of him. But-and on this he stuck out his neck long 
and with a remarkal~le power of resilience - no talks, much less 
negotiations, this side of Lhasa.46 I t  is necessary to bear this 
in mind for whc~ i  thc Commissioner did ultimately go through 

42 Supra, note 39. 
43 T o  (:ru;lon, Youngliusbancl wrotr in privatc that the Tibetan 'General' 

'liacl no ncrve or cli;~ractcr--much lcss any martial ardour. . . . H c  had orders 
from 1,li;lsa not to fight. H c  was also told that if we wcre not prevented from 
moving forw:~rtl. hc would have liis throat cut'. Whrn the Commissioner 
orderrd tlic t l~sarmi~ig or thc Tlbctan sepo)s 'hc (Tibrtan 'General') lost his 
hratl likr :I sthool girl nncl bcgnn personally struggling with a sepoy'. 

Youngliusb:~nd to Curzon, lrttcr, April 30, 1904. Curzon MSS. 
44 111 a lattrr to his S:~tlicr-Younghtrsbancl MSS., No. 34, April 13, 1904- 

tlic C:onirnissionrr wrotr: 'Litrrally, our only loss bctwren India and here 
has brrn two lingvrs arlcl an  arm'. 

45 12. Marcnluni St ott. o / ~ .  r r t . ,  p. 41. 
46 I:i\c days aftrr rraching Gyantsr. Younghusband wrote to I.ord Curzon 

of 'liis firm brlicf' that ' ~ f  wr niarrhcd straight on to Lhasa wc \torlld sce the 
wliolr T ~ l ~ r t a n  bubl~lc  burst'. ant1 that this was 'tlic easirst ant1 saSest way to 
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the stipulated motions a t  Gyantse these were, a t  best, of a half- 
hearted and unwilling player performing what was an  humiliating 
or embarrassing act that he had to, perforce. 

Not directly relevant though to the actual progress of the Mission, 
some of the major developments may be briefly recounted here. 
The  Amban had written to Younghusband, very early in April, 
that he intended to come and meet the Commissioner but that 
the 'obstinate' Tibetan 'barbarians' were making i t  difficult.47 
O n  .his own too, Lord Curzon had imagined the new Amban 
putting in an appearance : 'deprecatory, conciliatory, and anxious 
to keep you (Younghusband) back a t  all hazards, and  willing to 
give every sort of encouragement in order to persuade you to 
retreat, and to retain for China (distinction?) of having settled 
the matter and revindicated her suzerainty'.48 Instead, however, 
a t  Guru had arrived not the Imperial Resident a t  Lhasa but a 
certain General M a  as his delegate in place of 'Ho, Chao and Li'. 
H e  too had asked the Mission to-what many another had valiantly, 
if vainly, tried before-retire to Yatung.49 O n  April 11, Ma 
informed the Commissioner that the Amban would arrive 'as 
soon as he could arrange' with the Dalai Lama, and additionally 
that four Tibetan delegates, of unknown position, were on their 
way to neg~ t i a t e .~o  

Ma's tidings were not very old when some of the ancient doubts 
began to revive. For on April 18, Younghusband made the 
(old-or was it new ?) discovery that the delegates designated were 
of low rank, that they had been halted on their way to receive 
fresh orders-could it be in view of the fighting which had mean- 
time taken place both a t  Guru and Tsamdang gorge?" O n  

settle this business once for all'. He  was indeed dead set against 'stopping at 
Khamba Jong, stopping at  Tuna and stopping here' which was all 'so lame 
and halting'. 'It leads to no result' declared the Commissioner and added 
'I might negotiate here till I am blue in the face but it would all end in talk'. 
Younghusband to Curzon, letter, April 25, 1904, Curzon MSS. From now on 
Younghusband's advocacy of a straight dash to Lhasa was to bring him into 
increasing conflict with the authorities, both in India and England. 

47 Tibet Papers, op. ci t . ,  Cd. 2054, Part I, No. 14, p. 7. I t  may be mentioned 
here that the new Chinese Amban Yu T'ai had arrived at  Lhasa, early in 
December ( 1903). 

48 Curzon to Younghusband, letter, April 4, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
49 Tibet Pabers, OF. cit . ,  Cd. 2054, Part I, No. 16, p. 7. 
50 Ibid., No. 22, p. 9. 
51 Ibid., No. 30, p. 12. 
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April 22, an official arrived from the Amban bringing the precious 
information that that dignitary was coming within two weeks. 
The  picture painted by the new envoy about conditions in Lhasa 
was nonetheless not an encouraging one. For, as Younghusband 

reported to the Viceroy, although the Dalai Lamas* had been 
aroused to 'a sense of our power' yet since the former Councillors 
were imprisoned, there were 'few' capable Tibetan officials left 
to negotiate with.53 

I n  Calcutta, in the meantime, a profound change had come 
over the scene. Lord Curzon, the Commissioner's unfailing 
friend and supporter,s4 had towards the end of April proceeded 
home on leave, his place there being taken by his locum tenens- 
Lord Ampthill. The  Viceroy had placed on record his strong 
conviction that during his absence 'whatever is done will be 
done by the Cabinet, in consultation with myself in England', 
rather than by the 'left behind' Government of India.55 I n  
actual fact, it turned out to be just the other way round for, among 
other things, relations between Curzon and St. John Brodrick 
continued to deteriorate precipitously. Inevitably, the Secretary 
of State developed a greater measure of confidence in the 'left 
behind' Ampthill and a growing distrust ofthe Commissioner and 
his 'rampant' adventurism. Curzon too, as there will be occasion 
to notice, was a t  a discount. I t  is with this essential background 
that the second phase of the 'negotiations' a t  Gyantse, and the 
final advance of the Mission to Lhasa, must bc viewed. 

In  hastening the pace of advance-and the Secretary of State 
as earlier Culzon himself, though much more mildly, had rapped 

52 Younghusband's rererences to the Dalai Lama are of the most deprecatory. 
He called him 'this bumptious young Dalai Lama' who was no better than 
'a youth caught up  as a baby from the bazaar' (Letter to Dane, March 28); 
'a young whipper-snapper . . . put on a pinnacle of spiritual power' and 'an 
obstinate, selr-willed youngman . . . very difficult to manage'. (Letters to 
Curzon, April 16 and 25, 1904). Curzon MSS. 

53 Tibet Papers, op. tit., Cd. 2054, No. 34, p. 13. 
54 Younghusband confided in Curzon, 'freely . . . as between two workers 

for the good of the Empire who look not merely to its purely selfish interests, 
but also believe that England has a high name to make in the history of the 
world . . .', while Curzon wrote to him as 'an old friend', their common 
goal being 'the good of the Tibetans no less than the safeguard of Imperial 
interests'. Younghusband to Curzon, letter, January 1, 1904 and Curzon to 
Younghusband, letter, January 23, 1904. Curzon MSS. 

5 5  Ibid., Curzon to Younghusband, letter, April 4, 1901. 



230 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

the Commissioner for what appeared to be his unseemly hurry to 
proceed to Lhasa56-the sound and smell of gun-powder and shell 
played an important role. There was fighting, and of a much 
more militant sort than hitherto, both in and around Gyantse.57 
Reluctantly, for Ampthill took a much more balanced view of 
things than the 'committed-to-the-neck' Curzon, the acting 
Viceroy suggested to the Secretary of State the fixation of a time- 
limit by which 'proper' representatives, 'invested with full 
powers', were required to arrivc.58 Within a few days, a 
tentative date, viz., June 25, for the advance to Lhasa was being 
discussed.59 Finally, on May 14, the Secretary of Statc agreed 
to 'ultimatums' being despatched both to the Dalai Lama and 
the Amban,60 a move further reinforced by a direct communi- 
cation from London to the Chinesc Govcrnment.61 

The  'ultimatums' were not without their effect. O n  June 23 
(later June 25) being the last day named for the negotiations to 
commence, Younghusband reported that Tibetan delegates were 
on their way and requested that the deadline 11c advanced by five 
days.62 O n  the afternoon of July 1 ,  thc Ta Lama arrived a t  

56 The Secretary or State, through the Viceroy, had sounded a 'warning 
that 'I (Younghusband) was showing undue eagerness to go to Lhnsa and too 
great precipitancy'. Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, May 15, 1904. 

57 Itfra.,  pp. 232-40. 
58 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Part I, No. 7, pp. 3-4. In his private 

letter to Curzon on May 15, the Commissioner wrote, 'I had always been 
buoying myself up with the hope that when the worst came to the worst, Govern- 
ment woulcl always brace themselves up. . . . Now the worst has come to the 
worst . . . instead of scverely punishing the Tibetans for their many insults 
and for their final iniquity of attacking the Mission, I am still while they are 
daily firing upon me-to meekly write and ask them to negotiate! And having 
negotiated we are to humbly retire from the scene'. Younghusband to Curzon, 
letter, May 15, 1904. Curzon MSS. 

59 Tibet Papers, op.  cit., Cd. 2370, Nos. 13 and 18, pp. 6 and 8. 
60 Ibid., Part I ,  No. 32, p. 12. T o  his father on May 27 (1904) Younghusband 

wrote: 'this advancing the Mission to Lhasa to negotiate is no use. I am 
advocating a regular campaign against the Lamas. . . .' O n  .June 3: 'I have 
been busy sending off ultimatums today-one to Dalai Lama and one to Amban. 
Lhasa general returned both which pleased me greatly as I highly disapprove 
of giving them any further chance of negotiating. But the cussed chap has 
just send asking to have them. . . . ' Younghusband MSS. 

61 Tibet Pnfirs, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Part I, No. 56, p. 19. 
62 Ibid., No. 63, p. 21. 
On June 23, Younghusband wrote to his father 'News just came in that Tibet 

negotiators are coming to see me. I only hope it is true'. Younghusband MSS. 
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Gyantse and accompanied by six representatives of the three 
Lhasa monasteries, met the Commissioner.63 Serious parleys, 
however, were ruled out hrYounghusband now insisted that, as a 
prc-condition, the Gyantse Jong must be evacuated so that 'there 
may be no risk of further attack on the Commission'. And as the 
Tibetans did not comply, the Jong was assaulted, and taken. 
Thereafter, for a few days, efforts to get in touch with theTa Lama 
and his men proved futile.64 

On July 14, the Mission began its march to Lhasa. Two days 
later, the Commissioner rcceiiled a letter (through the Tongsa 
Penlop, the Bhutanesc envoy) and emanating from the Dalai 
Lama and the T a  Lama, protesting readiness to negotiate.65 O n  
July 20, the Tibetan envoys comprising the T a  Lama, the Yutok 
Shape and the Grand Secretary met the British Commissioner a t  
Camp Nagartse and implored with him that he return to Gyantse 
for negotiations. Younghusband repeated-'for the fiftieth time' 
-that he had waited long and patiently; and as for any further 
parleys reminded them that he had 'the Viceroy's orders to go 
to Lllasa and, go there I must'.G6 Public postures apart, in 
private, the Commissioner was much more communicative: 

The cussed part is that they are such absolute children in the business of this 
world. When I told them that we considered it a great insult that the repre- 
sentative of a great power should be kept waiting for a year they said 'Oh, 
do not let us think of the past. Let us be practical and think only of the present. 
Here are we now, anyhow, so let us negotiate'. I told them this was all very 
f n c  now they had got the worst of it but though I was ready to negotiate, I had 
to go to Lhasa. 

. . . of course i t  is very hard to keep my temper with them when they go on 
for hour after hour with silly argument but I managed to do it through two 
intcrvicws one of 3f and the other of 34 hours. . . . I quietly answer their 
arguments ancl smile to them and give them tca and cigarettes and leave the 
solid fact of our advance to produce its effect. . . . '67 

Thc 'solid [act' of the Commissioner's 'advance' continued, 
clliinil~g in with the continuous refrain that the Mission must 
proceed to Lhasa and that thcre was to be no half-way house 
in-betwccn. For hot11 at Chaksam ferry, where the National 

63 Tibet Pafiers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Part I ,  No. 72, p. 24. 
64 Ibid., Nos. 75 and 83, pp. 25 and 28. 
65 Ibid., No. 95, p. 32. 
66 Ibid., Part 11, Encl. No. 252, p. 21 1.  
67 Younghusband MSS., No. 45, July 22, 1904. 
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Assembly promised negotiations and asked the Commissioner not 
to proceed to Lhasa and  a t  Camp Tolunng where, apart from 
the T a  Lama and Tsarong Shape, a Chinese official deputed by 
the Amban and an  Abbot, in private attendance upon the Dalai 
Lama, along with the representatives of the three Lhasa monasteries, 
met him and implored with him against advancing, his reply was 
the same: 'We must go there'.6s 

Meantime Younghusband had broken the back of what he 
called 'the correspondence difficulty' for the National Assembly 
had sent him 'the very first letter that has been received by a 
British official from a Tibetan official'. I t  bore the seal of the 
three great monasteries and of the Dalai Lama's great Chamber- 
lain.69 Later he was to receive a communication from the Lama 
himself, 'the first, of course, that he has ever written to an 
Englishman'. In  reply, the Commissioner was courteous to a 
degree but stuck to his point: 

I trust His Holiness will appreciate inconvenience it would be to me to halt 
anywhere short of Lhasa now that I have left Gyantse. I ended up-'I hope, 
I may be able to subscribe myself with the highest respect and consideration, 
Your Holiness' sincere friend, FEY.'70 

The diplomatic record was thus to prove barren; in the military 
sphere, however, there was a far greater spate of activity and it 
is to this that the narrative must now revert. 

The  'fighting' a t  Guru on March 31, offered a preliminary, if 
poor, foretaste of what lay in store. Everyone, not least the 
Commissioner himself, viewed it as an exemplary 'punishment' 
that 'will live in the memories of the people ibr ages'.71 Nor had 
there been much of firing for seemingly apologetically Young- 
husband pointed out that 'the Maxims fired 700 rounds which 
is 1-h minutes' firing and the average of the infantry was only 
12 or 13 rounds per man which is nothing a t  all with magazine 
rifles'.72 Again, this killing of 'poor, harmless peasants' sickened 
the killers for the real enemy, as they viewed it, were the all-too- 
ubiquitous, scowling monks in the monasteries who had evaded 

68 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Part I, No. 118, pp. 48-49 and Part 11, 
Encl. No. 256, p. 217. 

69 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, July 25, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
70 Younghusband MSS., No. 46, August 1 ,  1904. 
71 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, April 14, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
72 Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, letter, April 16, 1904. 
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them73 hitherto. Clearly, as was noticed previously, both the 
personnel on the spot, as well as the policy-making, directing 
authorities in Calcutta or London, did not anticipate any further 
resistance: the road to Gyantse, and beyond, was now presumed 
clear.74 

Contrary to expectations, and the best of surmises, Guru 
served only as a curtain-raiser. Henceforth, the Tibetans-ill- 
equipped, ill-led and with a complete lack of planning, much less 
any awareness of the arts of warfare-offered resistance a t  every 
step, how very foolhardy a t  times i t  may have seemed. Without 
getting enmeshed into details, a few of these 'battles' may be 
examined not so much with a view to their meticulous dissection 
as it were, but as typical of most of the rest.75 

The Mission arrived at  Gyantse on April 11. A day previously, 
a t  Tsamdang gorge, a sizeable Tibetan force with 'numbers of 
modern rifles in addition to probably 1,000 matchlocks' lay in 
ambush, in a well-chosen strong, natural position. They were 
finally driven out but for long 'stuck to their position pluckily'. 
The action, not important in itself, showed a t  once the virility of 
Tibetan opposition, and their acute awareness of' the danger posed 
by the British Mission.76 

Macdonald, who had escorted Younghusband to Gyantse, left 
him there with a part of the force while, with the large bulk of it, 
he returned to Chumbi. The  Commissioner was strongly opposed 
to Macdonald's withdrawal, as indeed he was to all 'withdrawals'. 
He expressed his strong conviction that the hlission's halt a t  
Gyantse 'has made them (Tibetans) revive their resistance' and 
that the decision to negotiate there coupled with the actual 
departure of' Macdonald's men made a profound difference to 
Tibetan reaction : 

On our first arrival here the Tibetans were laid out flat. They gave up the 
fort without a murmur. The Head Lama signed before me. . . . But then 
when thcy saw we were going to negotiate (and Macdonald withdrew). . . . I 
saw it (change in their attitude) coming in. There was . . . strong proof that 

73 Ibid., Younghusband to Miller, letter, March 30, 1904. 
74 Supra, pp. 226-27. 
75 For an excellent, first-hand account of the fighting, see Brevet-Major W. 

J. Ottley, With AIounted Infantry in Tibet (London, 1906). 
76 Ottley, op. c i t . ,  pp. 68-73. 



234 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

they were collecting a great gathering to envelop in here and strike our line of 
communications. . . . 77 

The  ostensible reason for Macdonald's pulling out was the 
fear that both food as well as fodder for the animals, would be 
scarce at  Gyantse while there was the additional difficulty of 
maintaining a long, and somewhat arduous, line of communication. 
all the way from the Jelap-la into the very heart of the country. 
I t  was, therefo~.e, necessary to send the main force to Chumbi 
whel-c ample supplics were ensured.78 Left with a bare 500 men, 
tkvo guns, and two maxims and a squadron of mounted infantry 
to boot, Younghusband took the bold decision not only to guard 
his own position but what was more to disperse a Tibetan 
concentration athwart the road to Lhasa. The Commissioner's 
intelligence had revealed a sizeable Tibetan pocket a t  the strategic 
Karo-la-16,500 ft. above the level of' the sea and 45 miles from 
Gyantse79-which could, theoretically at  any sate, endanger the 
Mission's communications a t  Kang-ma in its rear.80 Entirely on 
his own responsibility Younghusband persuaded Colonel Brander, 
the Commander at Gyantse and a marl very much after the 
Commissioner's own heart, to do thc job: 

I said I have not the slightest objections on political grounds and so far as 
my military opinion was worth I was entirely in accordance with him. The 
way to prevent mischief is to knock such a gathering on the head at the start. I 
thought, and in our strongly fortified post we could well look after ourselveshere.81 

On May 6, battle was joined on the Karo-la. The Tibetans, 
numbering about 2,500 men, armed with 'Lhasa-made and foreign 
rifles' were led by many 'influential lamas' and 'officials' from 
the capital,82 and with their jingals, matchlocks and breech- 

77 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, May 15, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
78 Younghusband, India and Tibet, 0) .  c i t . ,  p. 187. Tibet Papers, op. cit., 

Cd. 2370, Part 11, Encl. No. 61, p. 125. 
79 Both Younghusband as well as Brander believed that a Tibetan position 

at Karo-la could endangcr the Mission's communications at  Kang-ma, in the 
rear. For a well-informed analysis, see Peter Fleming, op.  cit., pp. 165-70. 

80 'Younghusband must have known that in letting the column go he was' 
placing his own career in jeopardy, hc risked with open eyes recall and disgrace'. 
Besides, he was seriously compromising his own safety as evidenced by the Tibetan 
attack on the Mission's camp. Ibid., pp. 166-67. 

81 Yor~nghusband MSS., No. 37, May 9, 1904. 
82 Tibet Papers, ofi. cit., Cd. 2370, Part I, No. 11, pp. 5-6 and Part 11, Encl. 

No. 72, p. 131, and Nos. 75-76, p. 132. 
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loaders kept Colonel Brander's men under heavy fire. After four 
hours' stubborn fighting, however, 'the enemy' was completely 
dislodged, the Colonel reported, yielding in the bargain 'two 
carnps, and a quantity of powder, ammunition and stores'.s' 

The decision to send out Brander was the Commissioner's own 
but much more important was the responsibility to permit him 
engage in battle. Younghusband's subsequent apologia that 
'the only way to prevent (a) gathering of that kind' and arrest 
fanaticism from developing was 'to hit hard from the start', 
and before 'they had timc to hit  YOU',^^ wears somewhat thin 
and does not carry conviction. Karo-la, as has been noticed, 
was 45 miles on the road to Lhasa and he had yet no business, 
nor any autllority, to go in that dii-cction. Besides, to cngage 
in that kind of fighting, while ostensibly awaiting the ilmbanys 
arrival and that of the Tibetan delegates for the commencement 
of fresh negotiations, was not to brightcn the notoriously dim, 
dubious prospect of their success. Younghusband later maintained 
that, with Macdonald's departure from Gyantse and 'strong 
proof' that the 'enemy' were collecting 'a great gathering to 
envelop us hereY, any dereliction of duty on his part may have 
resulted it1 Kang-ma being inl~ested and resultantly the Tibetans, 
all over the country, gathering 'exultingly al-out~d usY.g5 While 
it is difficult to be categorical in hypotheticzl cases like this, and 
the Commissioner's picture is 110 doubt heavily o\-erdrawn, it 
may be co~iceded tliat shorn of its political overtones, the Karo-la 
fight was perhaps a tactical necessity for without it the Mission, 
left with only a hancliiil of its cscort, could have been beleag~~sed, 
starved out and slaughtered to a man. 

The decision itself. it would seem, \vas takcn in deliberate, 
though covert, clcfiancc of express instructions to the contrary 
which the ovcr-cautious Macdonald had despatched.86 T o  the 

83 Yoi~nghusband to Curzon, lctter, May 7, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
84 Loc. sit. 
8s lhid., Younghusbnnd to Curzon, lettcr, May 15, 1904. 
8s 'The moveable column sho~~lcl not have gone as far as the Karo-la with- 

out reference to me. If you are not committed return at once to Gyantse- 
Fear your action will be considered as attempt to force hand of Government. 
Youngliusbancl's concurrence docs not relieve you of responsibility. You may 
clear out any Tibetans threatening communications between Ralung and Kang-ma 
and this piece of road should be reconnoitred. Please acknowledge'. Cited 
in Peter Fleming, op. ci t . ,  p. 168. 
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Commissioner, the Commander of the Escort was rather a poor 
fish, if ever there was one. Up against the Karo-la concentration 
he (Younghusband) thus acted with a great deal of courage, 
convinced in his mind that i t  was the rightful (righteous?) course. 
A smaller man may have stood hide-bound by the letter of 
Macdonald's written communication, with results that may have 
been well-nigh disastrous. Younghusband's admission in his 
letter to his father, is one of disarming frankness. Brander had 
left on the morning of the 3rd: 

O n  the afternoon of the 4th Murray who commands here in his absence hands 
me a telegram from Macdonald to Brander ordering him back here unless he 
is actually committed. If I had sent the message on at once Brander would have 
got it a march before he reached the Karo-la; and bcfore he was actually 
committed. But I knew the effect of his returning without fighting when all 
the Tibetans knew that he had gone out to fight would have been absolutely 
disastrous. So as it had been left with me to procure a messenger . . . and 
I hoped he (messenger) would reach Brander after his fight. But in case. . . . 
I wrote him (Brander) a note saying I had the strongest possible objection8 
on the political grounds to his returning without fighting unless the enemy were 
ro considerably strengthened. . . . 

Unfortunately the messenger . . . did arrive . . . before the fight and he 
(Brander) was greatly unnerved. . . . But he wrote me a line from the field 
of battle thanking me for my 'strong and cheering letter' which he had acted 
on. . . . I have juat had another note from Brander thanking me for the strong 
support I have rendered him throughout'.a7 

Meantime while engaged in rendering 'strong support' to 
Brander, the Commissioner himself faced a major threat. For 
in the small hours of the morning of May 5, with only about 150 
men by his side, Younghusband was taken completely by surprise 
with a large Tibetan force creeping right up to and investing his 
camp. The  Gurkha troops fought gallantly, as did Younghusband 
himself, 'with a borrowed rifle and a bayonet '. And ere it was 
daylight, the attack had been repulsed.08 Later, the Commissioner 
calculated that there were about 800 men who had marched 
12 miles during the night and managed to reach 'right up under 
our ~a11',89 

87 Younghusband MSS., No. 37, May 9, 1904. 
88 T ibe t  Papers, op. c i t . ,  Cd. 2370, Part I, No. 6, p. 3 and Part 11, Dncl. 

No. 71, p. 130. 
89 I t  is possible to argue that if Brander had not been engaging at  Karo-la, 

the Gyantse camp would probably have been beleaguered by 3,000 men. Even 

if they had been successfully beaten off, their losses would have been much 
higher. 
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I t  is a little rough to be woken up in the morning by the enemy firing through 
your own loop-holes only ten yards off! Heaven knows what the sentries were 
doing. . . . Of course once the Tibetans had discovered themselves they were 
shot down in a moment, and after ) of an  hour's fighting cleared off. But if 
they had not fired or begun booing but singly climbed silently over the wall we 
should have had a precious nasty trim. . . . 90 

Tibetan losses were sizeable, nearly 139 dead-bodies dotted the 
plain in front,9l while countless more-rigorously pursued for 
miles around-sustained injuries, sickened and died. 

Both a t  Karo-la and the siege of the Commissioner's camp a t  
Gyantse, the Tibetans fought stubbornly and tenaciously, yielding 
ground only when they had to. In fact, these actions stand out in 
marked contrast to the one a t  Guru. At both places while Tibetan 
casualties were heavy, no 'massacres' followed. This could, if 
partly, be explained by the fact that the men of 'U' and 
'Tsang', with a good sprinkling of the Khampas-were better 
led and displayed considerable valour, in contrast to the raw 
levies of Guru thai: permitted themselves to be herded togetlier.92 
A point that deserves scrutiny is the fact that a t  Guru, the British 
troops were right up against an armed Tibetan mob-not unlike 
a crowd in a city; later actions were tactical, real battles with 
movement in a mountain terrain. Another factor could be 
discerned in the strongly-fortified positions, particularly a t  Karo-la 
and later in the (Gyantse) dzong, taken by the Tibetans in all 
subsequent actions, \vhile the h c t  of their numerical superiority 
was common in all cases. The Commissioner noted that while 
'they are not much good' a t  offence, they were developing 'a 
fine capacity for sitting tightW.93 He  was also struck by the fact 
that despite 'some pretty hard knocks . . . they are solid arid 
obstinate as ever'.94 Yet  while conceding their strong points, 
he was not oblivious of their overall weakness, 

90 SuFra, note 87. 
91 L.oc. ci t .  
In his letter to Lord Curzon, on May 7, 1904, Younghusband wrote: '140 

is, I think, the exact number'. Curzon MSS. 
92 Godley wrote to Ampthill that 'the Tibetans have quite suddenly assumed 

a character of which we never thought them capable; they are no longer stupid, 
defenceless sheep but ferocious determined fanatiw with a steadily increasing 
perception of the military advantages at  their command'. Cited in Peter 
Fleming, op. cit., p. 183. 

93 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, May 91, 1901, Curzon MSS. 
94 Lac. cit. 
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The Tibetans certainly did pitch it out very well, they are a solid lot who 
will stand an  astonishing amount of pounding. I adhere, however, to the 
opinion I held from the first that they cannot be considered a power to be easily 
reckoned with. . . . With a loss of less than 40 killed on our side we have killed 
2,500 Tibetans. We have repulsed every attack on us. We have turned them 
out of an almost impregnable fort. And we kept open our communications.. . .95 

In  the military actions that follow Karo-la, the assault on the 
dzong a t  Gyantse, on July 5-7, stands out as the most significant 
if only because it involvecl the maximum number of fighting men, 
on both sides. Having receivcd sizeable reinforcements, and 
poised in readiness for the impending advance to Lhasa, the 
Mission ivas no longcr, as hithcrto, on the defensive. The number 
of Tibetans involved was 5,000 to 6,000; their losses, 'severer than 
estimated', were also heavy.96 The  Commis>ioner called it 'a 
great fight', waged by 'modern' guns freshly supplied by shells 
'of use against walls'. The  climb of the assaulting column 
on the Lvalls of the dzong he regarded an 'almost dramatic' 
scene.97 

A word may be acldcd licre if only in parenthesis. Whatever 
the strong points of the Tibetans, it should not l ~ e  forgotten that 
the British Indian troop5 were well-armed with magazine rifles, 
a few machine-guns and magnificent discipline. Nor did the 
Tibetaris prove to be truly such good fighters on their own ground 
as say Pathan tribesmen. The Khampas, in their own physical 
milieu may have proved much better. 

There was an old, traditional belicr among the Tibetans that 
Gyantse dzong held the key to Tibet ant1 that if it ever fell into 
the hands of a conqueror, f\irther rcsistance would Ije useless.98 
The  capture of tlie dzong, thercSorc, was somewhat synonymous 
with a virtual full-stop to any future fighting, ancl for all practical 
purposes-barring a few brief, though decisivc, encounters on the 
way to Lhasa-tl~is turned out to be correct. 

For i ts  military action, howcvcr, 'one of thc most brilliant 
episodes of the campai,yn' was the Gurkhas' cngagcmcnt with the 
Tibetans at Karo-la, o n  JulylB. O n  its way to Lhasa, the main 

95 Ibid.,  You~~ghusband to C;l~rzon, lettcr, July 12, 1901. 
96 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Part I, Nos. 77, 00, :inti 82,  pp. 26-20 and 

Part 11, Encl. Nos. 193, 196 and 202, pp. 179, 180 and 184. 1:or a drtailrd, 
and graphic account of the assault, zee Ottley, op. cit., pp. 180-9.5. 

97 Supra, note 93. 
98 Ottley, op. cit., p. 191. 
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to be impregnable, if strongly held. Younghushand, never a 
great admirer of the fighting qualities of the Tibetans, wrote to 
his father of a Pathan Jamadar of the Guides, then serving with 
the Mounted Infantry, who said with a gasp " 'what a chance 
these Tibetans have lost? If we Pathans had held a position like 
that, there would not have been many Sahibs left'." And on 
his own added, 'If they (Tibetans) have chucked a position like 
that, I take it we shall not have much more trouble with the 
Tibetans in the fighting way. . . . J I O O  

And that proved to be only too true. For barring some minor 
skirmishes here and there, in the way of any significant fighting 
there was none after Karo-la, either on the Mission's advance 
to Lhasa or on its way back. 

'The most remarkable feature' or the Karo-la engnp;emcnt, Ottlcy wrote, 
was that the fight took place a t  19,000 ft. 'a record which has not becn reached 
by any army of any nation throughout history, and is now open to the armies 
of the worlcl to beat'. Ottley, op. cit., p. 200. 

loo Younghusband MSS. No. 44 July 10, 1904. The  letter was written from 
Camp Zara, 16,000 ft. above sea-level, where the hlission, and the force, had 
camped after dispersing the Tibetans from the Karo-la. 







CHAPTER XVI 

P R O B L E M S :  M A N - M A D E  A N D  G O D - M A D E  

THE PRECEDING PAGES furnish, albeit inadequately, an inkling of 
some of the difficulties which the Mission faced in its campaigning 
in the land of the Lamas. Though smoothed over and to some 
extent alleviated by the time of the final advance from Gyantse 
to Lhasa these had, in actual fact, persisted throughout the year 
and  a quarter of the Mission's sojourn in Tibet. Some were 
physical, peculiar to the land and its rigorous clime; others were 
human and almost exclusively personal : the running battle between 
the Commissioner and his chief military aide, General Macdonald; 
o r  the growing distrust between H M G  on the one hand and the 
chief executant of its policy in Tibet on the other, resulting often, 
times in a strain that was perceptible a t  both ends. I t  would be 
difficult to understand, much less appreciate the truth about the 
Mission or grasp the picture in all its fulness of detail without 
having a closer look a t  some of these problems; a t  once man-made 
and  God-made. 

Perhaps one of the chief difficulties which the force was up 
against was transport, a difficulty made all the more acute by the 
lie of the land, and its peculiar terrain. For most part the country 
is, as was noticed earlier, a high-altitude, empty, barren, cold and  
windswept desert. And until the Communist take-over, the only 
wheel known in Tibet was the traditional prayer-wheel. The  
transport problem, therefore, reduced it.self to one of advancing 
into a desert on one's own carrying-power. And herein not only 
had the load itself to be carried, what was more the carrier had to 
be supplied the energy wherewith to carry it. As one of the 
Mission's oficers noted, 

The solution lay, impriniic, in finding some animal which would work but 
not eat, or in multiplying its carrying-power that the consumption would be 
negligible.1 

Another bottle-neck was 'the wasp-waist of that truly infernal 
Himalayan crossing', the 14,390 ft. high Jelap-la or for that 
matter the Nathu-la above Gangtok. The former, narrow and 
difficult a t  the best of times and yet one of the principal routes 

1 Pousse-Cailloux, OF. ci t . ,  p. 150. 
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through Sikkim, into the Chumbi Valley, had to be kept open in 
all weathers ranging from 'calm', through 'frozen sun-shine', to 
the bitterest of the blizzards. For, the moment it would be cut 
off the Mission's life-line of supply from its Indian base would 
dry up. The  ultimate solution was found in the twin discovery 
of the mule and  the yak: the mule because it worked, and over- 
worked in the worst of snow-drifts; the yak because it did not eat 
away its load. 

A problem which knew no remedy, and  found no mention 
in official despatches, was the intensity of the cold. Captain 
O'Connor's faithful diary records of thermometer readings 
bear a silent testimony to the sleet and frost and  snow through 
which the men-and their animals-lived and worked, marched 
and rested. 'Pousse-Cailloux' is, however, more eloquent as 
indeed are the pages of Lieutenant Hadow's 'Diary' and of 
Younghusband's book.2 Thus Lt. Bethel speaks of 'the bitter 
penetrating cold, still and sterile by night, rising to the incessant 
grit-laden gales of icy wind which blew with devastating venom' 
all day long, 'relentlessly, without intermission'.3 

Some of the entries, picked up a t  random, from Lt. Hadow's 
diary are equally expressive: 

Thus on Wednesday, January 6, 1904: 

Marched to Phari, V. cold last night. 6' below zero and a wind, could not 
sleep much. V. cold when we got up. 

And for Saturday, January 9:  

Yesterday was one of the hardest days we had . . . about 1 4 O  below zero. 

Again, Wednesday, January 13 : 

V. windy with dust, rather trying. 

Sunday, January 17 was no better: 

A very bad day. Strong wind and dust and did not go down at night. 
Tent full of dust. 

Monday, January 25: 

Strong wind all day, and dust blowing. 

2 Younghusband, India and Tibet, OF. cit. 
3 Pousse-Cailloux, op. cit . ,  p. 156. 
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Wednesday, January 27 : 

Dust-storm blew, most unpleasant. 

Sunday, January 3 1 : 

Snow and blizzard all day. 

Tuesday, February 9 : 

Lovely day, V. little wind. 

Wednesday, February 17 : 

. . . Some snow on hills in night. Cold wind blowing all day. A sepoy 
died yesterday and another today. 

Friday, February 19 : 

Another cold, windy day. Very unpleasant. 

Wednesday, February 24 : 

Another sepoy died last night, making 12 deaths up-to-date. 

Saturday, February 27 : 

Stayed in camp. Very windy and dust blowing. 

Friday, March 4: 

Windy and V. cloudy. Snow fell a t  night. 

Saturday, March 5:  

Snow fell last night. . . . One sepoy died in night and one sepoy committed 
suicide in morning, making 15 deaths up-to-date. 

Thursday, March 10 : 

Snow last night. Very cold day. Ass: Post Master- died last night making 
16 deaths. 

Monday, March 14: 

. . . Heavy wind all day, and cloudy latcr. 

4 This was a youngman, frail of body, a Mr. Lewis. Both his legs were 
amputated because of frost-bite and he died of the stumps being snow-bitten 
again. 
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Friday, March 25: 

A fall of snow last night. Stayed in camp. 

Saturday, April 2:  

. . . V. windy and dust blowing, most unpleasant. 

Younghusband's own description of the area around Phari 
Jong which General Macdonald occupied on January 20, makes 
interesting reading too : 

He (Macdonald) stayed there a couple of nights during which the cold was 
intense, the thermometer registering about 40' of frost at  night. The ground 
was frozen so hard that a working party of 12 men only succeeded after two houri' 
hard work, in excavating some 33 cubic feet of earth, and as neither turf nor 
stones were available, it was impossible to construct any entrenchments.5 

Later, the Commissioner arrived at Tuna ('the filthiest place 
I have ever seen') 

We tried to live in the houses, but after a few days preferred our tents, in spite 
of the cold, which was intense and against which we could not have the comfort 
and cheer of a fire, for only sufficient fuel for cooking could be obtained, most 
of it being yak-dung, and much having to be brought from Chumbi. . . .6 

A month or two later things were no better, 

Communications had to be kept up across two high passes right through the 
winter; a flying-column had to be ready to proceed at  any moment to our 
assistance at Tuna; and supplies and transport had to be collected for our 
advance as soon as possible to Gyantse. On  the Tang-la there was never any 
great depth of snow and what snow fell, soon cleared away; but there were 
terrible winds, and the convoys sometimes crossed in blinding, icy blizzards.. . . 
O n  the passes into Sikkim there was much more snow, and they were occasionally 
closed after an unusually heavy storm. Still, fairly continuously the transport 
corps plied across them, and supplies accumulated in Chumbi. . . .7 

The cold created its problems, with varied ramifications. Thus 
rifle-oil froze, footwear froze to the very feet, breath froze to the 
face, 'to make it like a visage'. An entry in Lt. Hadow's diary 
for January 8 makes interesting reading and is not so much 

5 Younghusband, India and Tibet, oh. cit., p. 158. 
6 Ibid., p. 161. 
7 Ibid., p. 169. 
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exceptional, as typical : 

. . . The cold last night rendered one lock of maxim and some rifles useless 
owing ta oil clogging. Tried both maxims on the march, only one fired. . . . 

Four days later, matters had not improved: 

Tried Maxims in the morning, many failures, found fuses(?) spring to (sic) 
heavy and worked at 24 to 3 lbs. . . . 

Cases of pneumonia, and frost-bite, were not unusual. The  

real problem was that every pound of fuel had to be transported 
-and with the bottle-neck that transport was-and conserved 
specifically for cooking purposes. Lt. Hadow's diary is full of 
expeditions for 'collecting yak-dung' but even these did not 
seem to avail much, for 'from first to last we were dependent for 
warmth on the natural heat of our bodies'. 

The bleak barrenness of the land, its lack of transport added 
to the acute bitterness of the cold, icy blizzards which blew 
uninterruptedly across hill and dale created well-nigh insuperable 
problems, for the Mission. And yet they represented, in reverse, 
the lamas' major allies-'strong and unfailing'-on whom they 
did count with a goodly measure of confidence. Could it be 
that their obstinacy, when facc to face with the threat which the 
Mission posed, was due, if partly, to a child-like curiosity in seeing 
ho\v long the invaders could stick out their necks against such 
formidable odds. Younghusband often talked of the stubborn- 
ness, of thc mulish stolidness of the Tibetans. One wonders 
ho\v much of this was born of an inherent, ingrained faith in the 
invincibility of their elements ? 

Another aspect of the problem needs scrutiny too. As we shall 
presently notice, the military authorities were weighed down by 
thc tllreat posed by the Mission's ever-stretching lines of com- 
munication. Younghusband told Macdonald that as for him 
he Ivas not intercsted in maintaining the link across Chumbi 
(whcn in clue course the Mission had advanced beyond Tuna to 
Gyantsc)s a proposition to which the ever-wary Scotsman refused 

8 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, June 18, 1904. The Commissioner was 
convinced that his position had been fully vindicated and that nothing adverse 
had comc out as a result or planting the Mission at  Gyantse 'to hold its own 
if  the worst came to worst'. This 'it had easily done and our communications 
have never been cut so that I was able to get out when wanted by Government. 
I do not call that being unduly optimistic'. Curzon MSS. 
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to give countenance. But having planted the Mission at  Gyantse, 
the military authorities \vere averse to any advance on Lhasa. 
And when they finally did acquiesce in it, Macdonald's view was 
of a quick dash to and fro: a prospect to which Younghusband 
kvas resolutely opposed.9 The  military viewpoint was that both 
Karo-la and Chaksam ferry, the stage for the fording of the 
Tsang-po (Rrahmaputra) and beyond \vhich lay holy Lhasa, 
represented two of the most vulnerable spots where any successful 
hostile action could mean the Mission's severance from its base. 
Hence Macdonald's advocacy of an advance to, and a halt at, 
Nagartse and the holding out of a threat to march on Lhasa, but 
no more. Younghusband was convinced in his own mind that 
nothing could be achieved, short of Lhasa, followed by a prolonged 
stop-over a t  the capital. I n  the final analysis a compromise was 
wrought: to proceed from Gyantse without dependence on the 
base, either for support or even supplies.lo As the terrain from 
Gyantse onwards was quite unfamiliar and 'the enemy' a t  once 
actively hostile and elusive, besides being ubiquitous, the risks 
involved, and the consequent difficulties encountered, were 
considerable. 

Again, a by no means unimportant problem was the regular 
upkeep of supplies. Actually, for most part, the men had to live 
off the land. The  hoarded grain and the mummified carcases 
of sheep in the monasteries-and in Tibet the latter have been, 
from times immemorial, havens of refuge for a sizeable part of 
the population-were to provide t,he staple, later nick-named 
'tummy-twisting', diet. This enforced self-sufficiency, save for 
food, made the 1,500 men and 3,000 mules who emerged from 
Gyantse and took the high road to Lhasa - 'with every man and 
mule laden to its ultimate carrying power '-look like 'a veritable 
marching Army and Navy Stores'.ll 

The physical apart, there were personal, temperamental 
problems too. On the face of it, there was something slightly 
odd about Colonel Younghushand, leader of the 'Tibet Frontier 
Commission' having as his principal military aide a Brigadier- 

9 A detailed discussion on these points is in subsequent pages. Young- 
husband's reference to these was, for obvious reasons, scanty in public. Thus 
his India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 203, is brief. Also Seaver, op. cit . ,  pp. 233-35. 

lo Ottley, op. ci t . ,  pp. 194-95. 
1 1  Pousse-Cailloux, OF. cit., p. 166. 
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General J .  R .  L. Macdonald, of the Royal Engineers.12 The  
former was inferior in military rank to the latter and yet superior 
in status. Nor was that exceptional for it may be added, if only 
as a foot-note, that Younghusband's military rank as a 'Political' 
officer was only nominal for half the Politcal Department Officers 
were seconded from the Indian Army. Initially, Macdonald's 
appointment as 'Commandant Royal Engineers on the road from 
Siliguri onwards . . . ' was gazetted towards the end of September 
(1903) and specifically excluded charge of the Mission's escort, 
then stationed a t  Khamba Jong. Apparently Curzon, who must 
have had a nodding acquaintance with his (Macdonald's) previous 
record in Uganda, in East Africa, lvas somewhat sceptical about 
his choice but then 'we were looking to roads and communications' 
and did not appear very concerned about his being 'a soldier, 
strategist or commander. . . . ' Besides, as the Viceroy confessed 
later, he was 'over-ruled'.l3 There could be little doubt that 
this upkeep of roads and communications represented one of the 
chief problems in regard to Tibet and would largely account for 
Macdonald's choice. The role of the brilliant commander, of 
the military genius planning operations in a difficult land was 
not the one for 14.hich the man from the Royal Engineers was 
cast and, therefore, it was perhaps not quite fair to expect from 
him something of the stuff he was not made of. 

12 For an account of Macdonald's earlier servicc in East Africa, and the 
controversy in which he was engaged there with a Captain Lugard, see Peter 
Fleming, 01. cit., pp. 106-9. 

blacdonald's first appointment was made on Septembcr 29, 1903, when he  
was placed undrr the orders of the Director-General Miscellaneous Works. 
Later, he was to comc undcr the direct control or thc Commander-in-Chief. 
Younghusband was quitc clrar in his analysis or h4acdonald's appointment- 

his own information bcing, vcry obviously, bascd on Curzon's. This was to  
the effcct that when the Forcign Office asked for an 'Engineer Oficer for Sikkim 
last autumn-belorc thc advance to Gyantse was anticipated-to do both road 
work and command thr troops in Sikkini', which were stationed there to support 

the Mission at Khamba Jong. Macdonald's name was recommended. Young- 
husband RISS., No. 32. April 1 ,  190.1. 

13 Ampthill to (:urxon, letter, June 23, 1901, Atnljthill Pa/jels, 01). cit. Colonel 
Petcr Fleming's rrasoning, 01). cit., pp. 108-9, that Curzon did not quite identify 
him (Macclonaltl) at  thr tirac of his selection is not very convincing particularly 
in view or the Vkeroy's categorical assertion that 'doubts as to his (Macdonald's) 
selection' rmanatcd from him (Curzon) 'but were over-ruled'. Curzon to 
Ampthill, lettcr, Srptrmber 30, 1904, Amphil l  Pullers, ofi. cit. 
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Younghusband who first met Macdonald a t  Darjeeling in 
October (1903), reacted to the man, and the post he was earmarked 
for, with a measure of enthusiasm: 

Macdonald is an excellent, sound, solid fellow and we shall get on capitally. 
Of course, in actual military operations, I have nothing to say. But otherwise 
I am to be the senior officer to him and the whole expedition is to be a kind of 
big support to the Mission and I am not to be merely the Chief Political Officer 
accompanying a military force.14 

Again, Kitchener was very friendly and cooperative having 
agreed to the deployment of a 'section of a British mountain 
battery and two maxim gun detachments all of British soldiers and 
I will give orders that not a single man to be under six feet'-all 
that the Commissioner had asked for in October (1903).'5 The 
Commander-in-Chief went a step further and  'told me to write 
him privately from up there to tell him how things were going 
and to ask him anything I wanted'.l6 

I t  seemed to be an excellent start, for nothing could have been 
better: ' I t  is much to be in private correspondence with Lord 
Curzon and Lord Kitchener'. And of the latter, Younghusband 
had formed a most favourable impression: 

He is very easy to talk to. No sort of formality or pompousness. You feel 
you can say exactly what you think. . . . He accepted everything I said both 
at  his dinner and in Council without questioning me as to the grounds for my 
opinion like Lord Curzon always does-and he did not inquire into the details 
like Lord Roberts always used to.17 

Soon, however, the gloss began to wear off the wicket and the 
first impression proved to be somewhat overdrawn. In  November, 
from Calcutta-and this was weeks before the ,Jelap-la crossing- 
the Commissioner was still confiding in Macdonald to 'regard 
me simply as a precious parcel of goods to be carted from one place 
to another and taken the greatest possible care of' on the way.le 
Yet in the process of 'carting' the 'precious parcel', serious 
differences of opinion began to develop. In  his initial enthusiasm, 

14 Younghusband MSS., No. 16, October 22, 1903. The Colonel had stayed 

at  Darjeeling on his way to Simla from Khamba Jong 'to confabulate with 
Macdonald who was to command 'in the event of a n  advance'. 

15 Ibid., No. 17, October 28, 1903. 
16 LQC. cit. 
17 Ibid., No. 18, November 3, 1903. 
18 Ibid., No. 19, November 1 1, 1903. 
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the Comissioner had planned to be in Gyantse by Christmas, a 
prospect of which the Viceroy was extremely sceptical. Soon he 

was to discover that it was not only the weather and the almost 
insuperable problems of transport which stood in the way but 
what was more Brigadier-General Macdonald had begun to 
drag his weary feet. 'If I a m  a t  Gyantse by the end of January, 
I shall be surprised', the Commissioner wrote from Gnatong 
(Sikkim) on December 11.19 T o  be sure, Gyantse was not to be 
reached until exactly four months later. 

Macdonald, among 'the most cautious and methodical of 
people', was averse to any advance farther from Chumbi until 
he could be certain of ensuring a hundred per cent fool-proof 
safety. The decision, therefore, to station the Mission-'with 
half a battalion, two maxim guns, a 7-pounder and some sappers 
and any amount of ammunition and two months' supplies'-at 
Tuna, in the middle of January, was acquiesced in after a raucous, 
noisy battle of words. For while Younghusband was convinced 
that 'caution is all very well to a certain point', and that they 
were losing 'many advantages through advancing so slowly', 
the commander of the escort felt certain that 'nothing so desperate 
was ever done before'.*O In actual fact, shortly after they crossed 
the Tanga-la on January 8, Younghusband and Macdonald had 
their first serious row. The latter, clear in his mind that 'as 
there was no fuel and grass and the men would not be able to 
stand the cold', demanded an immediate witl~dra\val to which 
the Commissioner's retort was a stern 'No!'. Macdonald 
threatened, stamped his feet hard and asked Younghusband to 
'assume all responsibility' and give him (all this) 'in writing'. 
As the Commissioner held his ground and refused to budge-a 
proceeding in which the Viceroy later thought he (Younghusband) 
was 'entirely right'-Macdonald relented and the Mission, 
encamped in 'threc large houses which have been fortified, 
remained a t  Tuna.21 

19 Ibid., No. 21, December 11, 1903. 
20 Ibid., No. 24, January 2, 1904. 
21 Writing to his father about his encounter with Macdonald in a letter 

date-lined Tuna, January 30 (1904), Younghusband said as if in a whisper: 'But 
I will now tell you a thing which neither you nor Emmie must mention 
to anyone . . .' and then narrated the entire episode. Ibid., No. 26, 
.January 30, 1904. 

The Commissioner had also written 'privately' to the Viceroy and Dane. 
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Mean\vhile as Younghusband and  his men settled down, they 
discovered to their dismay that the halt a t  Tuna  was far more 
protracted than was originally intended. For other things apart, 
there was 'a most pessimistic head of the staff' a t  Chumbi who 
was spreading some fantastic rumours about the strength of the 
Tibetan camp, not far from the Commissioner's own.22 To  
Younghusband the risks involved were well-nigh neg1igibl.e: 

If we had any amount of transport, if we were at  war with Tibet, if the 
inhabitants were against us, and if the Tibetans had at  any time shown them- 
selves to be warlike and with military aptitude, there might be reason for it. 

As matters stood there was 'no war', the people were 'friendly', 
the Tibetans most 'unmilitary'-like, and the very slight 'military 
risk' involved clearly overborne by the 'political disadvantages' 
of delay and 'the great cost' of keeping troops up there. No 
wonder, Macdonald's caution was not exactly appreciated by the 
Commissioner.23 

Later, when probably as a result of Younghusband's own 
repeated requests, Government asked the Commissioner what was 
holding up his advance, Macdonald pleaded-'without any 
expression of his opinion'-that 'if we did not require to keep 
up communications' beyond Kala Tso to Gyantse, a distance not 
exceeding 40 miles, he (Macdonald) would he prepared to move 
immediately. The  Commissioner, however, was getting increas- 
ingly impatient. There was 'nothing so risky as being cautious' 
he declared and charged that the military 'have had time enough 
in all conscience' to make their preparations.24 Of Macdonald, 
and his ways, he used strong language: 

I think I told you hc (hIacdonalt1) has asked me to give him 'an absolutely 
free hand' as it (advance to Gyantse) is a 'purely military move'.25 He has got 
a head like a donkey's and I cannot drill into i t  that I cannot give him a free 

22 Younghi~sband was deeply exercised over 'this individual' (none other 
than hiacdonald) who 'sucks in every yarn the Tibetans tell him'; was respon- 
sible Tor the story that the Tibetan camp, '6 miles below here', had been 
re-inforced by some 4,000 men who were 'armed with rifles' and who intended 
to attack the Mission. His own estimate, based on a personal visit, was of there 
being not more than 600 men. Ibid., No. 28, February 25, 1904. 

23 Ibid., No. 29, March 11, 1904. 
24 Ibid., No. 30, March 18, 1904. 
25 In a letter to Dane, the Foreign Secretary, on March 26, Younghusband 

told him that when earlier in January Government over-ruled him on the 
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hand and that it is not a military move. Of course he thinks he is fettered by 
these d - d politicals and if anything goes wrong I shall be blamed for 
not allowing him to do as he wished. . . .26 

In  the fighting at  Guru on March 31, as in the later advance 
to Gyantse, Younghusband ensured that Macdonald did not 
have tlle 'full control' he had demanded.27 This not only meant 
that a t  Guru 'the onus of commencing hostilities' rested with 
the Tibetans but also prevented thc fidission from becoming 'a 
military expedition pure and simple' jvhich Macdonald would 
be able 'to order . . . about as he pleased'. Besides, the military 
might have taken such disastrous steps 'as the retirement from 
Tuna' and behaved in a manner 'I highly disapproved of9.28 
Government's reversal of its earlier decision, Younghusband 
confided in his father, 'gives me more polver than I had before-or 
a t  any rate assured I had for nothing had up til l  now been laic1 
down'.29 

I t  is clear that boll1 a t  Guru, and subsequently on the way 10 

Gyantse, Macdonald powerfully influenced by his staff officers 
and their unrelenting pressure-easily understandable in such 
cases-for a medal, \,vas exaggerating his role and 'his exploits'. 
This was something througll which his military bosses could 

question of Pliari he had, "on account of the difficulty" of running this business 
with 'a dual control', expressed the view that the move into Tibet onwards 
abe a purely military move'. Now, of course, the context was different. 
Younghusband to Dane, letter, March 26, 1904. Curzon MSS. 

26 Younghusband MSS. No. 31, March 25, 1904. 
27 Initially Government had ordered 'full control' being given to Macdonald. 

Against this, Younghtisband protested strongly and threatened 'to be relieved 
of the rcsponsibility'. At this, Government climbed down and a compromise 
was effected. Thus while Macdonald was to have 'military control', Young- 
husband was to have over-all charge. The Brigadier was 'to carry out my 
wishes, unless they involve' scrious danger to the troops. Curzon MSS., Young- 
husband to Curzon, letter, April 14, 1904. 

28 LOC. ci t .  

29 Younghusband MSS. No. 33, April 4, 1904. Arguing out the Commissioner's 
line of reasoning Curzon wrote to Rrodrick: '. . . the mission is a political 
mission and Younghusband, not without reason, claims superior control. O n  
the other hand the advance is a military operation. . . . Younghusband is a 
little sensitive about his pcrsonal prerogative, and thinks that Macdonald 
imprrfeclly recogniscs the diplonlatic character and object of the entire pro- 
ceedings. . . .' The situation, however, was one that 'presents itself in almost 
every frontier war in India'. <:urzon to Brodrick, Ictter, hlarch 31, 1901. 
Curzon MSS. 
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easily see.30 It is also evident that a t  Guru, the continued firing 
into an unarmed Tibetan mob--it was far from being a regular 
army-and what Lord Curzon called 'the unnecessary pursuit' 
of the runaways by the Mounted Infantry, was over-done and 
added its own fearful quota to that shameless slaughter.31 Nor 
had matters improved weeks later when Ampthill confided to the 
Secretary of State: 

\.v; are sending you home by this mail two despatches from General 
hlacdonald. . . . You will see that the whole tone of these despatches is that 
of a general who is commanding real military operations rather than of a 
Commander of the escort of a peaceful Mission, but in this respect . . . a warning 
has already gone to General Macdonald.32 

Nor did troubles with Macdonald end with the advance to 
Gyantse; for many a battle had yet to be waged. As was noticed, 
the General on the morrow of his arrival there returned to Chumbi 
where, he maintained, supplies were more plentiful. Yet of this 
move too Younghusband strongly disapproved. Meantime, serious 
differences were developing between the Commissioner and the 
Home Government over the question of the advance to Lhasa. 
Younghusband was convinced that if his political objectives were 
to be fully realised, Government would have 'to be prepared to 
keep the Mission and a considerable force in Tibet for another 
year'. The  military were firmly opposed to this viewpoint, for 
they not only wanted the whole thing rushed through 'but to 
get back before the winter'.)] 

I t  is a t  this stage, one notices, that the differences between 
Younghusband and the authorities in London added their own 
fearful complication to the running battle with Macdonald. Nor 
was the latter alone, for both Kitchener and (Major-General Sir 
Edmund) Elles, the Military Member, now became his powerful 
protagonists-both in and outside the Council Chamber. In 
fact, they seemed to demand the Commissioner's very head, 
and on a platter. Two letters from Ampthill to Curzon and the 
Secretary of State are eloquent of the change in the situation. 

30 Ibid., Kitchener to Curzon, letter, April 26, 1904. The Comrnander-in- 
Chief who had written to Macdonald assured the Viceroy that he hoped there 
will be 'no more of these incidents'. 

31 Ampthill to Brodrick: letter, May 5 ,  1904. A m p h i l l  Pafirs, op. ci l .  
32 Loc. c i t .  
33 Younghusband MSS., No. 38, May 24, 1901. 
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Thus on June 2:  

The Commander-in-Chief and Elles are both indignant with Younghusband 
and want to make him essentially subordinate to Macdonald as merely the 
Political Officer of the latter's staff. I have to defend Younghusband against 

the Military authorities. . . .34 

I n  August, with the Mission in Lhasa, things were no better: 

Younghusband has a very poor opinion of Macdonald who did his utmost 
to get out of going to Lhasa and has exaggerated the difficulties at every stage, 
but the slightest hint or suggestion of this in the Council Chamber is enough 
to make Lord Kitchener and Sir Edmund Elles rise up in arms and deliver a 
violent counter-attack on Younghusband. I have had to protect Younghusband 
from their fury on at least a score of occasions and to resist their scheme of 
'breaking' him.35 

The battle was thus joined and raged a t  white heat, during 
May-July. In  the midst of it, the Commissioner was engaged 
in what he called 'another furious contest with Government' 
and sent in 'for the second time', his 'formal resignation'. A 
sore point was Macdonald's painting the risks 'in the darkest 
colours' and demanding a formidably large force both as an escort 
for the Mission a t  Lhasa, as also for the post a t  Gyantse. Later 
he (Macdonald) was sharply to revise the figures upon which 
both he and Younghusband had agreed during the latter's brief 
visit to Chumbi early in June.36 The Commissioner considered 
Macdonald's estimates 'excessive', but the military authorities 
did finally have their way and he was informed that as their 
objections to the Mission 'wintering' a t  Lhasa 'were over- 
whelming", he (Younghusband) should shape his course of action 
with a view to returning to Gyantse.37 A compromise was finally 
wrought: Younghusband stayed a t  his post and the Commander 
of the escort did not, on the whole, do as badly as was feared. 
But this was not without the Commissioner having some truly 
anxious moments. I t  is important to bear in mind the fact that 
as Ampthill's support for Younghusband became increasingly 
pronounced, the military ranged itself full-square behind 

34 Ampthill to Curzon, letter, June 2, 1904, Ambthill Papers, OF. cit. 
35 Ibid., Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, August 17, 1904. 
36 Younghusband MSS., Nos. 38 and 42, May 24 and June 17, 1904. 
37 For details, see Memorandum of Information, June 6-12 (1904) and Dane 

to Curzon, letter, June 23, 1904. Curzon MSS. 
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Macdonald. Thus a t  a time when the 'Commander of the escort' 
was under considerable fire, Kitchener wrote to Ampthill for the 
information of the Secretary of State that he (Kitchener) was 
'quite satisfied' that Macdonald was 

fully qualified to control the Military operations. His estimates and forecast 
have turned out extremely correct and the experience he has gained makes him 
the most suitable commander for the Military operations in Tibet. . . . 3 8  

Nor was that all for the Commander-in-Chief went further and 
told Ampthill a few days later that his 'only fear' in Tibet was 
'the very pronounced views of aggrandisement' held by Dane 
(later Sir Louis), the Secretary to Government, and Younghusband 
and  that he could not 'help feeling rather nervous' when the 
Commissioner got on to Lhasa.39 But long before the Tibetan 
capital was reached, Younghusband on his part had begun to be 
anxious too. Thus barely had the Mission left Gyantse, when 
Macdonald confided that 'he cannot undertake to attack Lhasa 
if I have to put pressure'. This made Younghusband exclaim, 
as though in sheer desperation, 'so what the dickens he has come 
here for a t  all. I am blessed if I can discover'.40 

Later a t  Peti Jong, half-way through Lhasa, when the Tibetan 
delegates came to meet him and the Commissioner rebutted their 
'silly arguments', Macdonald proffered cvhat was evidently un- 
solicited advice to the effect-'I should settle with them here' 
for 'we might not be able to reach Lhasa'. In  any case, he 
urged 'a bird in hand being worth two in the bush'. 

Younghusband, conscious that this was simply due to his 
(Macdonald) having 'a pain in the lining of his waistcoat', took 
'no notice' of it. Besides, the Commissioner cvas in full agree- 
ment 'with the leading oficers of the force' that there was 'no 
special risk' in going on to Lhasa.41 Yet a chief aide like that, 

38 Kitchener to Arnpthill, letter, Jyne 26, 1901. Am/)!hill Papers, op. cit. 
Also see Miller to Curzon, letter, July 21, 1904. Curzon MSS. Miller refers to 
Kitchener's giving a 'very honourable opinion of h.iacdonald's capacity'. 

39 Kitchener to Arnpthill, letter, J u n e  30, 1904., r lm j~ th i l l  Pa,bers, op. c i t .  
40 This was at  Camp Zara, below the Karo-la, when the Mission had just 

about left Gyantse on the way to Lhasa. Younghusband MSS., No. 44, July 
1904 (the original does not bear any date). 

41 Ibid., No. 45, July 22, 1904. This was at  Peti Jong. Younghusband had 
hardly concluded his interview with the Tibetan representatives when Macdonald 
came in. Also see Younghusband to Dane, letter, July 21 (1904)' AmpthiN 
Papers, op. cit. 
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on  a political mission of such import as the one on which he was 
now engaged, was sure to drive him mad.42 

In Lhasa itself, there was another rolv between the two, even 
a 'battle royal' as Younghusband called it. Two of the members 
of the Mission, White and Wilton, had evidently strayed into the 
town without previous reference to the General or his staff, which 
made him (Macdonald) later exhort the Commissioner 'to impress 
on members of the Mission that they must obey Force Orders'. 
Younghusband was furious for all that the rebuke implied, 

I wrote back asking him to come and see me. I then told him my officers 
obeyed my orders not his and that he himself had to conform to my wishes. 
I told him plainly that there could be only one head up here and that I intended 
there should be no mistake that that head was myself. 

Macdonald 'blustered a good deal' about referring matters to 
Government but finally came round and said 'he would not if 
I would not'. Younghusband was satisfied: 'He (Macdonald) 
now understand (sic)', he wrote to his father with an  air of 
confidence, 'his positioi~ in the universe'.43 

The strain and the unpleasant nature of tliis running sore 
between Younghusband and Macdonald-and to one of its more 
important aspects namely, the latter's behaviour at Lhasa more 
especially in regard to the threat of withdrawal of the entire force 
from the Tibetan capital, a reference will be made in the follo\ving 
chapter-must have cast its long and deep shadows all the way 
from the crossing of the Jelap-la to the return from Lhasa. O n  
nearly every occasion, which Younghusband deemed to be of 
importance, the Commander of the escort not only failed to play 
the game but, for most part, proved what may be termed a 
thorough-going 'obstructionist'. A summing-up of Macdonald 
by Perceval Landon, the Times correspondent-and Ampthill 
called him 'a hero-worshipper' of Younghusband-44appears to 
be pretty near the truth:  

Macdonald is a slow-moving and cautious man, intensely painstaking and 
roresightful-if there is such a word-a most pleasant man personally. H e  is 
not a strong man and his indecision over serious and trifling matters is notorious. 

42 Despite his rage, Younghusband was deeply affected: 'The poor man', 
he wrote to his father, referring to Macdonald, 'is on invalid's diet and ought 
really be on the sick-list'. Younghusband MSS., No. 45. 

43 Younghusband MSS., No. 47, August 19, 1904. 
44 Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, August 31, 1904, Amfithill Papers, op. c i t .  
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Also he is strangely touchy about criticism of any kind. . . . The  least dissent 
from his opinion, or demur at  his tardiness . . . maddens him and he betrays 
his mortification a t  once. . . . 45 

Nor was this exceptional for it is well-known that the General's 
own staff officers were not entirely happy with him.46 In any 
case, the unending row between the Head of the Mission and the 
Commander of his escort must have had anprofound impact on 
the expedition as a whole. 

45 Ibid. This was written from Gyantse on May 11 (1904) and was addressed 
to Ampthill as 'My dear Dick'. 

46 Most of Macdonald's staff officers were on terms of excellent personal 
relationship with Younghusband-of these Colonels Brander and Hogge may 
be cited as being typical. Macdonald was not happy with the former for he 
had technically flouted his (Macdonald's) instructions and as for the latter, 
'threatened' him 'with court-martial'. Basically, Younghusband wrote, 'on 
a business like this he wants to treat everybody like a drill-sargeant would'' 
Younghusband MSS., No. 33, April 4, 1904. 



CHAPTER XVII 

C L A S H  O F  W I L L S :  Y O U N G H U S B A N D ,  
C U R Z O N  A N D  T H E  C A B I N E T  

NOR DID THE CLASH with Macdonald stand by itself. Young- 

husband who had started under the best of auspices and often- 
times, in his early letters, acknowledged this without qualification, 
soon found himself under a cloud. That from the first, thanks 
to Lord Curzon's own tireless advocacy, Lhasa was an obsession 
is easily understandable.' So indeed was its corollary, a pre- 
occupation with Russian activities in Tibet. This meant accepting 
for most part as authentic evidence what proved, in nearly all 
cases, to be little better than the most unreliable of bazaar gossip.2 
Yet the real difficulty was that not only did the Commissioner's 
private letters breathe these sentiments, but that his official and 
public despatches were thoroughly impregnated with them. 
Two entries may be cited here as being typical, and indeed 
representative, of the much larger number on which theGovern- 
ment of India, and the authorities in London, were increas- 
ingly fed: 

Information that the Tibetans are relying on Russian support and that 
Russian arms have entered Tibet has now been received from several 
independent sources. I t  may be assumed . . . that Dorjieff is a t  Lhasa; that 
a promise of Russian support has been given to the Tibetans; and that the 
Tibetans believe that this promised support will be given to them.3 

And again, 

Colonel Chao stated that Dorjieff is a t  present in Lhasa. He  said that the 
arrogance of the Tibetans was due to their reliance on the support of the 
Russians . . . that of late the Tibetans have been taunting the Chinese openly 
and saying that they now have a stronger and greater power than China upon 
which to rely for assistance.4 

1 Immediately after the crossing of the Jelap-la, early in January, Lt. Hadow 
recorded in his Diary (entry of Tuesday, January 5) 'Colonel Younghusband 
arrived early, had a talk with him. No chance at present of going to Lhasa'. 
2 Herein the records of the Mission's Diary at Khamba Jong, as later a t  Tuna, 

and Gyantse, are instructive. 
3 Tibet Paper.r, ofi. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 158, p. 306. 
4 Ibid., No. 166, p. 309. 
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From his private letters too, the following may be culled: 

and secondly came the information that Dorjieff . . . was actually in Lhasa, 
and not only there, but in the closest possible touch with this young Dalai Lama, 
who had just assumed this unprecedented amount of authority in Tibet, and so 
influencing him in favour of Russia that it became a foregone conclusion that by 
diplomacy alone . . . (it would be impossible) making these obstinate Tibetans 
observe their treaty rights.5 

Later, there was to be a shift of emphasis: 

What has been proved . . . is that the Russian support the Tibetans have 
received is even greater than we have believed. I t  may not have been given 
by the Russian Government but it has come from Russian territory and unless 
we have to see Russian influence grow. . . .6 

And there was much more to it, 

One thing is certain . . . we have many Lhasa-made rifles (which are really 
quite useful weapons) and Russian arms arrayed against us now than if we had 
advanced to Lhasa last year. . . . 7 

Nor were any doubts entertained about Dorjieff's machinations: 

For I have always assumed that we have quite enough to go on without inferring 
that Russian Government had anything to do with it. We have the evidence of 
the Nepalese representative in Lhasa, and of many traders, that Dorjieff has 
made the Dalai Lama promises of Russian support, and that the Dalai Lama 
has trusted in them so much that, on the strength of them, he has defied us and 
ignored the Chinese.8 

Left to himself, Curzon fully, and without clualification, shared 
his lieutenant's enthusiasm-but times were somewhat out of 
joint. For with Brodrick a t  the helm of affairs in the India 
Office, Curzon had to be doubly cautious in drawing up a clear 
line of distinction between what he himself would have liked to 

do in Tibet and what the authorities a t  home would want or had 
authorised him to. I t  is thus not without significance that one 

5 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, February 3, 1904. Curzon M S .  
6 Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, letter, June 18, 1904. 
7 Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, letter, May 31, 1904. 
8 Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, letter, February 3, 1904. 
In a letter to Sir Hugh Barnes, Lt. Governor of Burma, on February 27 (1904) 

Ibid., Lord Curzon wrote: 'I have the best authority for saving that, had we 
delayed much longer (in going to Tibet), the Russians would have been securely 
installed. . . .' One would imagine that the Viceroy's 'best authority' was none 
other than Younghusband himself. 
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of the first serious warnings to Younghusband, not to overdraw 
the picture, and instead be a lit,tle more restrained and discreet, 
was administered by Curzon himself and this was months before 
he left for home? 

But I want to warn you-with a view to publication of papers in the House of 
Commons, and also to the attitude of the Home Government, whom we have 
to draw along with us, not to alarm or repel-to be very careful now, in any 
communication with the Tibetans, or in any despatch to us, you either (do not?), 
speak just for the present about Lhasa, or rub in the Russians. In  one telegram 
where you reported that you had told the Tibetans that you would negotiate 
at Lhasa, or words to that effect, I cut out the reference, since it would have 
involved a certain rebuke from HMG. Neither of us has any authority to speak 
about Lhasa now, or even to bluff about Lhasa. We may ultimately have to 
go there. . . . 

Events will probably be on the side of you and your policy. But you will greatly 
jeopardise the latter if you frighten the authorities at home either by showing 
your hand too plainly or by dragging in Lhasa before Lhasa is required. . . . 9 

Younghusband fully appreciated the Viceroy's line of reasoning; 
was even convinced that he (Curzon) was 'quite right'. He  
realised too that the Home Government had to be treated like 
a 'pack of children' and that his 'diplonlacy' had to be executed 
'much more in the direction' of the authorities in London than 
of the Tibetans.10 He further confessed that he sought to use 
Lord Curzon as 'a safety-valve', for it was 'not always easy to 
contain myself' and there was a possibility he (Younghusband) 

9 Ibid., Curzon to Younghusband, letter, January 23, 1904. Curzon explained 
himself at length. 'In the eyes of HMG', he told Younghusband, 'we had gone 
to Tibet not because of Dorjieff or the Mission to Livadia, or the Russian rifles 
in Lhasa', but because of Tibetan violation of our frontiers and of the earlier 
Convention. Besides, the Russians had officially denied any intrigues or 
diplomatic intentions with regard to Tibet. Uncharitable critics, he warned the 
Commissioner, were bound to say that it was because the British, were 'obsessed' 
with the 'Russian nightmare' and wanted to get to Lhasa before they (Russians) 
did that lay at the bottom of their policy and that 'the infringement of the Treaty 
etc.' is 'so much humbug'. 

10 Younghusband MSS., No. 27, February 5, 1904. T o  his father, Young- 
husband referring to Curzon's letter called it 'rather admonitory' in tone, yet 
expressed the view that he would like a 'philosophical dissertation' from him 
(Curzon) as an old friend 'rather than official from the Foreign Office'. In an  
earlier letter, even before he had started for Khamba Jong, Younghusband had 
expressed his clear conviction 'and my own idea is that I shall have much more 
delicate work in managing them (Home Government) than with the Chinese 
and Tibetans. I shall have to carry them with me step by step'. Ibid., No. 5, 
June 16, 1903. 
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'might otherwise break out in the wrong direction'. And then he 
reasoned out. Had he not shown the 'utmost patience' in treating 
with the 'ill-conditioned' Tibetan monks who had demanded of 
him-'the representative of the greatest empire in the world'-a 
retirement to the frontier? Since there was no 'prestige' to back 
him, was he not justified in employing a measure of 'mild bluff?'" 
Besides, the Tibetans were 'not a people fit enough to be lelt to 
themselves between two great Empires'.l2 His rationalisation 
apart, basically however the Commissioner promised to conform, 
regretting his 'ill-advised references to Lhasa, and the Russians' 
and pledging he would 'continue' to carry out 'Your Excellency's 
policy'.l3 

Neither the Viceroy's 'warnings', much less the Colonel's own 
solemn promise to toe the line, proved effective over a period. 
Soon enough Younghusband was back to the old tune, with notes 
that were far shriller and a manner that was unmistakable in its 
accent. The Commissioner rebelled a t  the thought of 'negotia- 
tions' for this took little account of 'the humiliations' to which 
the Tibetans had subjected the British representative, of the fact 
that the Mission had been continuo~lsly 'bombarded', that the 
lamas had been hostile and far from deferential. Truly he felt 
outraged, 

I had always been buoying myself up with the hope that when the worst came 
to the worst Government would brave themselves up  and support their repre- 
sentative. Now the worst has come to the worst. . . . Instead of severely 
punishing them (Tibetans) for their many insults and for their final iniquity 
of attacking the Mission, I am still-while they are daily firing upon me-to 
meekly write and ask them to negotiate! And having negotiated we are to 
humbly retire from the scene.14 

Again, he ridiculed what he called the 'farce' of negotiations- 
and harked back to the inevitability of a march on Lhasa, 

I t  seems from motives of Imperial policy (though I fancy that that term includes 
a good deal of supineness and weak-kneedness) that it was necessary to go through 

11 Ibid., letter, February 3, 1904. 
12 Ibid., letter, January 1, 1904. Herein Younghusband sought to write 

'freely to your Excellency as between two workers for the good of the Empire 
who look not merely to its purely selfish interests, but who believe England has 
a high name to make in the history of the world and hard duties to perform in 
fulfilling its destiny of advancing the welfare of the human race'. 

13 Sufis, note I 1. 
14 Younghusband to Cunon, letter, May 15, 1904. Curzon MSS. 
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this farce of trying to negotiate at  Khamba Jong and here but it was evident 
from the first that Lhasa was the only place to negotiate at  and I think HMG 
might have paid a little more regard to the dignity of the British representative 
and a little less to the feelings of the Russians and the outcries of the Radicals. 
. . . These half-measures never pay with ignorant orientals. . . .I5 

Younghusband's strident advocacy of a march on 1,hasa was 
not lost on the authorities in India or England. Thus on the 
morrow of the attack on the Mission at  Gyantse, the Commissioner 
wrot,e to the acting Governor-General that he was sure 'HMG 
must see the necessity for going to Lhasa has now been proved 
beyond doubt'. Besides, there was 'never' going to be a settle- 
ment 'till we have got a t  the Lhasa people themselves' for they 
were 'the root of all mischieP.16 

With HMG still publicly committed to the policy of an  advance 
to Gyantse and no more, in terms of the telegram of November 6, 
the Secretary of Skate now felt impelled to warn the Commissioner 
against what he called his 'undue precipitancy', for his 'distinct 
eagerness' for a further advance-noticeable 'throughout' his 
despatches-had caused the Cabinet 'some apprehension'.l7 
This was early in May, and barely had Lord Curzon temporarily 
laid down the charge of his office. 

Younghusband was cut to the quick: he vigorously pleaded 
'Not Guilty'. Was he not already a victim of 'the extraordinary 
dilatoriness' of the Home Government? Had he not made his 
proposal (to advance to Lhasa) after 'threc despatches to the 
present ~ m b a n '  had brought forth no response in terms of the 
arrival of the Tibetan delegates ? Had he not been kept waiting 
in Tibet 'for nine months?'lg Was it not 'his duty', as 'officer 
on the spot', to represent. 'the local as  against the Imperial view?' 
His remonstrances were indeed loud and categorical, 

. . . it is (not) [air to charge me with undue eagerness. . . . I should have 

15 Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, lettrr, May 7, 1904. It  may be recalled 
here that the Tibetan attack on the Comniissioner's camp at Chang Lo (near 
Gyantse) had taken place on May 5 and that Colonel Brander was engaged 
with the Tibetans at Karo-la on hiay 6. 

16 Younghusband to Ampthill, letter, May 5, 1904, Ampthill Papers, op. ci t .  
17 Ibid., Ampthill to Younghusband, letter, May 2, 1904. 
18 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, May 15, 1904, Curzon MSS. In this 

letter Younghusband told Lord Curzon that he felt 'depressed' over a number 
of things that had happened-above all because or the warning From Ampthill 
which the Secretary of State had asked him to give me'. 
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thought I was more deserving of credit for the patience I had shown than of a 
charge of precipitancy. . . . 1'9 

Whatever his justification, there could be little doubt that his 
long stay in Tibet, with its varied experiences and myriad frustra- 
tions, had resulted in over-strung nerves. Nor should one minimise 
the strain of living, and  working with his sort of difficulties-at 
15,000 ft. above sea-level. And as Landon, the Timcs corres- 
pondent, argued in 'such circumstances' how 'narrow-minded, 
sensitive, imaginative and altogether ridicu!ous' could men 
become?20 Besides, one 'immediately in contact' with the 
difficulties of his situation 'tends to push forward'.21 Actually, 
Younghusband's 'eagerne~s and  undue precipitancy' grew, 
despite warnings, and he found himself an  unrelenting advocate 
of extreme courses. I t  is significant that the impression that such 
was, in fact, the case was held not only by Brodrick, but shared in 
varying degrees by Kitchener, Ampthill-and even Curzon, 
whom everyone rated to be among his (Younghusband's) staunchest 
supporters.22 I t  has been noticed that the Commander-in-Chief, 
with whom the Commissioner had started off extremely well, 
later thought he held 'very pronounced views of aggrandisement' 
and feared for the worst when he (Younghusband) got to Lhasa.23 
Ampthill too regarded him as 'a man of highly-strung tempera- 
ment' who had 'his ups and downs'.24 Significantly enough, 
Curzon for his part, put him as 'the extremist' in the matter of 
effecting a deal with Tihet.25 Would it be too much to deduce 

19 Younghusband to Ampthill, letter, May 11, 1904. Ampthill Papers, OF. cit. 
20 Arnpthill to Brodrick, letter, August 31, 1904. Perceval Landon, of the 

Timcs, on his way back home had met Ampthill and told him that 'trials and 
isolation had a strange effect on the Mission' and that it  was 'quite a revelation 
to me' to find how men behave. Ampthill Papers, op. cit. 

21 Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, May 6, 1904. 
22 LOc. tit. With Curzon in London, Brodrick wrote, 'Younghusband will 

not then want for a friend'. O n  his own, Ampthill told Younghusband that 
though the latter would miss 'Lord Curzon's powerful support and personal 
influence' these would soon be exercised 'in personal consultation with Ministers' 
in England. Ibid., Ampthill to Younghusband, letter, May 2, 1904. 

23 Supra, Chapter XVI. 
24 Arnpthill to Brodrick, letter, May 25, 1904. Arnpthill Papers, op. cit. 

The  acting Viceroy did not regard Younghusband as being 'impatient under 
restraint', but one who had 'displayed considerable patience and endurance'. 

25 In a letter to Ampthill on July 1, after attending a meeting of the Cabinet 
in which Tibet was discussed, Curzon wrote that (in regard to Tibet) 'there 
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that  what ended as Younghusband's near-complete defiance of 
authority a t  Lhasa, in September 1904, had its early beginnings 
i n  his continuous smarting under superior direction ? More than 
once he was rapped for disregard of what was known to be official 
governmental policy. Each time he emerged, superficial con- 
formity apart, as increasingly impatient of control, as distinctly 
disdainful of those who sought to direct him. Could i t  be, 
therefore, that the end-result proved to he what it was because he 
(Younghusband) had not been sufficiently 'broken'-to borrow 
Lord Kitchener's phrase-in time ? 

I t  may be recalled that in sanctioning the advance from 
Khamba Jong to Gyantse, H M G  had laid down that the step was 
'for the sole purpose of obtaining satisfaction' and that 'as soon 
as reparation is obtained' a withdrawal should be effected. T o  
start with, as was noticed, it was the lack of prestige on the frontier 
that  needed badly to be boosted; later that that prestige was 'at 
its height', emphasis shifted to a decisive 'move now' and of 
utilising 'the psychological moment for actionY.26 

I n  private, the Commissioner had expressed himself in no 
uncertain terms. The  move to Lhasa was 'the easiest and safest 
way' to settle this business; 'stopping at  Khamba-Jong, stopping 
at Tuna and stopping here' (Gyantse) was a policy that was 'so 
lame and halting'. At Gyantse he might negotiate 'till I a m  blue 
in the face' for 'the only way to settle with the bumptious lamas' 
really was an advance to Lhasa and 't,he dictation of terms'.27 
Officially, within three weeks of his arrival a t  Gyantse, the 
Commissioner stoutly confirmed his first impression t,hat the 
Lhasa Government were 'irreconcilable'. 

It is interesting that even the Secretary of State was privately 
asking the Governor-General for 'some sort of definite communi- 
are practically' three schools of thought, 'the estreme' being represented by 
Younghusband. He  himself, however, subscribed to what Curzon called 'the 
less extreme' school. 

26 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Part I, No. 2, pp. 1-2. 
Gyantse was reached on April 1 I ,  the despatch telegraphed on April 22. 

Younghusband to Curzon, letter, April 16, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
27 Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, letter, April 25, 1904. 
O n  April 30, the Commissioner wrote to Curzon much in the same strain: 

'It is getting more certain every day' that we shall never make a settlement 
'till we go to Lhasa'. Ibid. See also Younghusband to Ampthill, letter, May 5, 
1904, wherein he railed against 'those selfish, filthy, lecherous' Lamas whom he 
was 'determined to smash'. Ampthill Papers, op. cit. 
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cation as a prelude to a further advance',28 while the Permanent 
Under Secretary was equally clear that they 'shall have to go to 
Lhasa after all'.*9 I t  was with this aim in view that the Govern- 
ment of India wrote to the Secretary of State on May 6 to urge 
that 'some definite limit of time should now be imposed and that 
a further advance should a t  once be made', unless the ' ~ r o ~ e r '  
Tibetan and Chinese representatives put in an appearance.30 

The  much-sought for authority was granted on May 12, but in 
the then mood of the Government and the country, it was hedged 
in by all kinds of ifs and buts. The  telegram of November 6 was 
referred to specifically and every care taken to ensure that there 
was no departure from its declared objectives,31 

We have authorised it (advance to Lhasa) because there is nothing else to do, 
but naturally not having been anxious for the expedition from the first, we wish 
to give every loop-hole we can before actually going on to Lhasa. . . . 32 

What a government, the unwary may exclaim! Besides, the 
position was extremely unsatisfactory from the point of view both 
of Lord Curzon, and even more so of Younghusband. The latter 
confessed to a feeling of 'depression'. I t  was 'butcher and bolt' 
a t  its worst, or of being 'thrown to the winds', the Commissioner 
confided.33 At home Lord Curzon, then on leave, was waging 
what was progressively a losing battle with a Government that 
was 'quite impenitent' and against what Godley termed, not 
inappropriately, its 'stone-wall attitude'.34 

28 Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, April 22, 1904. 
29 Ibid., Godley qualified his statement by saying 'You may be quite sure 

that the Cabinet won't agree if they can possibly help it'. Godley to Ampthill, 
letter, May 6, 1904. 

30 Tibet Pabcrs, OF. cit., Cd. 2370, Part I, No. 7, pp. 3-4. 
31 In private, Godley wrote to Ampthill: 'You will do well to bear in mind 

the fact that the Government are most unwilling to go a step beyond what is 
absolutely necessary. . . . The telegram of the 12th authorising the advance, 
was drafted not in this office but in the Cabinet, and the reference to the 
telegram of November 6 was exactly what I expected. . . .' Godley to Ampthill, 
letter, May 13, 1904, Am~thill PaFers, OF. cit. 

32 Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, May 13, 1904. 
33 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, May 15, 1904. Curzon MSS. 
34 Godley to Ampthill, letter, June 9, 1904. Warning the acting Viceroy 

against reading too much in Lord Hardwicke's (then Under Secretary of State 
for India) answer to questions in the House of Lords, Godley told him that in the 
Cabinet discussion a few days previously, 'the dominant note was a strong 
determination to adhere to the telegram of November 6'. 
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To pick up the thread, on May 12 even as the go-ahead for the 
advance to Lhasa was given, the Viceroy while furnishing details 
of reinforcements needed was once again impressing upon London 
the need for 'decisive and early assertion of British power'.35 
As has been noticed, the Dalai Lama and the Amban were 
informed (on May 25) by the British Commissioner about the 
time-limit set for awaiting the negotiators' arrival-36something 
of which the Commissioner 'highly disapprov(ed) of,' and out 
of which he tried valiantly, though vainly, to wriggle out.37 On 
June 9, the Secretary of State accorded his formal approval for 
the Mission to proceed to Lhasa if, by June 25, 'competent' 
negotiators did not arrive at  Gyantse.38 

There is a noticeable divergence in HMG's attitude at  Gyantse 
as contrasted with their earlier stand at  Khamba Jong. There 
the final move was to be sanctioned in London-and hence the 
Commissioner's discretion somewhat limited and circumscribed.39 
Here a t  Gyantse he had a much wider latitude and did avail of 
it to the fullest. For even when accredited Tibetan representatives 
put in an appearance, he laid down a somewhat impossible 
condition as a preliminary to any talks with them: the insistence 
that the Jong be handed over within forty-eight hours so that, 
as he put it, 'there may be no risk of further attack on the 
Commission'.40 Actually as the Tibetans did not comply, the 

35 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Part I ,  No. 14, p. 7. 
36 Ibid., No. 32, p. 12. 
37 Younghusband told his father that he was 'greatly' pleased when the 

Lhasa General refused to accept his ultimatums-but a little later, 'the cussed 
chap has just sent asking to have them'. The Commissioner 'declined to send 
them again', in fact, kept them 'as a curiosity' though he feared 'this will 
probably make Government hedge in again'. Nearly a week later, he reported: 
'Government got rather stuffy because I was in no hurry to send in that beastly 
ultimatum'. He was ordered 'virtually recalling me to Chumbi'. Later 
learning 'I had delivered' the ultimatums Government informed him he might 
stay at Gyantse, 'if I liked'. Younghusband, however, refused to retract. 
Younghusband MSS., Nos. 40 and 41, June 3 and 11, 1904. 

38 Tibet Pabers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Part I, No. 52, p. 17. O n  June 23 
Younghusband writing to his father from Kangma, on his way back to Gyantse 
told him 'news just came in that Tibet negotiators are coming to see me. I 
only hope it is true'. Younghusband MSS., No. 43. 

39 In fact, Younghusband had been smarting Ibr the lack of latitude given 
him 'in managing the Tibetan business'. Younghusband to Curzon, letter, 
May 15, 1904, Curzan MSS. 

40 Tibet Papers, op. ci t . ,  Cd. 2370, No. 75, p. 25. 
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Jong was assaulted and taken. Thereafter, for a few days, 
Younghusband's efforts to get in touch with the T a  Lama proved 
futile.41 

Whether the negotiations with the T a  Lama, the Grand 
Secretary and the Shapes would have succeeded if the Tibetans 
had not been required to evacuate the Jong is a moot point. For, 
other things apart there was always the Amban, profuse with his 
promises, yet refusing to stir out ofLhasa on one pretext or 
another. Could the Commissioner, in his then tone and temper, 
have condescended to talk to the Tibetans, to the exclusion of 
the Chinese? Even if he did, would the Tibetans have come to 
brass tacks-or to use a crude expression, 'talked business?' 
Necessarily some of these queries belong to the realm ofspeculation. 
And however one may answer, the fact remains that HR4G had 
shifted their ground considerably-despite the critics' oft-repeated 
charge of their seeming immobility-since the Mission first 
assembled in Khamba, just about a year earlier. In  fact, as the 
following chapters reveal, their main interest was now focussed 
o n  the terms of the final settlement with Tibet. And thus quite 
obviously they had reconciled themselves to the inevitability of 
a n  advance to Lhasa. 

41 Ibid., No. 83, p. 28. 



CHAPTER XVIII 

N E G O T I A T I O N S  A N D  T H E I R  S C O P E :  
P R E L I M I N A R Y  E X C H A N G E S  B E T W E E N  

C A L C U T T A  A N D  W H I T E H A L L  

FROM ITS VERY inception there had been little doubt in Lord 
Curzon's mind, or for the matter ofthat in the Home Government's, 
as to the exact nature and scope of his Tibetan policy. That the 
Viceroy wanted to plant a British army in Lhasa, that he would 
have a permanent (British) Agent stationed in the (Tibetan) 
capital was fairly well known, even to the most uninitiated. His 
real difficulty was to goad an unwilling, panic- strike^, Cabinet 
a t  home into accepting what Godley aptly called the ~ o p u l a r  
facet of a 'strong' forward policy, 'without facing fairly the 
unpopular and disagreeable' side thereof.' How, in the process 
of its actual implementation, and despite the Viceroy pulling 
at  his hardest, the transformation took place to something con- 
siderably short of the ideal, provides a fascinating study albeit 
one that demands a careful analysis. 

Long before Curzon became Viceroy, or even entered his 
political stewardship under Lord Salisbury, he had written about 
'the semi-scientific, semi-political' expeditions of the Russian 
explorer Prjevalski to the Tibetan interior, of politics being 
'cloaked and disguised under the garb of Science'. He had also 
expressed a clear convictioll that should the Russian ever enter 
Lhasa 'he (Prjevalsky) would not leave it without some sort of 
treaty in his pocket'.2 Should not Curzon, now Viceroy of Her 
Britannic Majesty's Indian Empire, go one better? 

I t  is on record that as early as March 30 (1899) Curzon had 
suggested 'the option' of sending a British official to visit, and to 

1 Godley to Ampthill, letter, May 19, 1904, Ampthill Papers, ep. cit. 
The  unpopular side was 'the necessary expenditure, with its possible result 

of increased taxation'. 
2 Curzon, Russia in Asia, op. cit.,  p. 252. The  young author had also talked 

of the Dalai Lama who 'with a little war between England and Tibet dragging 
its tedious length along', would find it 'politic to make a breach in the Chinese 
wall of exclusion . . . in favour of the one nation whose rivalry with England 
might enable them to give him a quid pro quo'. The obvious allusion was to 
Czarist Russia. The 'little war' between England and Tibet, referred to 
hostilities between the two countries in 1888-89. 
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preside at  Phari, which he was keen should be opened as a trade 
mart  in place of Y a t ~ n g . ~  Again, while attempting direct 
negotiations with the Tibetans, in July that  year, he had hinted 
a t  paying them 'direct' and 'liberally', for any rights which they 
(Tibetans) might grant or concede in the Chumbi Valley.4 Later 
still, and long before the Younghusband Mission was conceived, 
the Viceroy had spelt out his views-'very much in advance', as 
he later told the Secretary of States-regarding a Tibetan settle- 
ment, and in no vague or uncertain terms either. Thus in a 
letter to Lord George Hamilton on June 11 (1901), 

Nothing can or will be done with the Tibetans until they are frightened. 
I should at  once move a few men up  to the frontier. I would chase out the 
Tibetans from the corner of British territory. I would build up the frontier 
pillars . . . If they resisted these proceedings . . . I would step across and 
occupy the Chumbi Valley iust beyond. . . . By this time the Dalai Lama, 
and his men . . . would probably offer to negotiate. Yes, I would say, by all 
means but only at  Lhasa. Then, perhaps . . . we could discuss what should 
be the character of the new arrangements.6 

And as for the 'new arrangement', he talked, in a subsequent 
communication, of securing 'commercial-political facilities' for 
the adequate safeguarding of 'British interests'.' 

Here, it may be noticed, the outlines were fairly broadly sketched 
out. Curzon 'would not dream' of referring to China, whose 
suzerainty he regarded, nor without reason, as 'a farce and an 
obstacle'. As for Tibet itself, he wanted it to be 'a sort ofbuffer 
state between the Russian and Indian empires' for he would hate 
to  have 'a second Afghanistan' on the north, a viewpoint that was 
apparently inconsistent for Afghanistan already was a buffer state. 

Hamilton must have been shaken and  most rudely too. He 
termed Curzon's proposals 'somewhat aggressive' and wondered 

3 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 26, pp. 74-75. 
4 In a communication addressed to the Chief Secretary, Bengal, July 26, 

1899. Ibid., Encl. 4, in No. 29, pp. 108-9. It  will be recalled that initially the 
Political Officer in Sikkim was an official of the Bengal Government. 

5 Curzon complained that he had 'sumered somewhat from my readiness to 
let you always know in advance-often very much in advance-exactly what is 
passing in my mind'. Curzon to Hamilton, letter, July 31, 1901, Hamilton 
Pafirs, op. cit. 

6 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, June 11, 1901. 
7 Government of India's despatch of July 25, 1901, Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 

1920, No. 37, pp. 118-19. 
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if the Viceroy's impending 'threats' (for the purpose of negotiating 
a t  Lhasa) might not accelerate 'the declaration of a Russian 
protectorate over Tibef.8 A week later, he summed up his pro- 
consul's terms as tantamount 'practically' to an invasion ofTibetan 
territory, with the object of 'concluding a t  Lhasa' a treaty to 
put 'our relations for the future on a better foundation'.g 

One thing is obvious. Without putting any 'sinister connotation' 
on his words, as the Viceroy later unfairly charged Hamilton with 
doing, Curzon's chief objective was neither 'grazing rights' nor 
'boundary pillars', much less 'trade in tea'. These, it may be 
recalled, were put forth as the ostensible objectives of the Mission 
in the Secretary of State's despatch which finally launched 
Younghusband.10 Thus it is not without significance that in 
February (1902) the Viceroy had openly aired in an  official 
despatch, the Sikkim Political Officer's suggestion about occupying 
the Chumbi Valley 'until the Tibetans agree to a conference a t  
Lhasa'.ll A few days later he was frank enough to admit that 
in Tibet it was 'not the frontier itself' that was 'at issue';l2 in 
August, he held forth the assurance of taking Lhasa 'within 2-3 
months';13 in November, he showed a strong determination not 
to withdraw his proposed Mission (for 'go it wouldY) which was to 
be accompanied by 'a sufficient force to ensure its safety'.l4 
Again, in his well-known despatch of January 8, of the year 
following, to which a detailed reference has been made elsewhere, 
Lord Curzon had clearly indicated that however useful White's 
trip along the Sikkiin-Tibet border may have been, this 'annual 
re-assertion of authority' as he called it, would not put Govern- 
ment in a position 'to exercise much pressure upon the Tibetans'. 
Any l~egotiations about the fixation of thc border, he had dismissed 
as 'a minor point'. For clearly to him the problem was not 'the 
mcre settlement of a l~order  dispute' nor even the 'amclioration 

8 Hamilton to Curzon, letter, July 4, 1901, Hamilton Papers, OF. c i t .  
9 Ibid., letter, July 11, 1901. 
10 St~pra, Chapter XI. 
1 1  Despatch of Fcbruary 13, 1902, Tibet Papers, op. ci! .  Cd. 1920, No. 44, 

pp. 125-27. Thc Governor-General added, however, that he was not 'at present' 
thinking or occupying the valley, but this might become necessary if 'the attitude 
of permanent hostility', displayed by the Tibetans persisted. 

12 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, February 18, 1902, Hamilton Papers, OF. cit. 
13 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, May 28, 1902. 
14 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, August 20, 1902. 
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of our future trading relations', but what he called 'the question 
of our entire future political relationship'. The  negotiations a t  
Lhasa, which he envisaged in these proposals, were to culminate 
in the appointment of a permanent British representative, consular 
or diplomatic, to reside a t  the Tibetan capital.15 

Curzon's proposals were, as was noticed in another context, 
rejected by the Cabinet. Red with rage, the Viceroy termed 
the latter 'foolish',l6 its logic 'extraordinary', its policy imbued 
with this 'inveterate flabbiness, this incurable timidityY,l7 nor did 
he as a result deviate from pressing his own course of action with 
all his might. I n  brief, a decision was taken-which His 
Excellency accepted with ill-grace-not to associate 'the commence- 
ment of negotiations with the despatch of a Mission to Lhasa'. 
'That could be done later', the Secretary of State explained, should 
the Tibetans prove recalcitrant.18 

However limited its start, the Younghusband Mission was born. 
Yet from the first, the Viceroy did not camouflage his immediate 
goals, much less his long-range objectives. Indeed there had been 
little if any, change in his thinking. In  his more formal despatch, 
the Governor-General again suggested that the stationing of a 
British representative a t  Lhasa would be 'the best security' for 
any trade concessions; though grudgingly he may agree to Gyantse 
as 'a suitable alternative'. He, however, stuck tenaciously to the 
view that a British representative on the farther side of the 
northern passes, could 'communicate' promptly with the Tibetan 
capital, but if there be any obstruction, 'it will be necessary 
to resort to the alternative of moving him (Agent) forward to 
Lhasa'.lg 

In  private, Curzon could afford to be more out-spoken: 

My inclination is to take a very strong line in negotiations and to frighten the 
Chinese and the Tibetans into the acceptance of Gyantse by offering this 

15 For a detailed discussion, supra, Chapter XI. 
16 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, February 12, 1903, Hamilton Pafirs, oP. t i t .  

17 Bid.,  Curzon to Hamilton, letter, March 12, 1903. In a letter to Codleyn 

April 1 (1903), Curzon wrote that RalTour's approach to problems was 'utterly 
academic', which fact 'takes the breath away' from the 'startled' official. 
Curzon MSS. 

18 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, April 8, 1903. 
19 Tibet Papcrs, op. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 89, pp. 190-91. The despatch is 

dated May 7, 1903. 
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the only alternative to a representative at  Lhasa itself. They will be so ready 

to bribe us out of the latter proposal that they may concede the former? 

Once again, the Cabinet shot down, and ruthlessly, his 
proposals-the bases he had mapped out for negotiations with 
Tibet's lamas. Here Hamilton's words were clear and left little 
room for doubt: 

I had some trouble in this Office. . . as the majority of the Political Committee 
were strongly opposed to the location ofany Agent in Tibet. . . . Lansdowne 
disliked the idea of an agent at  Gyantse. . . . But the Cabinet were unanimous 
and immovable in their opposition to the proposal to establish a n  Agent. . . . 
I tried to come to a compromise but that modified suggestion met with equal 
opposition . . . the Cabinet were disinclined to contemplate coercion. . . .21 

Not for the first time, Lord Curzon lambasted his political 
masters a t  home with 'the bogeys' that allegedly 'dominated their 
imagination'. He was sure the Home Government had got 'its 
tail down' and that to its over-wrought nerves 'mole-hills assume 
the dimensions ofmountains, and spectral apparitions fill the air'.22 
In any case, in its despatch of May 23, Whitehall spelt out as well 
as it could its terms as to the exact scope and content of the 
negotiations a t  Khamba Jong-and what a wide chasm yawned 
between it and its accredited representative in India. 

Refusing to broadbase the talks beyond 'questions concerning 
trade relations, the frontier and grazing rights', the Secretary of 
State warned the Viceroy, 

. . . they (Home Government) desire that no proposal should be made for 
the establishment of a Political Agent, either at  Gyantse or a t  Lhasa. Such 
a political outpost might entail difficulties and responsibilities incommensurate, 
in the judgement of His Majesty's Government, with any benefits which, in the 
circumstances now known to exist, could be gained by it. . . . HMG are 
unwilling to be committed, by threats accompanying the proposals which may 
be made, to any definite course of compirlsion to be undertaken in future. They 

20 Curzon to Hamilton, letter, May 7, 1903, Hamilton Papers, op. ci t .  
Earlier (letter of April 13), Curzon told the Secretary of State that to the 

question whether he was satisfied with the Home Government's decision, he 
would return the answcr 'Emphatically, No'! He warned the Secretary of 
State against dropping 'all suspicions' and, in fact, advised him to persist with 
an attitude of 'ceascless vigilance'. Reference was to Russian designs on 
Tibet. 

21 Ibid., Hamilton to Curzon, letter, May 28, 1903. 
22 Ibid., Curzon to Hamilton, letter, June 4, 1903. 
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authorise you then, subject to the conditions above stated, to communicate with 
the Chinese Resident and Tibetan representative. . . .23 

As if to underline the gravity of the situation, and there could 
be little doubt about the seriousness with which the Home 
Government viewed it, Godley confided to Curzon that the matter 
was settled 'entirely over the heads of us permanent officials' 
and  that he 'didn't even see' the last telegram until 'it had been 
marked for despatch'.24 

Beaten, Curzon manfully refused to cry 'defeat'. Thus a 
close scrutiny of the 'instructions' for Colonel Younghusband, 
prior to his departure for Khamba Jong, reveal vividly the 
working of the Viceroy's mind. T o  highlight a few points, how 
important to his Government was the demarcation of the 'frontier' ? 
Art. 4 of Younghusband's 'instructions' read in part: 

. . . a strict insistence on the line of frontier stipulated for in the Convention 
of 1890 is, perhaps, not essential to the interests of the Indian Government or 
of the Sikkim Durbar. . . . 

As for 'grazing rights', 

The question . . . is not one of great importance. I t  appears that at present 
certain mutual grazing rights exist on either side of the border. . . . 

Or,  was it the establishment of trade marts ? HMG, Art. 6 
continues, 

have decided that we should not press for the appointment of a Political Agent 
a t  Lhasa or Gyantse, but if the new trade mart at  the latter place is not to be 
reduced to a nullity from the start, and if any real ,advance is to be made in 
our commercial relations with Tibet, it should be possible to secure the appli- 
cation to Gyantse of the provision in Clauses I and I1 of the Regulations of 
1893 under which it was agreed that the Government of India should be free 
to send officers to reside at Yatung to watch the conditions of the British trade 
at that mart. . . . 25 

23 T~bet Papers, op. c i f . ,  Cd. 1920, No. 92, p. 192. 
24 The Permanent Under-Secretary also told Curzon that the Cabinet spoke 

'with no uncertain voice', that they were 'nervous' and 'evidently will not agree 
to any effective coercion'. Godley to Curzon, May 29, 1903, Curzon MSS. 

2' Tibet Papers, op. c i t . ,  Cd. 1920, Encl. 6 in No. 99, pp. 198-200. 
The 'Instructions' are in the form of a letter addressed officially to 'Major F. 

E. Younghusband, C.I.E., on Special Duty', dated Simla, June 3rd, 1903. 
Younghusband's promotion to the temporary rank of Colonel was gazetted 
in London on June 26, his first letter, as 'British Commissioner, Tibet Frontier 
Commission' is addressed from Gangtok (Sikkim) on June 22. On the eve 
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Two comments may be in order. One, the 'Instructions' were 
drawn on June 3, i.e. after Lord George Hamilton's telegram of 
May 28 had been received. Two, Younghusband's testimony as 
to the Viceroy's early views-and his own approximated closely to 
the Governor-General's-should make clear how far apart Lord 
Curzon stood from his political superiors at home. The Viceroy 
had indeed wanted 'from the first', Younghusband wrote twenty- 
five years later, 'to send the Mission to Lhasa and to est,ablish 
a representative permanently there. But this was too much for 
the Home Government. All they would sanction was the despatch 
of a Mission to the nearest place inside Tibet.26 And with this 
half, or rather quarter measure Lord Curzon had for the time 
to be contenP.27 

As for himself, on the eve of his departure for Khamba Jong, 
the Commissioner conceived the task to be no mean one: 

I am not to go to Lhasa itself as far as is present settled, . . . but what I have 
to do is as important. I have to try and induce the Tibetans and Chinese to 
allow a permanent British Agent in Lhasa if possible or at  any rate in some 
town in Tibet. I have to put our trade relations with Tibet upon a proper 
footing and I have to settle the boundary between us.28 

of the Commission's departure for Gyantse (December 10, 1903) Colonel 
Younghusband's title was changed to 'British Commissioner for Tibet Frontier 
Matters'. Ibid., Encls. 5 and 6 in No. 129, p. 223 and No. 155, p. 305. 

26 I t  is interesting that before the official instructions, and his own appoint- 
ment, Younghusband had written to his father that he was ' to go up from 
Darjeeling through Sikkim to a place called Khamba Jong and afterwards 
perhaps to Gyantse'. Younghusband MSS., No. 3, May 21, 1903. 

27 Younghusband, The Light of Exfiericnce, OF. cil . ,  p. 81. Curzon's own 
views, of course, on the telegram of May 28 (1903) were best expressed in his 
frank avowal to Godley that 'we enter the arena with our hands tied behind our 
backs by HMG'. Curzon to Godley, letter, July 8, 1903, Curzon MSS. 

Younghusband's 'personal view' was to have 'resumed the proceedings where 
we had left them when we drove the Tibetans across our border, and had again 
advanced into the Chumbi Valley, and stopped there till we had effected a 
properly recognised and lasting settlement'. This course would have better 
settled the local question, and would have avoided 'much subsequent inter- 
national complications'. Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. t i t . ,  pp. 93-94. 

28 Younghusband MSS., No. 3, May 2 1, 1903. 



CHAPTER XIX 

N E G O T I A T I O N S  A N D  T H E I R  S C O P E :  
H M G ' s  F I N A L  ' D I K T A T '  

NOT CONTENT WITH the 'half or quarter measure' which the 
Home Government had conceded, the Viceroy continued to press 
for more. The  four-month halt, and stalemate, a t  Khamba 
Jong was followed by mounting pressure to move forward to 
Gyantse. I t  has been noticed, in an earlier chapter, how the 
telegram of October 1 (1903) by Lord GeorgeHamilton sanctioning 
the advance was later qualified by H M G  in its more stringent, 
if somewhat illogical and contradictory, pronouncement of 
November 6.1 Since the latter was to play an important role in 
the final settlement, it may be worthwhile to reproduce its 
exact text : 

They (HMG) are, however, clearly of opinion that this step (advance to 
Gyantse) should not be allowed to lead to occupation or to permanent inter- 
vention in any form. The  advance should be made for the sole purpose of 
obtaining satisfactio~, and as soon as reparation is obtained, a withdrawal 
should be effected. While H M G  consider the proposed action to be necessary 
they are not prepared to establish a permanent Mission in Tibet, and the 
question of enforcing trade facilities in that country must be considered in the 
light of the decision contained in this telegram. 

Curzon tore the logic of this communication to pieces.2 The 
object of the Mission, he insisted, was to negotiate a new convention, 
not to obtain reparation. And 'what reparation'? He reminded 
the Secretary of State that H M G  were ignorant of the fact that 
the Government of India already possessed, and could exercise 

1 Referring to HMG's 'almost mystical faith in the lapidary status of the 
telegram of November 6', Colonel Peter Fleming makes the point that ' . . . this 
directive was both vague and inconsequent in its more positive aspects. Taken 
literally (it implied) that a diplomatic mission with a specific purpose was now 
regarded in London as a punitive expedition with undefined objectives'. Peter 
Fleming, OF. cit . ,  p. 95. 

2 Writing years later, Younghusband referred to this 'curious' telegram 
which 'I never quite understood'. His indictment was severe: 'It is remarkable 
that a document which was so often quoted to the Russian Government, to the 
Indian Government, to the Chinese Government . . . should have described 
with so little precision the real purpore of the advance-and this at the culminat- 
ing point of thirty years' effort on the part of the Government of India'. 
Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit . ,  p. 141. 



'without protest', the right to establish 'a permanent Mission in 
Tibet'. Of his own bona jde-and obviously this was now in- 
creasingly suspect a t  home-he offered the most categorical 
assurances. He  was 'not in the least anxious', he thundered, for 
any coup de thbcitre in Tibet, nor in any 'frontier fighting', much less 
in an 'extension of the frontiers of the empire'.3 

In  any case, for the present Lord Curzon was content to bide 
his time, and wait for a further opportunity. He  was certain 
in  his own mind that events will be on his side-and therefore, 
he  would not 'jeopardise' his policy and frighten the authorities 
a t  home either by showing his hand 'too plainly' or by 'dragging 
in Lhasa before Lhasa is required'.4 The  fighting a t  Guru, as 
later a t  Gyantse, however, removed many of the obvious 
embarrassments which he and his Government had often felt in 
the past. 

Soon, however, an element of considerable urzency was injected 
into the situation. After a long and fateflll s t r~~gg le  with the 
Prime Minicter and the Cabinet, and initially the King had 
entered strong objections, Lord Curzon had been able to obtain 
a few months' leave to rest and recuperate a t  h0me.5 Originally 
due back in September, the Viceroy was actually away from 
April 30 to December 13, 1904, a period that s)rncllronised lvith 
the end of his first term in office and before the rcsumption of 
his second. Hc was determined, while away, to keep firmly 
in his hand all the major threads of policy and leave Lord 
Ampthill, his temporary replacement little, if any, initiative.6 

3 Curzon had confcsscd that he did not 'quite understand' the telegram of 
November 6, that 'the entire objcct of our A~lission' was to entcr upon a new 
Convention and that 'we cannot ratreat until that object has bcen attained'. 
Curzon to Broclrick, letter, November 7, 1903, Curzon MSS. 

4 Ibid., Curzon to Younghusbancl, Ictter, J n ~ n ~ a r y  23, 1904.. 
5 For dctails, see Knollys to Sanclars, h lay 26, 1003, and Ualfo~lr to Knollys, 

M a y  29, 1903. O n  the King's bchalt' his Secretary had wsittcn that 'Ilis 
Majesty is still of opinion that thc Viceroy should only bc allo\vcd to remain 
six wccks, or a t  the most two months', to which thc Prime Minister had replied 
by recommentling that 'his (C~~rzon ' s )  plans should in substance bc accepted 
-and this 'in spite of Curzon's extraordinary brhaviot~r and still more estra- 
ordinary' letter, a t  whose 'tone and trmper' he (Balfour) confessed to 'being 
much disappointad'. B. P., B.A.I., Vol. I. 

6 See for instance Lord Ampthill's persistent complaints about serving 'two 
masters', about being only 'half a Viceroy'; oroperating under a 'three-tier system'; 
of the common belie[ that 'nothing scrious will be done until Lord Curzon's 



2 76 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

H e  had hoped, as everyone else did, that by his presence in 
England he would be able to exercise much greater influence on 
the framing of policy, being then at  its very fount and pivot.7 On 
the eve of his departure, therefore, in a private letter to Young- 
husband, he dilated considerably on the eventual shape which a 
Tibetan settlement may take, 

That we should permanently occupy the Chumbi Valley. What garrison 
will this require? Where should it be placed? 

That we should have a British Agent somewhere in Tibet. You would 
probably prefer Lhasa. . . . Is it possible to conceive of a native representative, 
possibly taken from a neighbouring tribe or country? 

That we should possess power of constant access to the Dalai Lama. Would 
it be a good idea that he (British Agent) should visit Lhasa once a year? Or 
should he keep a native vakil to transmit his correspondence at Lhasa? 

That the new treaty should be signed by the Dalai Lama himself. If this 
be required, do you think that the Mission should go to Lhasa to do it? Or 
shall we bring down the Dalai Lama to meet me in the Autumn when I come 
back ?a 

I t  is interesting, and no doubt revealing, that a t  this stage 
Curzon was emphatic that the Government ofIndia were 'still 
uncommitted' to the nature and scope of a Tibetan settlement, 
felt sure it (Government) 'must obtain absolute securities' that 
British 'retirement' is not followed by Russian 'advance', nor 
British 'ascendancy' replaced by Muscovite 'intrigueY.9 

Younghusband who, through his long and somewhat enforced 
inactivity, if not hibernation after crossing the Jelap-la, must have 
turned these things over in his mind a thousand times now set 
forth his side of the case. 

return from leave'. Ampthill to Brodrick, letters, July 27, July 13, and June 2 
1904. A reference should also be made to his (Ampthill's) letter to Godley, 
June 9, 1904, Ampthill Papers, oh. cit. 

7 On April 4 (1904) Curzon had written to Younghusband in a manner SO 

characteristic of him, that after he goes on leave 'whatever is done will be done 
by the Cabinet in consultation with myself in England rather than by the 
Government of India who will be left behind'. Curzon to Younghusband, letter, 
April 4, 1904, Curzon MSS. 

8 LOG. cit., In the same letter Curzon had invited Younghusband to apprise 
him of 'your own view of the state of affairs' and told him that, if he (Young- 
husband) did not 'catch me in India', he could 'continue to write to me while 
I am in England'. 

9 h. cit. 



For the Agent, he met all the objections his detractors could 
raise and did not visualise 'any overwhelming disadvantage' in 
having him 'posted a t  Lhasa'. He  even fixed the escort: '1 50 

would be a suitable number. . . . (These were to be) British 
soldiers and to include a cavalry escort and I would have 2 guns 
and 2 maxims'. The Agent, of course, 'should be British'.lo 

Determined to make out 'fuller demands', he promised to 'think 
out' how the Russians could best be prevented 'from negotiating 
or intriguing with Tibet'. 

The  Convention must be signed either at  Lhasa or by the 
Dalai Lama in India. Since 'show and personality' were of 
'extreme importance' with orientals, 'Either Your Excellency 
must go to Lhasa or the Dalai Lama must go to India'.ll 

I n  his later communications, Younghusband's tone, if anything, 
became increasingly strident-the scope of his demands too 
multiplied, and appreciably. H e  took it for granted that the 
Mission had to go to Lhasa and 'have an  Agent there'. The  
terms too had to be dictated for that was the only way 'to settle' 
with 'these bumptious lamas' and face 'the unalterable fact' of 
Russian aid. As he conceived it, his attitude was to rest on the 
maxim of an open defiance. For, to the Tibetans he would say, 
'J'y suis. J'y reste'.l2 

More formally, in May (1904), in a memorandum, the Com- 
missioner had summed up his views on a Tibetan settlement, which 
were not materially different from those he had expressed earlier.13 
I t  may be of interest to mention here that Lord Ampthill's 
Government applied its seal of approval and incorporated these, 

10 Younghusband even discussed the names of Agents who would fill the bill. 
For himself he was not too keen, but as for Sir Hugh Barnes 'nothing could be 
better'; albeit Irwin and O'Dwyer too 'would do capitally'. A man of the 
China Consular Service or someone 'associated with him for the purpose of 
tackling this Chinese Amban' was another basic desideratum. 

Younghusband to Curzon, lettcr, April 16, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
11 Loc. cit.  Younghusband advocated the personal factor: 'If Your Excellency 

could personally meet' the Dalai Lama, nothing perhaps could produce 'better 
results'. 

12 See for instance his letters to Lord Curzon, of April 25, May 7 and May 15, 
and those to Lord Ampthill of June 4, 13 and 24. Also revealing are his letters 
to Dane, the Foreign Secretary, of June 16 and 18. The year, in all cases, is 
1904. 

13 Not in Cd. Papers. The Memorandum, however, formed an  enclosure 
in the Commissioner's letter to Lord Curzon of May 27, Curzon MSS. 
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without much change, in its despatch to the Secretary of State 
in June.14 Meantime Lord Curzon, now in England, was pulling 
his full weight and canvassing all the support he could muster 
among the Cabinet to have his views accepted. These he later 
summed up in a (Cabinet) Memorandum.15 As most of the 
points in Lord Ampthill's despatch were identical with the views 
held by Lord Curzon, it may be relevant to underline only the 
most important. 

A Resident a t  Lhasa, was to be demanded; but 'failing this', 
an  Agent was to be posted a t  Gyantse with the right of proceeding 
to the Tibetan capital to discuss matters with their officials, or the 
Amban. Younghusband was directed to apprise the authorities 
of his view 'after you have arrived a t  Lhasa', and until then 
Government were to reserve 'our final opinion'. 

Formal recognition by the Tibetans of the exclusive political 
influence of the British was required. The  Lamas were not to 
enter into relationship with any foreign power, or cede any portmion 
of their country's territory to any such power, or to admit to 
Tibet any representative of this power, without previous British 
consent. 

An indemnity was to be demanded, calculated a t  the rate of 
Ll00,000 a month, from the date (i.e., May 4) the Mission was 
attacked until one month after the signature of the Convention. 

Until such time as the indemnity was paid, the occupation to 
the Chumbi Valley was required both 'as a security for fulfilment 
of treaty and for payment of indemnity'. 

Without British permission, no arms were to be manufactured 
nor imported while all fortifications between the frontier and 
Lhasa were to be razed. 

Trade marts were to be established a t  Gyantse, Shigatse, Lhasa 
and Gartok and, in the east, 'at such other places as may hereafter 
be found suitable'. 

Details regarding the settlement of the Sikkim and Garhwal 
boundaries, customs duties and tradc regulations were to be left 
over to later negotiations.16 

14 The telegram of June 26,  is in Tibet Pa@ers, op. cit., Cd. 2370,  No. 6 6 ,  p. 22. 
15 The 'Memorandum' was circulated among members of the Cabinet at 

their meeting on June 30 which Lord Curzon attended by invitation. 
16 Supra, note 14. 



Even as these terms were being debated, a good deal of private 
correspondence was exchanged between Lord Ampthill in India 
and the Secretary ofstate  and once again the gulf that yawned 
between thinking a t  both ends came out in the open. Brodrick 
complained that, 

Curzon neither sees the disappointment caused by the development of the 
expedition nor the comparative flimsiness, as we think it, of the case which he  
would build up against Russia. I t  hardly seems sufficient to us to say that 
Dorjieff is a Russian representative, or that Russian rifles are found . . . the 
difference between us and Curzon is that we think the battle call be better fought 
out  in London than a t  Lhasa.17 

Later, Godley confided to Ampthill, as was noticed earlier, that 
the 'dominant note' in the Cabinet was 'a strong determination 
to adhere to the telegram of November 6'.ls Besides, the expedition 
had proved to be 'ten times' more 'troublesome and prolonged' 
than what the Indian authorities had originally predicted, with 
the result that the Cabinet would be 'the reverse of anxious' to 
keep a Resident a t  Lhasa who 'might require constant support'.l9 
On July 1, after Curzon had presented his v ic~~poi i l t  to the 
Cabinet, Brodrick wrote back at length about his (Curzon's) 
'unchanged' views which were 'practically different on all points'20 
from those held by HMG who 

look upon the wholc matter as a question between us and Russia (and) would 
not make a large annual sacrifice in keeping an Agent with a proper support 
in Tibet in order to force the Tibetans to a trade which they do not desire . . . 
they (Cabinet) are determined to go to Lhasa . . . on the ground laid down in 

17 Brodrick to Ampthill, lettcr, hlay 20, 1901, Ampthill l'oprr.c, of). cit. 
Curzon who in the meanwhile had had 'long talks' with tllc Prime Minister 

and Lansdownc imploring them 'not to go on repeating these stupid and 
gratuitous pledgcs about Tibct', was trying in an herculean clTort, to square the 
circlc. Letter to Ampthill, hlay 26, 1904, Ibid. 

18 mid., Godlcy to Ampthill, lcttrr June 9, 1901. CLII.ZOI~ \ir;ls to have 
attended this meeting but was 'too unwell', as hc told Anlptl~ill, to do so. H e  
wanted 'to prcpare' Govcrnmcnt for ':I possibly some\\~hat l~r~~longr-cl occupation 
of Lhasa', for 'a British Agrnt sornr~\.hctc' ant1 against ' a ~ i y  morc embarrassing 
pledges'. Curzon to Arnpthill, letter, .June 10, 1904, Ibid. 

19 Ihitl., nrodrick to Anlptliill, lettcr, June 10, 1904. 
20 Curzon too was getting increasingly disillusioned. He charged that the 

Cabinet wcrc 'anxious to gct out of t h r  whole thing' ant1 that thcy were mostly 
ignorant or anything 'hut Iargc and frequently incorrect generalisations, and 
thc discr~ssion wanders about undcr imperfect control'. Cilrzon to Ampthill, 
letter, Ju ly  1, 1904. Curzon MSS. 
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our telegram on the 6th November 1903-to obtain satisfaction and reparation. 
. . . Our  main point is to re-establish our prestige and to make it clear to 
Russia that we will not surrender our freedom in Tibet to them. In our 
judgement the mere fact of a British force marching to Lhasa and slaughtering 
a great number of Tibetans on the way ought even without a treaty to establish 
our claims and show our power. The  occupation of the Chumbi Valley which 
however little it may annoy Tibet, will be some guarantee . . . that we mean 
business. . . . 

Reverting again to Curzon and underlining the fact that his 
viewpoint illustrated 'more clearly' than any other 'the divergence 
of opinion' between H M G  and the late Viceroy, Brodrick pointed 
out:  ' I t  was freely urged against him . . . that  we would sooner 
have punishment with no ulterior liability than a Convention with 
all the liability attaching to it. . . . '21 

Godley on his part  underscored the fact that  Curzon's encounter 
with H M G  must have made him 'realise for the first time' what he 
(Godley) had tried to impress upon him 'during the winter and 
spring' namely, 'the very strong feeling in the breasts of HMG 
against anything like a forward policy in Tibef.22 

Curzon, however, refused to budge. Apart from the stationing 
of the Resident, he  had demanded 'much more stringent terms' 
all along the line. Not surprisingly, H M G  was torn between 'the 
conflicting desire' to get 'as much as we can for the expedition' 
on the one hand, and  not to lay down proposals that will mean 
'an immediate renewal' of it, on the other.23 Taking into account 
these varied claims, and  counter-claims, the Cabinet formulated 
its policy a t  its meeting of July 6 which the Secretary of State 
later spelt out in a long telegram to India. 

O n  the non-controversial side, while broadly agreeing with the 
Government of Lord Ampthill on Britain's exclusive political 
influence in Tibet, Mr. Brodrick suggested that regulations 
regarding trade and  the levying of customs duties should be on 
the general lines of those attached to the Convention of 1890. 

21 Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, July 1, 1904, Ampthill Papers, OF. cit. 
This last point, Brodrick underlined, 'illustrates more clearly than any other 

the divergence of opinion between HMG and the late Viceroy'. 
The  Secretary of State further told Ampthill that he was keen to convey the 

Cabinet view 'frankly' for 'the more you know of our feelings, the easier it will 
be for you to deal with your own Council'. 

22 Ibid., Godley to Ampthill, letter, July 1, 1904. 
23 Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, July 15, 1904. 



Furthermore, fortifications between the frontier and the point 
which the Mission may have reached in its advance, were to be 
demolished. O n  three points which were undoubtedly the linchpin 
of the Viceroy's scheme, his replies were sharply categorical and 
contrary to the suggestions made by Simla. Thus, 

a. Neither at  Lhasa, nor elsewhere, was a Resident to be asked for; 
6. In  regard to the indemnity, the sum to be demanded should not exceed 
an amount 'which, it is believed it will be within the power of the Tibetans 
to pay', by instalments if necessary, spread over three years. 'Colonel Young- 
husband', the Secretary of State however emphasised, 'will be guided by 
circumstances in this matter'; 
c. The occupation of the Chumbi Valley, which was to be the security for 
the payment of the indemnity and for the fulfilment of conditions in regard 
to the opening of the trade marts, was to continue 'till the payment of the 
indemnity shall have been completed', or the marts opened effectively for three 
years, 'whichever is the latest'. 

In  regard to the trade marts, Mr. Brodrick limited the number 
to two: Gyantse, in addition to Yatung. At each place Tibetans 
were required to maintain an Agent who was to receive such 
letters as were sent to him by his British counterpart and was to  
be 'responsible for the delivery of these (letters) to the Tibetan 
authorities as well as to the Chinese and for transmission of their 
replies'.24 

In  a long letter to the Secretary of State, Curzon, then in 
England, subjected these provisions to an exhaustive and critical 
examination, suggested detailed amendments, and pin-pointed 
'three omissions'. He  had no doubt that a treaty that did not 
provide for the stationing of a British Officer will be 'ineffective'. 
He feared that if trade with Tibet was to be restricted only to a 
particular route 'you will find this one strangled and all others 
closed' and that if the Chumbi Valley ('if you have once occupied 
it') were to be evacuated 'your treaty will be doomed'. As for 
the omissions, he reminded Mr. Brodrick that the Giaogong 
boundary rectifications were necessary, so were 'reciprocal' facilities 
for 'trade, travel and settlement' of British Indian subjects in Tibet 
as also safeguards against Russian infiltration through 'industrial, 
mining and commercial concessions'. 

Curzon regretted that the terms, as laid down, will neither 
'repay' the Government of India, 'for the sacrifices' ib had made, 

24 Tibet Pabcrs, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 77, pp. 26-27. 
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much less be of 'lasting value'. Nor was he sure whet.her his 
views will carry 'conviction', for he bemoaned the fact that he had 
never been 'so fortunate' as to carry H M G  with him 'at any stage 
of the Tibetan proceedings'.25 

Apart from Curzon, Lord Ampthill too suggested some modi- 
fications. H e  desired, in particular, to expand the meaning and 
scope of the exclusive political influence which the British were 
to demand suggesting that the conditions against the cession of 
Tibetan territory should be amplified 'in the usual manner', 
while some others be secured by 'express stipulations'. He also 
pressed for the opening of a 'subordinate mart' a t  Gartok.26 
Two days later, he reverted to the subject and  wondered whether 
the  provision regarding the British Trade Agent's proceeding to 
Lhasa may not be made 'one of the more stringent terms to be 
exacted should the Mission be opposed'-and added that Young- 
husband had desired that this 'be included' in the Convention.27 

As a result of 'your communication and  Curzon's', Brodrick 
wrote to Lord Ampthill, H M G  were 'getting into shape' a 
modified set of instructions.28 These 'improved terms' were 
spelt out in the Secretary of St,ate's telegram of July 26, and later 
elaborated in his despatch of August 5. Both marked a decisive 
change in the earlier instructions of July 6 ;  more specifically on 

25 Curzon to Brodriclc, Ictter, July 8, 1904, Curzon MSS. Curzon also 
reminded the Secretary of State that the latter's 'instructions' contained no 
provision consistent with HMG's despatch of February 27, 1903 wherein it was 
laid down that 'it is indisperisable that British influence should bc rccognised 
at Lhasa in such a manner as to render it impossible for another power to 
exercise a pressure on the Tibetan Government inconsistent with the interests 
of British India'. A copy of the above formed an ericlosure tu Curzon's letter 
t o  Ampthill of the same date. 

26 Tibet Papers, 01,. rit., Cd. 2370, No. R8, p. 30. The telegram was dated 
July 11 (1904). 

27 Ibid., No. 91, p. 31, July 13, 1904. I t  is interesting to note that both here 
and in the earlier telegram or,July 11-as also the despatch of,June 30-Ampthill 
was hiding his personal opinion in favour of official policy as laid down by 
Curzon and his Council. Th r~s  in hi3 lettrr to Brodrick on .June 30 hr confessed 
that in the matter of the Aqrnt 'my prrsonal opinion cntircly accorcls with yollrs 
and I repeated your instructions to C:olonel Younghusband without a qualm'. 
Later, on July 13, he told the Secretary of Statc that in rrgard to 'thc terms of 
settlement' he had laid down, 'my personal views' were 'entirely in accord' 
with his (Brodrick's). Ampthlll Papers, op.  rit. 

28 Ibid., Brotlrick to Ampthill, letter, July 15, 1901; Godley to ~rnpthill ,  
letter, July 15, 1904. 



the question of the new trade marts to be opened as also the precise 
scope of Great Britain's exclusive political influence. I n  both 

cases, it would appear, H M G  now veered round to the position 
taken by Lord Ampthill, and even that of Lord Curzon-a fact 
of which the latter was not unaware.29 

O n  the fundamentals, however, there was no change, tacit o r  
implied. Thus the Resident was declared to be neither necessary, 
nor even desirable, and Lord George Hamilton's authority was 
adduced in support of the view that such a political outpost 'might 
entail difficulties and responsibilities incommensurate with any 
benefits which may accrue from it'. As for the right of the Agent 
a t  Gyantse to proceed to Lhasa this, the Secretary of State 
thought, 'would be to alter the character of the duties of the 
Agent. . . (and) to assimilate them to those of a Political 
Resident'. 

In  regard to the indemnity, his 'ignorance' of the resources of 
the country would make it hard to fix a specific sum. The  amount, 
however, while constituting an 'adequate pecuniary guarantee' 
should not be such as to be 'beyond the power of the Tibetans', 
by malting sufficient efforts, 'to discharge within the period named 
(i.e., three years)'.30 

Another effort to secure a modification of these terms was made 
on August 1. Lord Ampthill asked the Secretary of State whether, 
'having regard to the further opposition' offered by the Tibetans 
(during the advance of the Mission from Gyantse to Lhasa), he 
would not consent to the right of the Agent at  Gyantse proceeding 
to the Tibetan capital being incorporated in the revised terms ?3l 

29 A comparison of Art. 2 in Mr. Brodrick's telegrams of July 26 and of 
July 6, show how far he had travelled in accepting the Viceroy's views. A 
comparison of Art. 5 in the two telegrams is also instructive: on July 6, the marts 
to be opened were only Yatung and Gyantse; on July 26, Gartok was added. 
Again, clause 5 (a) makes its first appearance in the latter telegram. By virtue 
of this clause, in addition to Gyantse and Gartok, the Tibetan Government was 
required to undertake to consider 'the question of establishing fresh marts, if 
required by the development of trade'. 

In  a letter to Ampthill on July 19, Curzon told him that his (Curzon's) own 
arguments added to 'the excellent and sometimes identical' suggestions made 
from India had not been 'without effect' as the 'revised instructions' from 
Whitehall will bear out. Curzon MSS. 

30 Tibet Paperr, op.  cit. ,  Cd. 2370, Nos. 106 and 115, pp. 42-43. 
31 Zbid., No. 112, pp. 44-45. Knowing as one does Lord Ampthill's own 

views on the subject, it is interesting to reflect that the Acting Viceroy was 
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India Office, however, refused to relent and merely contented 
itself with a re-affirmation of its earlier position.32 

Here then matters finally stood. Younghusband was unhappy 
and distraught beyond words. One can almost picture him up 
there a t  14,000 feet, attacked a t  close quarters, under the strain 
of altitude, and with a pusillanimous military commander. The 
wonder is that he remained sane, and carried through an almost 
impossible task. Only July 12, he confided to Curzon: 

We are just starting for Lhasa but under rather depressing circumstances. 
The Home Government will not hear of our having a Resident there. The 
military say they cannot keep the Mission there for more than 314 of an hour.. . 
and as Government are asking such exceedingly moderate terms . . . what 
I am afraid in this business is doing only just enough to thoroughly arouse the 
hostility of the Tibetans . . . and not doing enough either to completely subdue 
them . . . or to attach them to us.33 

From 'the tone of your recent telegram', Lord Ampthill wrote 
to the Commissioner on July 11, i t  would appear that, 

You are dissatisfied and disappointed at  the terms of settlement laid down 
by the Home Government. You do not think that you are being allowed to 
ask enough and you consider that all this trouble, toil, anxiety and expenditure 
ought to result in more substantial gains. You probably think that the Govern- 
ment of India share your views but they are also being checked and repressed 
by the Home Government.34 

Curzon had fought his battles and, what with his own ill-health 
and Lady Curzon's, was in a highly agitated frame of mind. On 
July 8, he charged Ampthill with breach of faith, alleging that he 
(Ampthill) was only 'in part,ial sympathy' with the late Viceroy's 
views, 

merely echoing a policy he did not really believe in. Little wonder, it carried 
so little conviction in Whitehall. 

32 Ibid., No. 114, p. 45. The  Secretary of State's telegram was dated 
August 3, 1904. 

The Secretary of State's views in his telegram of August 3 had been repeated 
to Younghusband and a drart Convention, 'as finally settled', was forwarded 
to him embodying those views on August 5. Tibet Papers, op. cit . ,  Cd. 2370, 
Encl. No. 233, p. 198, and annexure, pp. 198-200. 

33 Younghusband to Curzon, letter,JuIy 12, 1904, Curzon MSS. Herein the 

Commissioner revealed that he would feign act as a sort of 'protector' to the 
Tibetans, 'this would, of course, land us with fresh responsibilities . . . (but) 
by giving this assurance we may be able to bind the Tibetans to US'. 

34 Ampthill to Younghusband, letter, July 11, 1904, Ampthill Papers, op. tit. 
TO Brodrick, the Acting Viceroy opened out more lully. He revealed that 
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You contemplate with equanimity the retirement or failure of the expedition 
before it has accomplished the object for which it was sent. . . . I now anticipate 
that our efforts and sacrifices will have been thrown away and if this be the 
consequence I shall have no other consolation than that I was completely devoid 
of responsibility. . . . 35 

A week or so later, however, he felt much better. This, as 
may be surmised, was a result of Brodrick's 'improved terms'. 
'We do not get all that I had pressed forY,36 Lord Curzon wrote, 
'but we get a good deal and I hope to have made clear that we 
retain the power to post a British Officer or officers a t  Gyantse 
. . . I would have preferred a man a t  Lhasa. . . . '37 

But the scowl soon returned and on August 4 he severely 
lambasted the Secretary of State: 

These telegrams are sent off without any reference to or consultation with 
me. HMG's policy about Tibet is not my policy. Indeed I regard it as entirely 
mistaken. . . . The decision about the Chumbi Valley is, in my opinion, 
particularly inept. I t  is all due to that fatal telegram of November 6 to which 
Brodrick in particular had pinned his faith. . . . Sonie future Government of 
India will pay a penalty for these blunders. . . . The responsibility for which 
will doubtless be laid at  my door.38 

Younghusband had shown 'his dissatisfaction and disappointment' by telegra- 
phing that he 'saw no point' in going to Lhasa: 

'As he had to demand so little of the Tibetans and gave further indications 
of a desire to throw up the sponge. . . . Younghusband is a great anxiety to me 
as he is so extremely touchy and self-opinionated and he has got into his head 
an idea that the Home Government are putting the drag on the Government 
of India. . . . ' Ibid., Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, July 13, 1904. Earlier to 
the same correspondent, Ampthill had talked of the Commissioner's 'occasional 
outbursts of self-opinionated ill-temper' (letter June 22, 1904) and Brodrick, 
in turn, of his (Younghusband's) being 'rather jumpy' (letter, June 17, 1904). 

35 Curzon to Ampthill, letter, July 8, 1904, Curzon MSS. Actually, the 
starting point here was a letter, June 16, 1904, which Lord Ampthill had addressed 
to the King and in which he had, inter cllia, expressed the view that 'personally' 
he held 'it would be better that the Mission should fail than that Your Majesty's 
Government should be exposed to a charge of breach of faith or that the 
resentment and hostility of Russia should be incurred'. Ampthill Papers, ofi. 
cit. Curzon had some inkling of this communication through Lord Knollys. 

36 The obvious reference was to the 'instructions' then about to be issued 
by HMG. 

37 Curzon to Ampthill, letter, July 19, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
38 Ibid., Curzon to Ampthill, letter, August 4, 1904. 'These telegrams', of 

course, reTer to those of July 26 and August 3 sent by the Secretary of State to 
the Governor-General. 

I t  is interesting that in a letter to Younghusband at  Lhasa, Curzon expressed 
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Lord Ampthill was far from happy with Curzon's diatribes 
though officially a t  any rate, he endorsed the policy of his 
predecessor.39 I t  was no secret that  he  did a t  the same time, 
though in private, appear to be fairly well-statisfied with the terms 
laid down by the British Cabinet. I n  fact, he told Brodrick that 
he  was 'really glad' that  HMG had decided 'against having any 
British Agent a t  Lhasa' a n d  added that  the terms ofsettlement 
which had been laid down were 'entirely in accordance with my 
personal views'. His Council too, though they would like'to 
go a little further', were 'on the whole fairly contented with your 
terms'.40 

Thus on the eve of the Mission's arrival in Lhasa, and its 
conduct of negotiations there, the picture as to the various actors 
in  the drama over the terms on which a settlement was to be 
effected was pretty clear. Younghusband was a disgruntled man, 
under great strain, doing his best under constant physical dangers 
i n  a climate devastating to the nerves. Yet here was an unwilling 
instrument of a policy he completely repudiated and heartily 
disapproved for above all he felt certain it did not fit the local 
needs. Lord Curzon, his chief sponsor: principal informant and 
political mentor had made no secret of his complete di:gwt 'l.i!h 
HMG and its policy-and what is more let Younghusband 
know about it.41 Ampthill in India, MVas playing a ratllcr cljfficult 
game. H e  'only a half-Viceroy' or a bare locztm te?zen.r, as Cuizon 

the very same view. Younghusband wrote to his father that Curzon had 
complained that 'quitc unnecessarily', Government had committed itself to 
Russia and that 'just the other clay' it sent the telegram regarcling the terms 
'without even showing it to him'. 'Poor man', the C:onkmissioner concluded 
'he has scarcely been out of bed for a month'. Younghusband MSS., letter, 
August 19, 1904. 

39 Ampthill's dilemma can bpst be realised in his letter to Godley: 
'Another difficulty . . . I cannot express the views which Lord Curzon left 

on record because they are at variance with the directions oT HhlG and partly 
because they do  not exactly coincide with my own; while at the same time I 
do not reel quite justified, as a mere !mum terrerlr, to express my own views. . . .' 

Ampthill to Godley, letter, May 31, 1904. Alnpthill Paber.c, op. ci t .  
40 lbid., Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, .July 13, 1904. Exactly a wcek later, 

Ampthill confided in the Secretary of State that 'your views and mine on this 
Tibet question, seem to be as nearly as possible in accord'. 

Ibid., Ampthill to Brodrick, lettcr, July 20, 190.4. 
41 Luc. cit .  Ampthill told Brodrick (letter, July 20, 1904), 
'I am inclined to think that in writing his memorandum for the Cabinet.. - 



would have him, had completely forfeited his (Curzon's) trust 
and confidence while the Commissioner, in direct and regular 
communication with the Viceroy on leave, scarcely confided in 
his (Ampthill's) political judgement. 

The truly remarkable thing about the Lhasa Convention, and 
the negotiations with the Tibetans, thus is not so much the terms 
incorporated therein-important though these be in their own 
right-as the circumstances and the background in which it came 
to be concluded and in which the parleys were conducted. 

Lord Cr~rzon was greatly influenced by private letters which he had received 
from Colonel Younghusband. . . . It is also the case, I think that Colonel 
Younghusband is enthusiastic over the policy which he (Younghusband) 
advocates because he believes it to be Lord Curzon's. . . . ' 



CHAPTER XX 

Y O U N G H U S B A N D  A T  L H A S A :  
' N E G O T I A T I O N S '  A N D  T H E  

' N E G O T I A T O R S '  

BETWEEN JULY 1903 when Younghusband arrived in Khamba 
Jong and August 1904, when his expedition was knocking at the 
gates of the Potala, its nature and complexion had altered well- 
nigh completely. As originally planned, the Commissioner had 
set out to negotiate with the representatives of the Chine~e Amban 
and of the Dalai Lama: the proposed talks being confined to the 
question of the Tibet-Sikkim frontier, of grazing rights in and 
around Giaogong and the opening of some new trade marts in 
Tibet. By the time of its arrival in Lhasa, the Mission had been 
transformed into a military expedition in all but name.' By 
reason of its superior armed might, it had forced its way into the 
country until now it had reached its political nerve-centre, the 
hub of the capital itself. The purport and the scope of the talks 
i t  still proposed to hold had changed too, and considerably. These 
were now to be conducted between a victorious British 
Commissioner and his war-worsted Tibetan adversaries. China's 
Amban was there, but primarily to aid and render assistance in 
bringing the parties together.2 Nor did grazing rights, and 

1 Actually, the military made a strong bid to call the Mission the 'Tibet 
Field Force', which move Ampthill strongly opposed, for he read into this 'a 
deliberate attempt to subordinate Younghusband to the military authorities'. 
Both Kitchener and the Military Member Elles finally gave way on the 'under- 
atanding' that Field Service concessions should be allowed without the change 
of nomenclature. Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, June 30, 1904. Ampthill 
Papers, OF. cit .  

2 It may be necessary to recall here that despite Lord Curzon's view that 
China's so-called suzerainty over Tibet was 'a constitutional fiction and a 

political affectation', such negotiations as took place at Khamba were held among 
the British, the Chinese and the Tibetan representatives. At Gyantse too there 
was repeated talk of the Amban arriving but after the disappearance of General 
Ma, who had replaced Ho, Chao and Li, the Chinese took a back place. At 
Lhasa, they refused to be a party to the 'talk'. The Amban's role of active 
co-operation with the British, alluded to at  length in subsequent pages, which 
may be regarded as personal to Yu T'ai, was later severely censured by the 
Chinese Government and he was summarily dismissed from office. It  may 
also be remembered that Chinese 'adhesion' to the Lhasa Convention was later 
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frontier boundaries, occupy any but the least important place in 
the final drafts of the convention. The  emphasis had shifted to 
opening more trade marts, to occupying the Chumbi Valley 
which was to serve as a guarantee for the indemnity that the 
Tibetans were to pay, and on ensuring the exclusive political 
influence which the British Government would now exercise in 
the land of the Lama. I n  this now much-altered equation 
between the negotiating parties, how were the 'talks' actually 
conducted ? 

The first Tibetan reply to the main demands of the British was 
thought to be so 'preposterous' and impertinent that Young- 
husband intimated to the Amban that he 'could not even receive 
it' (i.e., officially).3 A few days later, the Commissioner made it 
clear to the Tibetan official who called on him that the terms he 
(Younghusband) had put forth represented 'the minimumythat 
would be accepted.4 When the two Tibetan Shapes complained 
to  him that the Mounted Infantry, by now not,orious for its 
depredations, had captured some men from Kham he clearly 
indicated that such 'milit,ary operations' would continue until 
they (Tibetans) showed signs of agreeing to his terms. Again, 
when the Tibetans confided that 'by asking a great deal they 
intended to obtain a little', Younghusband reminded them 
that 'our terms' did not admit of bargaining, that he could not 
accept the Amban's mediation - the Tibetans had proposed that 
he 'decide between usy-unless it was that his (Younghusband's) 
terms should be accepted.5 

And not only were these (terms) not capable ofmodification, but 
the threat of brute force, of military operations-which had always 
lurked in the background-was aired openly, and indeed quite 
frequently. Thus after the second reply of the Tibetans had been 
received and found to be 'not quite satisfactory', Younghusband 
gave out that he 'would act', if necessary. O n  another occasion 
he told the Amban that either the Tibetans accepted what he was 
demanding, or he was 'fully prepared to act'.6 O n  September 1, 
secured by the 1906 Peking Convention between Britain and China. Lord 
Curzon's 'fiction' thus proved stronger-and stranger-than the facts. 

3 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 127, p. 51. 
4 Zbid., No. 129, p. 52. 
5 Zbid., Encl. No. 261, pp. 219-20. 
6 Zbid., No. 134, p. 54, Encl. No. 276, p. 228 and Encl. No. 318, p. 247. 
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when he met the Amban, the Shapes, and the members of the 
Tsongdu and handed over the final draft of the treaty, he warned 
that he would negotiate for a week longer but if, a t  the end of it, 
the treaty was not signed, he would resume 'military operations' 
against them.7 T o  all talk for concessions, or alternative sug- 
gestions, his continuous refrain was that the terms embodied t,he 
commands of the British Government and 'would have to be 
accepted', that either she Tibetans must sign the Treaty or 'take 
the consequences of refusal'. I t  was this air of 'adamantine 
firmness', as he called it, coupled with the not infrequent appeal 
to the final arbitrament of the sword he wielded, that forms the 
essential background to the conduct of the 'talks' which led to 
the conclusion of the Lhasa Convention. Nearly a quarter 
century later, the Commissioner recorded : 

I was now brutally talking of war when I had so far been talking of peace. 
If I meant to fight they would fight too. But when I told them that I knew 
they could do no such thing, they suddenly collapsed . . . and forthwith agreed 
to the whole treaty, lock, stock, and barrell.8 

With whom was the Commissioner to negotiate a settlement? 
The head of the Tibetan Government, the master of the Potala, 
was the obvious choice. Yet for months everyone in the official 
hierarchy, from the India Office downwards, had been speculating 
whether, with the Mission arriving in Lhasa, the Dalai Lama 
would not indeed b0lt.9 T o  allay the Secretary of State's fears, 
Ampthill put forth the view that the fact of the Lama's running 
away need not cause 'any undue apprehension'; as a matter of 
fact, the contingency may not even arise. For inasmuch as 

there was a powerful 'faction' against him, 'a strong possibility 
existed of his (Dalai Lama) being assassinated. Nor was this 
unusual for it was 'the ordinary fate' of the Dalai Lamas to 'meet 
with a premature end'. The  prospect did not disturb the acting 
Viceroy a t  all, 

7 Zbid., Encl. No. 305, pp. 240-41 and Encl. No. 341, pp. 261-62. Young 
husband, India and Tibet,  op. cit. pp. 291-92. 

8 Younghusband, The Light of Experience, op. cit., pp. 99-100. 
9 As early as May 27 (1904) the Permanent Under-Secretary had asked 

Ampthill, 'What are we to do when we get to Lhasa and find the Government 
gone elsewhere?' Godley to Ampthill, letter, May 27, 1904, ~rnpthill 
Papers, op. cit. 
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If events turn out in this way we shall, in fact, find the normal state of affairs 
at Lhasa instead of the present abnormal conditions of a Lama who is old enough 
and self-opinionated enough to speak and act for himself, . . . I think that the 
Chinese will help us in this matter for they have shown that they regard the 
movement of our troops with indifference.10 

Ampthill's views about the Dalai Lama being put out of the 
way, or the help that the Chinese may render in this context 
approximated closely to the general consensus of opinion among 
the members of the Mission. Thus on April 29, the Commissioner 
telegraphing to the departing Viceroy his 'latest views' on the 
situation thought the Lama would 'flee', 

Suitable Regent may then be found, and normal system of Government be 
re-established without him (Dalai Lama). Amban may be willing to meet 
me, but evidently has no power over Dalai Lama.11 

In  any case, the Commissioner rated him, and his reputed 
spiritual authority, pretty low. Dismissing him as 'a young 
whipper-snapper' caught up  'out of the bazaar', Younghusband 
felt outraged that the Lama had the temerity to set 'three great 
empires by the ears' and had been taken too seriously 'at his own 
valuation'.l2 I n  any case, for 'any proper settlement', i t  was 
imperative that he, who was 'at the bottom of all the mischief', 
be brought 'down on his knees'. His bolting would not, Young- 
husband argued, do 'any harm' for, being a t  once 'obstinate 
and self-willed', he would, should he decide to stay, 'probably 
be very difficult to manage'. A Regent more amenable would 
'suit in fact' and is really 'the normal ruler in TibeP.13 

10 Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, June 2, 1904. Anzpthill Papers, op. cit. 
Four days later, the Viceroy telegraphed the Secretary of State that at  

Cyantse, the Bhutanese chier, the Tongsa Penlop, had told Mr. Walsh that 'the 
Dalai Lama and his Government would desert Lhasa before the arrival of the 
Mission'. Ibid., Ampthill to Brodrick, June 6, 1904. 

Ten days later, the Viceroy wrote to the King much to the same effect 
declaring the existence of a Dalai Lama old enough to act as one was 'unusual 
in the history of Tibet'. Ibid., Ampthill to King, June 16, 1904. 

1 1  Younghusband to Curzon, telegram, April 29, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
12 Ibid., Younghusband to C:urzon, letter, April 18, 1904. Later in this 

communic;rtion, the Commissioner suggested that to demonstrate clearly to the 
Tibetans that we are 'not going to be fooled', and to impress the 'orientals' with 
pomp and pageantry which are 'of extreme importance', the Dalai Lama must 
go to India to sign the Convention and meet the Viceroy or 'Your Excellency 
must go to Lhasa'. 

13 Ibid., Yunghusband to Curzon, letter, April 25, 1904. 
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As weeks elapsed, Younghusband's belief in the Dalai Lama 
bolting 'with any luck', and having a Regent of 'our own choice' 
in his place, persisted. In fact', any indications to the contrary 
angered and even rattled the Commissioner, 

It would only have made the Dalai Lama still more conceited and still more 
stubborn and sulky . . . luckily the Chinese Government said they had no 
influence with the Dalai Lama and rather hoped he would run away-in which 
I entirely agree. I think it would be the best thing that could happen. . . . 14 

There was, however, a decisive shift in Younghusband's attitude 
as the Mission got ready to proceed to Lhasa. For, early in July, 
to a Dalai Lama reportedly disillusioned with his Russian friends 
he was prepared to proffer the most categorical assurances of 
British 'protection'.ls Later, on the door-steps of Lhasa, he 
seems to have undergone a complete metamorphosis. For he 
confided to his father, 

We are within 16 miles of our goal . . . and what I am chiefly afraid of now 
is the Dalai Lama bolting, so I am angling delicately for him. . . . 16 

Finally, in Lhasa itself when the Commissioner discovered that 
the Lama had, in fact, left the capital, there was for a time a 
serious proposal to engage a force 'in pursuit to seize' him. This 
however, was turned down by HMG both as 'delaying or com- 
promising' the withdrawal of the main force and as being 
'undesirable'-a decision which the Governor-General appeared 
to regret. Mr. Brodrick, however, showed a willingness for an 
ultimatum being served threatening dire penalties in case the 
Dalai Lama 'will not return and treat' or give the necessary 
authority to 'sign treaty'.'' 

14 Zbid. Younghusband to Curzon, letter, May 7, 1904. The Commissioner 
was convinced that in this way the Dalai Lama's personal prestige, as indeed 
that of his office, would be completely 'gone' and he would 'remain a derelict'. 

15 In  a letter to the Secretary of State, the acting Viceroy told him that 
Younghusband had proposed an amendment of the proposed instructions, 
suggesting end of clause 2 should read: 

'The British Government will, if a Foreign Power attempts to intervene, take 
such steps as they may consider necessary to assist the Tibetan Government to 
exclude such intervention'. Ampthill to Brodrick, July 11, 1904, AmpthiEL PapcrJ, 
op. tit.  Also see Younghusband to Curzon, letter, July 12, 1904, Curzon MSS. 

16 Younghusband MSS. No. 46, August 1, 1904. The letter was written 
from 'Camp on Lhasa river'. 

17 The Secretary of State to Viceroy, telegram, August 16, 1904. Arnplhill 
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Whatever his earlier views, and there is little doubt that his 
first impressions had been entirely mistaken, Younghusband 
found on arrival in the Tibetan capital that without the Dalai 
Lama, the situation was well-nigh chaotic, 

The  worst difficulty, I have at  present is finding anyone to negotiate with. 
The  Dalai Lama has washed his hands of the whole business, handed over his 
seal to an  old gentleman who has no other qualifications than amiability. The  
four real Councillors have been imprisoned. The  four new ones are nincompoops 
and the slightest thing is referred to the National Assembly . . . responsible to 
no  one, without any President or any method of voting.18 

More specifically, on the day after his arrival in Lhasa and 
while returning to his camp through the heart of the city, Young- 
husband noticed that large crowds looked on 'apathetically'.lg 
A few days later he found the collfusion even worse: 'Yutok Shape 
is ill, T a  Lama is in disgrace, while of the remaining Shapes one 
is hostile and the other useless. The  Tsong-du is sitting in 
permanent session'.20 Apathy apart, the general attitude of the 
Tibetans he had found to be not so much 'hostile' as 'futile'. 

Indeed without the Lama,21 the Commissioner found the going 

Papers, op. cit. Also see Ibid. Ampthill to Brodrick, August 17, 1904, 'I had 
hoped that the very cautious wording (of the proposal to pursue the lama). . . 
would have made it acceptable to you'. 

18 Elsewhere, Younghusband told Lord Curzon that although he had met 
&the highest Lamas' in Lhasa and they were all 'extraordinarily quaint and 
interesting' and 'good fellows' yet they were 'utterly hopeless as negotiators'. 
Younghusband to Curzon, letter, August 8, 1904. Curzon MSS. 

19 Tibet Papers, OF. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 121, pp. 49-50. 
20 Ibid., Nos. 105 and 123, pp. 41 and 50. The Yutok-Shape and the T a  

Lama (later Tsarong Shape), besides the Chief Secretary, were the Tibetan 
officials who had met Younghusband at Nagartse on July 19 and vainly dissuaded 
him from proceeding to Lhasa. Of then], the Commissioner wrote: 'The 
Yu-tok Sha-pe . . . was calm and polite and . . . cordial in his manner; the 
Ta Lama, though more excited, was not ill-mannered . . . the Chief Secretary 
. . . excited throughout, and argumentative and querulous'. Younghusband 
India and Tibet, op. cit., pp. 225-32. 

21 On reaching Lhasa on August 2, Younghusband had wired that the Dalai 
Lama was believed to be in a private monastery, a few miles away; on August 5, 
that he was at Reting; on August 8, that he was three days' distant; on August 
1 I ,  a t  Nagchuka 'eight marches to the North'; On August 17, that he was 
believed to have 'almost certainly' fled beyond Nagchuka; on August 20 that he 
had left Nagchuka for the North 'twelve days ago'. Ibid., Encl. Nos. 239, 243 
249, 259, 267, and 280 respectively. 
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rather rough; and, in the initial stages at any rate, felt completely 
befuddled, a t  his wits' end. 

Soon, however, out of this stark confusion, features and figure, 
began to emerge. Actually, the Commissioner's role was not 
unlike the catalyst, which both helps to precipitate and crystallise: 
'without fiddling or interfering but simply standing up firm and 
straight', he would have these numerous discordant elements take 
form and content around him.22 Among those who thus revolved, 
the Amban Yu T'ai apart, of the greatest interest was a Lob-sang 
Gyaltsen, the Gaden Ti Rimpoche. He had first visited the 
Commissioner on August 14, and was 'most moderate and reason- 
able in his talk and acknowledged Tibetans were beatenY.23 

The Rimpoche had evidently kept in the background because 
he was afraid of the Shapes and, as Younghusband confided to 
Curzon, of the Dalai Lama, should the latter return and the 
British retire. Actually, in private, the Commissioner had referred 
to him as 'the sort of' Regent whom the Dalai Lama left and 
who had approached him (Younghusband) 'to secure my support 
in case the Dalai Lama should be deposed'.24 But, and here was 
the chief snag from the Commissioner's viewpoint, 'he has not 
much influence'25 which fact, did not prove for long to be an 
insuperable obstacle. Thus it is noticed a few days later that a 
telegraphic report from the Viceroy to the Secretary of State 
informed the latter that the 'Ti Rimpoche is making marked 
overtures to Younghusband who, in return, is showing him special 
attention as the principal in negotiations'.26 

As a matter of fact, thecommissioner, rattled by 'this intangible, 
illusive, un-get-at-able set of human beings' as he now found,z7 
was considerably heartened by his new 'discovery'. He regarded 

22 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, August 17, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
23 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 129, p. 52. 
24 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., pp. 273-75, gives a fuller account 

of the Commissioner's first interview with the Rimpoche. Also see younghusband 
to Curzon, letter, August 17, 1904, Curzon MSS. 

25 Tibet Papers, oh. cit., Cd. 2370, Encl. 261, pp. 219-20. 
26 Ibid., No. 130, p. 52. The  telegram from the Viceroy to the Secretary of 

State is dated August 23 and gives 'news from Lhasa to 17 August'. Actually, 
as Younghusband wrote later, during his visit to the Amban on August 16, the 
latter reportedly said that he 'recognised the T i  Rimpoche . . . as the 
in the negotiations'. Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. tit., p. 277. 

27 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 268. 
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it as 'a decided advance', although it had taken 'a fortnight of 
my precious six weeks' to make. His close advisers too sustained 
him in this assessment, 

The Nepalese Representative said the Regent was a moderate man, more 
inclined to make a peaceful settlement than the generality of the National 
Assembly.28 

The Amban in turn, endorsed the Commissioner's choice 
assuring (or was it echoing?) him that the Rimpoche was 'the best 
man among the leading Tibetans' and what was more, 'came next 
after Dalai Lama in the Lhasa province'.29 The die was thus 
cast and in subsequent despatches one finds the Commissioner 
referring to the Rimpoche as the 'acting' Regent.30 

Matters were finally clinched when, on September 4, three 
days after Younghusband had given the Tibetans a week's advance 
notice to make up their minds, before he would resort to military 
operations, the National Assembly definitely recognised the T i  
Rimpoche as theRegent and, with the Amban's consent, permitted 
him to use the seal of the Dalai Lama." No sooner was the 
Rimpoche thus 'elected', than he confirmed that the Tibetans 
'were prepared to accept our terms'32-a bare 72 hours later he 
was to affix the Lama's seal to this compact. 

During the first few weeks of his arrival in Lhasa, the Commis- 
sioner appears to have played with the idea of pursuing the 
Dalai Lama, forcing him to return to the capital and there seal 
and deliver the Convention which he (Younghusband) had been 
charged with concluding. It has already been noticed that 
HMG put its foot down, and firmly-despite 'the very cautious 
wording' which Ampthill had used-on such a wild goose chase.33 
Simultaneously, Younghusband was persuading the Ti  Rimpoche, 
with sweet reasonableness, to use his good offices to make the 
Lama return, 

28 Zbid., p. 269. 
29 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Encl. No. 318, p. 247. 
30 Zbid., Nos. 13 1, 146 and 148, pp. 53, and 59-60. 
31 Zbid., Encl. No. 316, p. 245. 
32 After he had made this declaration, 'Regent then a f i e d  his private seal 

to a Tibetan translation of draft Convention . . . and I have informed Regent 
that Convention itself will be signed in the Potala'. Loc. cit. 

33 Suhra, note 17. 
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As to the Dalai Lama, I said I was quite prepared to give him the most 
positive assurance that he would be safe from us if he returned here. I did not 
wish to discuss personally with him the details of the settlement, but wished 
him to affix his seal in my presence; and it would certainly be more convenient 
if he were nearer Lhasa for reference during the negotiations. The Regent 
said he would send two messengers to him tomorrow, advising him to return.34 

But evidently, there was another string to the bow. Three 
days later, the Commissioner confided to Lord Curzon: 

I have made a point of his returning to receive me and if he does return he 
will have to bow to our will-while, if he does not, everyone here will be 
only too delighted to seize the opportunity of having him deposed by the Chinese 
Amban which the Chinese will be glad enough to do under the pressure of our 
force.35 

The  game was thus clear-and, as Younghusband confessed, it 
was 'an exceedingly easy one' to play.36 No sooner thus was it 
evident, both that the Lama was beyond easy reach and that 
Whitehall would not countenance the idea of pursuing him across 
Tibet's frozen deserts in the north, than the Commissioner shot 
the second string, as it were, of his bow: to secure the deposition 
of the Dalai Lama. As will be presently noticed the Amban, 
and for very good reasons, was prepared to oblige-and both the 
Viceroy and the Secretary of State thought here was a clever way 
out of the impasse. I t  is interesting that the Commissioner 
attributed the move as originating with, and in fact emanating 
from, the Amban who probably, it would seem, was already in 
touch with the Wai-wu-pu on the subject, 

Roundabout way of denunciation of Dalai Lama and exaltation of Panchen 
Lama would be more satisfactory solution of present difficulties and I would 
recommend that Minister a t  Peking be asked to urge Chinese Government to 
denounce Dalai Lama and to telegraph reply to Amban by India to save time. 
Amban informs me that he has been receiving no reply to telegrams sent from 
Lhasa 5th August by Gyantse to Wai-wu-pu. He does not care to mention this 
to his own Government but is very anxious for reply.37 

The  acting Viceroy in transmitting Younghusband's message 
expressed his own doubts if there were precedents of the Tashi 

34 Younghusband, India and Tibet, OF. cit., p. 275. 
35 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, August 17, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
36 h c .  cit. 
37 The text of Younghusband's proposal as 'emanating from ~mban'-and 

actually in the Commissioner's own words-was telegraphed to the Secretary of 
State by the Viceroy on August 25, 1904. Amfithill Pokers, ob. cit. 
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Lama taking over from the Dalai Lama. Nor was he sure 

whether the Chinese were not indeed so manipulating as to saddle 
bhe British with the 'entire blame', should things go awry.38 
But Mr. Brodrick did not apparently show any great concern. 
'At first sight', he telegraphed the Viceroy, 'it smiles on me. To 
depose the Dalai Lama if it can be done in orthodox fashion, 
would be a signal stroke'!39 

A major difficulty, however, cropped up and it was the un- 
willingness of Sir Ernest Satow to press the Chinese authorities-a 
course of action endorsed by Lord Lansdowne who feared lest 
the attempt prove 'abortive'.40 Meantime the Government of 
India, as no doubt the Commissioner himself, were busy cataloguing 
precedents and gauging the respective superiority, spiritual or 
otherwise, of the two incarnations.41 

Events, however, sped fast and soon enough outpaced discussions 
in London or even Simla. On August 16-and the Ti  Rimpoche 
had been making 'marked overtures' in the meantime-the Amban 
informed the Commissioner that he had asked the Rimpoche to 
send a message to the Dalai Lama to come back or else he (Amban) 
would denounce him to the Emperor. I t  is not without signi- 
ficance that the Amban said this at a meeting where the 
Commissioner, 

I said the Dalai Lama should certainly either come back, or abdicate; and i t  
he remained away at this important juncture, assumption would be that he had 
renounced functions of Government.42 

Reporting to the Secretary of State 'the news from Lhasa up- 
to August 17', the Viceroy informed him that Younghusband 

38 LOG. cit. 
39 Secretary of State to Viceroy, telegram, August 26, 1904, Ampthill 

Papers, op. cit. 
40 Ibid., Secretary of State to Viceroy, telegram, August 28, 1904. 
41 Zbid., Viceroy to Secretary of State, telegrams, August 26 and September 

8, 1904. 
The Viceroy, relying principally on Sandberg's book, op. cit., contended- 

and this was contrary to what Curzon had written in his Memorandum of 
June 23-that the Tashi Lama had 'much older spiritual authority', than the 
Dalai Lama; that the Lhasa people were 'heartily glad' that the Dalai Lama 
had gone and doubted whether the Lama would return 'as a rival Russian 
Pope' if the Tashi Lama were set up in his place. 

42 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 226. 
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considered it would be possible, even if the Dalai Lama should 
not return, to negotiate a satisfactory convention in the manner 
proposed by the Amban, i.e., denunciation of the Dalai Lama, 
thereby reducing him to a private person and asking the 
Tashi Lama to resume Government in accordance with 
precedent.43 

Four days later, on August 2 1,44 the telegram purporting to 
contain the denunciation of the Dalai Lama-on which the 
Amban had now definitely decided-had been sent to Young- 
husband by the Chinese Resident with the request that it be 
forwarded to Peking via Gyantse, the Commissioner undertaking 
to  do  'this service for him'. Younghusband's own sympathies 
were hard to disguise: 

I said . . . I considered he (Amban) was acting with great wisdom in 
denouncing the Dalai Lama, for it was he who had brought all this trouble upon 
his country, and he deserved to suffer for it. I was not surprised, however, 
a t  so young a ruler coming to grief. . . . For a young Dalai Lama, who had 
not only temporal, but also supreme spiritual power, the tendency to go wrong 
must have been almost irresistible.45 

These sentiments were dutifully echoed by the Amban who 
affirmed that the Lama had been 'headstrong and obstinate, and 
had never followed good advice'.46 What was more to the point, 
he informed the Commissioner that while the Tashi Lama was 
to  be the spiritual head of the Church, aRegent would be appointed 
'for transaction of secular business'.47 A few days later, replying 
to a query from Government as to precedents about theLama's 
denunciation, Younghusband gave out what was a t  best a half- 
truth : 

The  fact that he endeavoured to induce the Dalai Lama to come in is well 
known to Buddhists here, and they are also aware that, after he had definitely 

43 Tibet Papers, op. c i t .  Cd. 2370, No. 130, p. 52; Viceroy to Secretary of 
State, telegram, August 23, 1904. 

44 It was probably around August 19, that the Commissioner received 'certain 
information' that the Lama had 'finally fled' and in so doing had written to the 
National Assembly that the English were 'very crafty people' and warned ib 
members to be 'careful' in making an agreement with them. His departure, 
Younghusband recorded, 'was not regretted' by Tibetans. ~ounghusband, 
India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 279. 45 Ibid., pp. 281-82. 46 Loc. cit. 

47 Tibet Pafirs, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 132, p. 53 and Encl. NOS. 273 
and 319, pp. 227 and 249. 
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fled: rom the country, it was on the initiative of the Amban48 that he was 
deposed. I personally consider the denunciation a very politic act. . . . 49 

And so indeed he did for to his own recommendation he now 
adduced the authority of the Bhutanese chief as also of the 
Nepalese Representative both of whom, he reported, 'approve of 
denunciation'.50 

Meanwhile rapid developments ensued. The  Amban's telegram 
was received in Peking on August 24, two days later, an Imperial 
.decree was issued reducing the Dalai Lama to the position of a 
private individual, by 'temporarily' depriving him of his dignity, 
A threat was held out that should the Lama remain contumacious. 
he would be permanently degraded.51 As hectic messages were still 
being exchanged between the Commissioner and the Government 
of Lord Ampthill and between the latter and the Secretary of 
State,52 it would seem that the Chinese action in Peking could 
not have been on Sir Ernest Satow's initiative. I n  any case, it 
would be obvious that the Wai-wu-pudid not only not seem to 
need pushing or pressurising in this particular direction-but 
may actually have welcomed the move as conducive to partly 
restoring its own, now sharply-dilapidated, prestige in Lhasa.53 

48 From the above, it should be evident as to whose was the 'initiative' in 
deposing the Lama. Younghusband had been keen on it long before he reached 
Lhasa and the Amban found in the move new crutches to elevate his well-nigh 
lost power. Who 'collaborated' with whom would, therefore, a t  best be a 
,debatable proposition. Dr. Li's suggestion about giving Younghusband 'every 
benefit of the doubt' is enigmatic at  best. The fact of the matter is that 
Younghusband wanted the Lama to be deposed-he thought it would ease his 
path and in this the Amban came handy. See Li, op. cit., pp. 105-7. 

49 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 149, pp. 60-61. See also Viceroy to  
Secretary of State, telegram, September 8, 1904. Ampthill Papers, op. cit. 
Younghusband put forth the view that the contemplated action would show 
impracticability of Tibetans restraining us and Chinese (from) working 
together'. 

50 Viceroy to Secretary of State, telegram, September 8, 1904. Ampthill 
Papers, op. cit. 

51 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 135, p. 54. 
52 Thus writing to Younghusband on August 26, Ampthill told him that he 

had 'just sent' him (Younghusband) a telegram about precedents for deposing 
Dalai Lamas and 'the irregular appointment of the present fugitive pontiff 
which he hoped may be useful. H e  also confessed that both he and Dane had 
been studying 'Sandberg's book and other records'. The writer discovered 
this letter in Miss Eileen Younghusband's collection, wherein it is marked '4'. 

53 When the British Minister in Peking informed the Chinese Vice-Minister 
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I t  is also significant that as for the future, the Amban was charged 
with the responsibility to 'conduct all Tibetan affairs'. To be 
sure, the notice of the Lama's deposition, as posted in Lhasa, 
threw an interesting, and revealing, light on the factors leading 
to his downfall and unwittingly gave away a great deal, 

. . . he did not remain to guard his kingdom . . . he gave no orders to his 
subjects to settle the question of the Indian Tibetan boundary, which had been 
outstanding for more than ten years . . . he paid no regard to the Emperor, 
nor to law and justice. These various crimes show that he is not a man who 
would not be punished. . . . I n  future . . . the Amban will conduct all 
Tibetan affairs with Tibetan officials and important matters will be referred to 
the Emperor. . . .'54 

What score did the Tibetans set by these pronouncements 
ex cathedra? How far did they believe in the alleged acts of 
omission and commission of which their ruler had been found 
guilty? I t  is not necessary to go into these questions here,even 
though it may be noted in passing that no sooner was the pro- 
clamation posted than it was torn down and that the people of 
Lhasa were said to view it with 'complete apathy'.55 I t  may be 
relevant in this context to mention that this was a bare three days 
after the signing of the Convention and that British forces, with 
their maxims trained on the Potala, still held sway in the Tibetan 
capital. One wonders though if this helped to correct Young- 
husband's oft-repeated viewpoint that the people of Lhasa were 
heartily glad' that the Lama had gone, that they believed he 
had brought ruination to his land or that his departure was 'not 
regretted' by them.56 Maybe towards the latter part of his stay, 
he began to have second thoughts.57 

about the Mission's proposed advance to Lhasa on June 25, 'no surprise was 
manifested by the Vice-Minister . . . nor was any objection raised by him. . . - 
H e  remarked that the Dalai Lama, who was ignorant and pig-headed, was 
entirely in the hands of the three great monasteries'. Memorandum of Information 
(concerning Tibet) for ,June, 1904. 

54 Tibet Papers, OF. cit., Cd. 2370, Annexure, Encl. No. 362, pp. 274-75- 
55 Ibid., Encls. 331 and 332, p. 257. 
56 Younghusband's letters and despatches are full of remarks to this effect. 

Referenccs are Viceroy to Secretary of State, tclegrarn, August 26, 1904. 
Ampthill Papers, OF. cit., and Younghusband, India and Tibet, OF. cit., pp. 279 
and 281. 

57 Ampthill to Brodrick, telegam, September 24, 1904 in which younghusband 
reported from Lhasa that the Dalai Lama was 'a few marches beyond ~ a g c h u k ~ '  
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(Foot-note 57 contd.) 
a n d  that he may return when the Mission leaves Lhasa in which case the 
position of the Amban may be rendered difficult 'as the feelings of the people 
are against the Chinese'. Amptltill Papers, op. cit . ,  also see Younghusband's 
reverie on the hill outside Lhasa, on his way back. For the text from his 'Vital 
Religion', see Seaver, op. cit . ,  pp. 248-50. Also George Harrison, 'The Great 
Adventure: a Younghusband Anthology of Divine Fellowship' (in manuscript). 



CHAPTER XXI 

T H E  C O M M I S S I O N E R  
V E R S U S  

T H E  A M B A N  

APART FROM THE Ti  Rimpoche, whose star shone all the more 
resplendent after the Dalai Lama had been denounced, and was 
thus out of the way, the Chinese Amban played a most significant 
role in nearly all that led to the success of the Mission, culminating 
in the conclusion of the Lhasa Convention. The Manchu Yu 
T'ai was a brother of Sheng T'ai who had earlier negotiated the 
Sino-British Convention of 1890. Not unlike most other Manchu 
officials, spread thinly over the vast Chinese domain all the way 
from Manchuria to Tibet, he kept up an outer facade of dignity, 
excellent good manners, an air of 'something very much akin to 
superiority', and solid intellectual capacity. Younghusbanddid 
not rate him to be 'indeed strikingly clever''-but then the 
Commissioner was perhaps a poor judge of character. Indeed, 
i t  has been held that he 'never, at  any rate, saw through the 
Arnban'.2 

I t  has already been noticed that Yu T'ai's appointment had 
been announced early in December, 1902; that as 'the throne' 
attached 'much importance' to the Tibet frontier question he 
had been 'ordered to proceed a t  once' to the frontier and negotiate 
with Mr. White 'in an amicable spirit'.3 I t  was clear that the 
previous incumbent, Yu Kang, had failed dismally in much the 
same Mission. Unfortunately for the new Resident too many 
delays supervened before he could make a start. His original 
intent of voyaging through the ocean and reaching Tibet, via 
India, had been given up for fear it might engender suspicion 
among those 'gr0s.l~ stupid and ignorant people' whom he had 
set out 'to enligh~ , as far as lay in his power'.4 For the next 
twelve months, however, his slow pace-and a progress that was 
slower still--on the long overland journey became a subject of 

1 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 263. 
2 Infra, pp. 313-15. 
3 Mr. Townley's telegram from Peking announcing Yu T'ai's appointment 

is dated December 6, 1902. Tibet  Papers, op. cit., Cd. 1920, No. 59, p. 146. 
4 Ibid., No. 67, p. 177. 
Yu T'ai had called upon Mr. Townley in Peking on January 5, 1903. 

304 
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considerable comment in nearly all diplomatic correspondence 
relating to the Tibet question, and in the bargainYu T'ai acquired 
a not ill-deserved notoriety. 

To  be sure, almost immediately after he had beenordered to 
procced 'at once' to his new post, Peking gave out that he could 
not be expected in Lhasa untilJuly next ycar.5 This ierved , , ,  as 
a convenient handle for the Viceroy to press his peremptory 
proposals on the Secretary of State, charging that the Chinese 
were not serious.6 Later when, towards the close of September, 
1903, Yu T'ai was still discovered tarrying around Chengtu, 
Capital of Szechuan, the British Government were to put to 
good account his by now frequent, and somewhat inordinate 
postponements.7 And though the embarrassed Prince Ch'ing, 
then head of the Wai-wu-pu, explained that the delay had been 
due to the difficulty of collecting troops, the British insindated 
that the Amban-designate was unnecessarily protracting his 
journey and figured out his arrival in Lhasa a t  'an uncertain, but 
in any case remote dateY.a 

Nor did Chinese appeals to stay Younghusband's adlance, 
pendingthe arrival of Yu T'ai, fall on any but deaf ears. In fact, 
HMG, as Lord Lansdowne pointed out, refused to countermand 
the measures it had already sanctioned (viz. the Mission's despatch), 
For not only had the Tibetans shown increased hostility, and 
systematically disregarded the injunctions of the Manchu Emperor, 
but what was still worse, the Chinese had demonstrated no real 
power, much less influence, in restraining them.9 And herein 
the British Government had concurred entirely in the conclusion 
to which their Minister in Peking had been driven namely, that 

5 Loc. cit. 
6 Thus as early as February 1 I, 1903, the Viceroy telegraphed to the Secretary 

of State that Yu T'ai's reported arrival in July ' supports our view that there is 
intentional delay'. Lord Curzon further underlined the fact that the situation 
was 'extremely serious and early action necessary'. Ibid., No. 71, p. 179. 

7 Telegraphing information From the British Consul-General at Chengtu, 
Sir Ernest Satow, the Minister in Peking, told Lord Lansdowne (on September 
28, 1903) that Yu T'ai was holding consultations with the new Viceroy of,  
Szechuan on Tibetan affairs, that there were differences of opinion between 
the Resident and the Assistant Resident and that the former was scheduled to 
leave C h e n g t ~ ~  on October 1 l (1903) 'with an escort of some 40 soldiers'. Ibid., 
No. 117, p. 212. 

8 Ibid., Nos. 116, 139, and 145, pp. 211-12, 297-98 and 301. . - 
9 Ibid., Nos. 139 and 148, pp. 197-98 and 302. 
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though the Chinese were desirous of bringingabout a satisfactory 
solution of the Indo-Tibetan dispute, Prince Ch'ing's repeated 
allusion to the obstinate temper of the Tibetans made him (Satow) 
feel that 'they (the Chinese) are not sanguine as to the likelihood 
of Yu T'ai being able to expedite the negotiations'.lO 

In the last stages of his journey, ordered again to 'proceed at 
once' and hasten by 'forced marches', the new Amban was still 
at  Ta-chien-lu towards the third week of November.11 Although 
the precise date of his arrival in Lhasa is disputed, he is said to 
have been there when the British crossed the Jelap-la into Tibet 
on December 3. Later, reportedly he sent 'strict orders' to the 
Tibetan commander, for what these were worth, that while he 
might reason with the British, he should not resort to force.12 
From then onwards Yu T'ai emerges fully into the limelight, more 
so in his now frequent epistolary exchanges with Younghusband. 
Thus one is told that on March 19, and again on March 27, he 
was endeavouring to collect carriage and start out to meet the 
British Commissioner but that the Tibetans would not allow 
him 'to carry out the orders of the Emperor'.l3 Again, on April 3 
'he now intends to come and meet me as soon as possible', 
Younghusband informed the Viceroy from Tuna.14 Meantime, 

10 Zbid., No. 116, pp. 21 1-12; the despatch from Sir Ernest Satow, in Peking, 
was sent on September 25, 1903. 

11  Zbid., Nos. 142-43, and 146, pp. 199-201. 
12 Yao-ting Sung, op. cit., p. 339. Li, op. cit., note 218, p. 248, makes this 

laconic comment: 'Yu K'ang was finally replaced by Yu T'ai and left Tibet in 
the spring of 1903'. Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 88, notes that Yu 
T'ai reached Lhasa after 'thirteen critical months of his appointment; actually 
on February 11, 1904'. Zbid., p. 172. 

According to Younghusband, the old Amban had memorialised the throne, 
sometime in July (1903), that he had told the Tibetan Councillors of the British 
intent to bring troops into Tibet, that 'they must on no account repel them 
(British troops) with arms' but instead discuss matters 'on the basis of reason'. 
Ibid., pp. 89-90. 

13 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2054, Nos. 5 and 7, pp. 3-4. 
Dr. Sung, basing his account on the Memoirs of Chang Ying-tang, inform 

us that 'upon learning of this critical situation (Younghusband's crossing of the 
Jelap La) the Chinese Government instructed Yu T'ai to proceed to the frontier 
a t  once in order to stop the British advance. . . . Unfortunately, Yu T'ai lost 
his chance by not going to the frontier in person on no other ground than that 
of the Tibetan authorities refused (sic.) to furnish the means of transport. 
Instead, he sent an ordinary officer to make the call'. Yao-ting Sung, OF. 6it.p 
p. 39. 

14 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2054, No. 14, p. 7. 
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and what was more to the purpose, theAmban had blessed the 
Mission's project of going to Gyantse, in view of 'Tibetan obstinacy', 
though the Dalai Lama had written to him that 'we (British 
troops) should go back to YatungJ.l5 A day later, however, 
Younghusband is accosted not by the Amban but by his delegate, 
a General Ma.16 On the Commissioner's arrival at Gyantse on 
April 11, and Yu T'ai had promised to greet him there in person, 
the Commissioner had only to be content with Ma's assurance 
that the Amban will come 'as soon as he can arrange with the 
Dalai'.l7 A fortnight later arrived another despatch bringing 
the precious news that the Amban 'is coming within a few weeks'. 
Yu T'ai had, however, hastened to assure Younghusband, having 
probably read all the accounts of the Guru affair (the Commissioner 
later confessed the Tibetans had laid the blame for the disaster 
squarely on British treachery), that the Lhasa General was 'the 
aggressor' and that 'my (Younghusband's) compassion in releasing 
the prisoners and in caring for the wounded, and my humane 
motives, have conferred incalculable blessings on Tibet'.lB 

What measure of a man? Curzon had visualised Yu T'ai's 
putting in an appearance at Gyantse where, in a letter to Young- 
husband, he pictured him arrive, 

puffing in, deprecatory, conciliatory, anxious to keep you back at  all hazards 
and willing to give every sort of encouragement in order to persuade you to 
retreat, and to retain for China the credit for having settled the matter and 
revindicated her suzerainty.19 

By the end of April (1904) Younghusband's own assessment of 
the Amban was no whit different from Lord Curzon's. He 
'may be willing to meet me', the Commissioner confided, 'but 
evidently has no power over Dalai Lama'.20 

15 LOG. tit. 
16 Ibid., No. 16, p. 7. 
'Ma' is almost always a Muslim name. I t  is not unlikely that General Ma  

hailed from Kansu province which would indicate a Peking policy of using 
one kind of frontier minority, the North-Western Muslims in this case, against 
another, the Tibetans. 

17 Ibid., No. 22, p. 9. 
18 Ibid., No. 34, p. 13. 
19 Curzon to Younghusband, letter, April, 4, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
A little later, the Viceroy confessed to the Commissioner that a settlement 

was a difficult affair 'complicated by the fact that the fiction of Chinese suzerainty 
is to be retained'. 

20 Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, telegram, dated April 29, 1904. 
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With May, the Amban's letters become somewhat less frequent. 
.)NOW, it seemed, was the Commissioner's turn. O n  Apri123, the 
' latter wrote to Yu T'ai expressing disappointment at  his 'continued 
dilatoriness' which, he warned, will not 'naturally predispose 
Government to be lenient'.21 O n  June 1, he addressed him as 
he did the Dalai Lama, in terms of those 'beastly' ultimatums- 
which took him a few days in actual delivery22-announcing, 
inter alia, the Commissioner's intended advance to Lhasa.23 On 
July 13, on the eve of the Mission's departure for the Tibetan 
capital, Younghusband wrote to him again.24 At Chaksam ferry 

, -jusb a few days' march this side of Lhasa-Younghusband heard 
from the Amban but merely to the effect that he (Amban) had 
communicated the contents of the Commissioner's letter to the 
Lama.25 

. No sooner did the Mission arrive at  Lhasa than Yu T'ai's former 
intimacy seemed to return. He visited Younghusband within a 
few hours of his arrival and not only promised all help in 
impressing upon the Tibetans the urgent necessity of making a 
speedy settlement, but 'had already collected two days' supplies 

, and was ready to arrange more'. He  had also made, Young- 
husband noted with no small satisfaction, a special present of 
food to the troops.26 These food 'gifts' must be viewed against 
the background of the fact that the Mission was now entirely 

- 21 Tibet Papers, OF. t i t . ,  Cd. 2370, Encl. No. 63. In his letter to Lord 
Curzon, on May 7 (1904), Younghusband noted that the Chinese Government 
had informed the British that it 'had no influence with the Dalai Lama and 
rather hoped he would run away', a view 'in which I entirely agree'. Curzon IdSS. 

Earlier, on May 2, the Acting Viceroy telegraphed the Secretary of State 
that Younghusband had heard from the Amban to the effect that 'he (Amban) 
cannot get a reply to his representation from the Dalai Lama'; five days later 
that Younghusband's 'fourth despatch to present Amban has produced no 

, qore  result than previous three'. Ampthill Papers, op. cit. 
22 Originally Younghusband dispatched the ultimatums on June 3. These, 

, however, were returned by the Lhasa general-'which pleased me greatly'. 
The General, however, soon retracted but Younghusband was rather chary 
of sending the ultimatums again. Later, Government 'got rather stuffy' and 
!sent me a telegram virtually recalling me to Churnbi'. In between, he actually 
'had delivered' these documents. For details, see Younghusband MSS., Nos. 40 
and 41, dated June 3 and 12, 1904. 

23 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Encl. No. 212, p. 186. 
24 LOd. cit. 
25 Ibid., Encl. No. 236, p. 201. 
26 Ibid., No. 119, p. 49, and Encls. Nos. 239 and 264, pp. 205 and 223-24. 
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dependent upon local supplies, which were not always readily 
forthcoming. Apart from such a welcome attention right a t  the 
commencement of Younghusband's admittedly difficult assignment, 
Yu T'ai's role in rendering all possible assistance was by no means, 
a small favour. A few questions naturally spring to mind. 
What motives guided him? What purpose was the Amban 
working up to?  

Properly to appreciate Yu T'ai's behaviour, it would be 
necessary to recall that the Amban's office had suffered a 
considerable eclipse, both in authority and prestige, during the 
latter part of the nineteenth century. That eclipse was due 
principally, if not indeed entirely, to the sore straits to which 
China's own power had been reduced, and a reference to which 
has been made earlier in the narrative. Besides, the Ambans 
were-and Yu T'ai was no exception-invariably not happy choices 
and in their character, and deportment, left a great deal to be 
desired.27 Yu T'ai's own appoiiltment coincided with the after- 
math of the famous-infamous Boxer Rebellion. Never before 
had the Emperor, much less his Court, been subjected to such a 
great humiliation. Meantime the young, and reportedly head- 
strong, Dalai Lama had come into his own and the Chinese 
Imperial Resident, never popular in Tibet, began to be treated 
with extreme indifference, bordering on ill-concealed contempt.28 
No wonder that the Amban's 'decrees' and 'orders' to the 
Tibetan authorities were obeyed more in the breach than in their 
observance. Essentially, therefore, where Yu Kang had found 
the situation 'so untenable' as to have 'begged' the Emperor 'to 
relieve' him,29 Yu T'ai was not likely to fare any better. 

27 Supra, p. 60. Manning had suggested that the great Mandarins at  Lhasa, 
meaning the Imperial Ambans, 'were generally rogues and scoundrels'. 
Colonel Peter Fleming quotes, with approval, a remark of his, 'It is a very bad 
policy thus perpetually to send men of bad character to govern Tibet'. Peter 
Fleming, op. cit., p. 232. So does Younghusband, 'the haughty Mandarins 
were somewhat deficient in respect, and I noted the same thing'. India and 
Tibet, op. cit., p. 321. 

28 Supra, Chapter IX. 
Li, op. cit., p. 65, notes that in 1900, the Dalai Lama killed his own tutor 

Demo Hutukhtu who had been in power upto 1895 and had 'always enjoyed 
the confidence of the Imperial Court'. Besides, after the Boxer Rebellion, 'he 
(Dalai Lama) and the Tibetan officials listened to the Resident's advice only 
when it was acceptable to them, and orders, regulations and treaties, which 
were distasteful to them were utterly disregarded'. 

29 LOC. cit. 
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From the above it should be clear that, while it is difficult to 
affirm the validity of the oft-repeated complaint of the new 
Amban that the Tibetan Government would not afford him the 
necessary facilities for travel so that he could go out to meet the 
British Commissioner, two facts may be borne inmind. Firstly, 
the old Amban Yu Kang, or for that matter his predecessor, had 
made a similar complaint, and more than once.jO Secondly, the 
complaint, even if true, has been held by itself to offer no valid 
justification for his inability to stir out of Lhasa. In fact, a recent 
Chinese scholar has put forth the hypothesis that Yu T'ai could 
have gone out to meet the British Commissioner; that lack of 
transport was, at  best, a 'pretext'; that as a matter of fact it was 
his 'cowardice' which prevented him from shouldering his proper 
responsibility on behalf of the Imperial Government, or for doing 
something for theTibetans when he was most required to.31 This 
line of reasoning leaves one rather cold. If the position of two 
of his immediate predecessors was indeed so 'helpless' that they 
could not stir out of Lhasa and, in fact, finally 'begged the 
Emperor' to relieve them, how could Yu T'ai's be supposed to have 
improved? Or,  is it implied that they were cowards too and lack 
of transport, in their case also was no more than 'a p r e t e ~ t ' ? ~ 2  

Yu T'ai's relative lack of communicativeness, not to say cool- 
ness, towards the Commissioner during the latter's sojourn at 
Gyantse may not be difficult to explain. Two small incidents 
help serve as a clue. Thus on May 10 (1904) Younghusband 
telegraphed to the Foreign Secretary that Captain Parr's guard of 
Chinese attendants was beaten up by the Tibetans, that his two 
Bhutia servants were killed and that all his property had been 
looted. Nor was that all for 'General Ma and all Chinese officials 
are practically besieged, and dare not leave their quarters', the 
Commissioner reported.33 I t  may be recalled that Captain Parr 

30 Tibet Papers, OF. cit., Cd. 1920, Annexure in No. 129, p. 291, and End. in 
NO. 149, p. 303. Evidently Yu Kang's predecessor, Resident Kuei Huan, could 
not in 1896 'get transport . . . nor Tibetan officials to accompany the trip' 
in order to demarcate the frontier with the British. Li, op. cit., p. 96. 

31 Li, ofl. cit., pp. 92-93. 
32 Dr. Li concedes that Yu Kang and his deputy faced 'more difficulties', 

detailed in their memorials to the Ernperor, and that Yu T'ai found himself in 
a 'helpless situation'. Li, op. cit., note 218, p. 218. 

33 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Encl. No. 86, p. 135. Also see Ibid., Encl* 
No. 81, p. 134. 
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was the Chinese Customs Officer at  Yatung, that he was one of 
the two delegates chosen by the previous Amban to negotiate 
with Younghusband at  Khamba, and that General Ma had been 
sent by Yu T'ai himself on a similar assignment. Could it be that 
Lhasa, or theAmban himself, was immune from the repercussions 
of these 'incidents' ? 

Another occurrence is equally revealing: 

Wilton hears from a Chinese source that Amban recently received letter from 
representatives of the great Lhasa monasteries. They denied that Dalai Lama 
had power to ratify a treaty, and said it was compulsory on Dalai Lama to work 
conjointly with the great monasteries. Amban was notified he might negotiate 
as  much as he pleased with British, but Tibetans had nothing to do with them 
and Amban was warned against making any treaty allowing British to proceed 
beyond Yatung.34 

Would it not be legitimate to argue that sensing the climate of 
opinion around him, the Amban heeded the warning and restrained 
his epistolary zeal as far as the 'all-wise Sahib' was concerned?JS 

Turning finally to his behaviour at  Lhasa, it would appear 
that the arrival of Younghusband, synchronising as it did with 
the flight of the Dalai Lama, afforded him (Amban) an oppor- 
tunity that he had been long waiting for. The British 
Commissioner noted that he did not see him (YuT'ai) 'at his best', 
that the Tibetans had put him 'in a most humiliating position' 
and yet 'he kept up appearances and made a brave show with 
all the aplomb of his race'.36 Actually to the Amban, Young- 
husband came handy. O n  the coat-tails of the British-and 
General Macdonald and his men ruled the roost as long as they 
were in Lhasa37-he strove, and hard, to regain his lost authority. 
Significantly eloquent of his line of thinking, and an early 
expression thereof, were the ill-chosen 'congratulations' which he 

34 Ibid., Encl. No. 91, p. 139. The Commissioner's telegram from Gyantse 
is dated May 11, 1904. 

35 The title ('all-wise Sahib') was used by the Tsongdu (Tibetan National 
Assembly) in addressing Younghusband; the Dalai Lama had been more literal 
and called him 'the Sahib sent by the English Government to settle affairs'. 
Ibid., Nos. 11  1 and 118, pp. 44 and 48. See also Younghusband, India and 
Tibet, op. cit., pp. 235 and 242. 

36 Younghusband, India and Tibet, ofl. ci t . ,  p. 263. 
37 'But with this splendid rorce at  my back', Younghusband wrote to his 

father on September 9, 'the Tibetans had to give in and the only difficulty was 
in applying the pressure so as to secure acceptance without resentment'. 
Younghusband MSS., No. 50, September 9, 1904. 
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showered on Younghusband on his 'victory' a t  Guru. He even 
proffered the unsolicited comment that it was theTibetans who 
were the aggressors. I t  may be recalled that he blessed the 
advance to Gyantse. And there could be little. doubt that he 
heartily welcomed the Mission's arrival in Lhasa. Again, Young- 
husband's own despatches noted that  it was the Chinese who 
appeared to gain the most from British victories over the Tibetans.38 
I t  may be recalled that  the Amban expressed to the Wai-wu-pu, 
his firm conviction that the (Tibetan) situation would take a 
favourable turn if the Tibetans should meet with 'another great 
defeat'-of course, a t  the hands of the British.39 

Not unnaturally, therefore, a t  Lhasa Yu T'ai went out of his 
way to toe the line which Younghusband was pursuing; if for 
no other reason than that it answered in its entirety to 
his own, and his country's, long-term and even immediate, 
interests. He  welcomed, it would seem with ill-concealed grace, 
the Commissioner's slightest hint about the deposition and 
denunciation of the Dalai Lama, and went the whole hog with it 
in what appeared to  be indecent hurry. He  hastened to recognise 
the Ti  Rimpoche as Regent, after Younghusband had found him 
to be 'a sensible man', a move for which Peking later denied 
him any authority. 

Yu T'ai went a step further. He  told the Commissioner 
repeatedly, what each one of the Tibetan negotiators persistently, 
and almost to the very end, repudiated namely that there was no 
objection on their part to any of the terms of his Convention. 
H e  dismissed Tibetan protests as spurious, over-rode their 
objections with imperious fiats, put on an air of 'su~eriority'and 
treated them altoget her with 'disdainful contempt' ?4" I t  was on 
the cards that he would have affixed his seal to the 'Adhesion 
Agreement', thereby ratifying the treaty on behalf of his Govern- 
ment, were it not for the fact that the Chinese Foreign Office 
specifically barred him from so doing.41 A measure of the 
'confidence' he inspired in the authorities a t  Peking is afforded 

38 Tibet Papers, OF. cit., Cd. 2054, No. 26, p. 10. 
39 Li, op. cit., p. 93. 
40 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., pp. 301 and 322. 
41 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2054, No. 162, p. 65. Li, op. cit., p. 96, main- 

tains that the Wai---pu not only refused to give sanction but 'admonished 
him (Yu T'ai) for having let the Tibetans enter into such a questionable 
ment with the British'. 
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by the fact that no sooner was the Wai-wu-pu able to re-assert 
its control, after the departure of the British, than 17u T'ai was 
summarily dismissed from office, humiliated and charged with 
crimes whose enormity was indeed reckoned grave.42 

What modicum of popularity did he enjoy among the Tibetans 
may be gauged from the jeers and ridicule with which they 
received his exhortations that they 'must not transgress'his orders 
lest any punishment befall them-even as it had their ruler.43 
I t  is also significant that more than once, theTibetan negotiators 
threw broad enough hints toYounghusband to deal directly with 
them, rather than the obviously unwelcome intermediacy of the 
Amban.44 

I t  is somewhat paradoxical, and no doubt intriguing, that  
while Chinese historians have charged that Yu T'ai 'played into' 
Younghusband's hands,45 knowledgeable British authorities 
contend, as has been noted earlier, that the Commissioner never, 
in fact, 'saw through the Amban'.46 Actually, apart from what 
has been said above, two observations may be relevant in this 
context. One, that the Amban's role was that of a shrewd man 
of affairs, who played up to the British on the spot, while a t  the 
same time advising his Government that the British, by humbling 
the Tibetans, were in reality giving China a chance to re-assert 
and buttress its own authority. This pandering to the British, 
which was one of the charges levelled against him a t  his impeach- 
ment, however humiliating a collfession it may have been to the 
pride and self-esteem of the Manchu court,47 would certainly 

42 Colo~lel Peter Fleming has cited from a translation of the indictment found 
among the 'papers' of Mr. (later Sir) Ernest Wilton who, a member of the 
(British) Chinese Consular Service, had joined the Mission at Khamba Jong 
early in August 1903. Peter Fleming, op. cit., pp. 230-32. See also 
Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 305. 

43 Tibet Papers, op. ci t . ,  Cd. 2370, Annexure in Encl. No. 362, pp. 274-75. 
44 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., pp. 283 and 285. The Commissioner 

noted: 'I now came to the conclusion that the Tibetans were trying to make 
dissension between the Resident and myself'. To  Lord Ampthill he wrote that 
the Regent had put out feelers to him that 'if I had lifted my little finger', the 
Tibetans would have come over 'to our side' and that 'the only sentiment in 
my speech' the Tibetans resented was wherein the Commissioner had talked 
about recognising the suzerainty of China. Younghusband to Ampthill, letter, 
September 26, 1904, Arnpthill Papers, op. cit. 

45 Li? op. cit., p. 93. 
46 Peter Fleming, op. cit., p. 235. 
47 Symptomatic of Chinese thinking may be Dr. Li's assertion that for Yu T'ai 
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appear to be a clever and shrewd assessment of the existing 
situation. Nor was there anything 'queer' about it. Besides,it 
would also fit in with the fact that in order to win Younghusband's 
confidence, it would suit the Amban to assure him (Younghusband) 
that only higher orders prevented him (Amban) from affixing his 
seal in immediate approval of the Commissioner's covenant. 

One could go even further and say that merely because he was 
later summarily dismissed from service 'within a few years' need 
not necessarily imply that YuT'ai did not inspire confidence at 
that time in his superiors at Peking. Court favour is traditionally 
arbitrary and fickle. In fact, in the last decades of the dynasty 
-and this was the very last decade-the court knowing its own 
weakness, was most suspicious of the best servants of the state, 
simply because their capacity won them prestige and this was 
something to frighten a dying dynasty. Besides, it is evident that 
Yu T'ai was not unlike the sacrificial lamb who must serve as a 
scapegoat for Britain's success at Lhasa which, to Peking, was 
synonymous with China'sown defeat and discomfiture.48 As for 
Younghusband not seeing through the Amban, the Commissioner's 
peculiar limitations must be constantly borne in mind. His 
apparent 'relief' in talking to a man of the world, after 'so many 
long, dreary and ineffectual interviews with the obtuseand ignorant 
Tibetans',49 need not blind us to the fact that the Commissioner 
was severely hedged in both in terms of time and space. Besides, 
he had the most specific instructions neither to ignore nor yet 
by-pass Chinese suzerainty. In the administrative and govern- 
mental chaos that Lhasa presented on the morrow of his arrival, 
the Amban seemed to be the only ray of hope. And Yu T'ai 
played the Commissioner's game to near-perfection. Besides, to 

by-pass him, as the Tibetan negotiators suggested, was perhaps 
another invitation to land himself in that hopeless morass of 

'it did not require any effrontery' to inform Younghusband that he (Yu T'ai) 
had been unable to see him for lack of transport from the Tibetan authorities. 
Li, op. cit., p. 93. 

48 Years later, Younghusband noted that Yu T'ai's dismissal, and later 
imprisonment 'in fetters', as also his Secretary's humiliation, were no doubt 
'inspired by a desire to sweep away all Chinese officials' who had helped 
conclude the Convention at Lhasa. 'A similar resentment' against Tibetan 
officials was also shown -'two Councillors and a General being degraded' 
Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 345. 

49 Ibid., p. 263. 
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interminable talk from which he had, with the greatest difficulty, 
extricated himself. Younghusband was shrewd enough to see 
that 

Chinese suzerainty was definitely recorded in the Treaty and all the way 
through the negotiations I had tried to carry the Resident with me. I t  was 
no part of our policy to supplant the Chinese . . . as I always tried to treat 
the Resident with respect, I expected, and did, in fact, receive, his hearty 
co-operation. We each of us could and did help the other to the advantage of 
both.50 

Nor is it possible to deduce that the Commissioner was so 
supine or unintelligent as to be unable to strike back when 
occasion demanded. Thus, even as he wrote to his father on 
September 16 : 

Of course, the wily Heathen has weighed in at  the last moment with a n  
objection to the whole proceeding because China's suzerainty is not sufficiently 
recognised. I told the Amban that if he talked too much about the rights of 
suzerainty I would begin to talk about the responsibilities. These operations 
had cost us a million sterling and for that we had a perfect right to bill the 
Chinese. He coiled up at once but can do nothing without orders from Peking 
and Peking is probably influenced by France and Russia.51 

Two expressions may be underlined: 'the wily Heathen' and 
'can do nothing without orders from Peking'. It should be 
evident that Younghusband was not the innocent lamb who 
never, in fact, 'saw through the Amban' nor yet was the latter, 
so overawed by the former, as to have 'played into his hands'. 

50 Ibid., p. 175. 
51  Younghusband MSS. No. 51, September 16, 1904. It is only fair to 

note that this was in a private, family letter. 



CHAPTER XXII 

T H E  T O N G S A  P E N L O P  
A N D  C A P T A I N  J I T  B A H A D U R  

U-GYEN WANCCHUK WHO as Tongsa Penlop was the de facto ruler 
of Bhutan and had emerged victorious from the last civil war in 
that country, in 1885, had shown a measure of friendliness to the 
British during the period of their short-lived hostilities with Tibet 
in 1888.1 And yet, as the Mission advanced from Chumbi to 
the Tuna plains, the Commissioner had been 'in considerable 
anxiety'* about what Curzon called 'the incomprehensible 
hierarchy who preside over the hills that literally overhang the 
camp'.3 To be sure, Bhutan lay on the right of the advancing 
columns and with close affinity to Tibet could be a source of 
considerable embarrassment, if not positive anxiety. Feelers 
were f i s t  thrown through the Commissioner of Darjeeling and 
later 'an official of some standing', the Trimpuk Jongpen, met 
Younghusband at Tuna and pledged his whole-hearted support4 
He  even promised 'and gave permission, on payment', to make 
a road up the Arno-chu. His intercession, on the Mission's behalf, 
with the Lhasa monks at Guru proved a positive gain to Young- 
husband revealing as it did Tibetan obduracy and, in the bargain, 
helped to draw Bhutan closer.4 

This was, by itself, no small a gain. The Commissioner felt 
'perfectly certain' that, barring the Paro Penlop, the other chiefs 
of Bhutan 'are most thoroughly amicable towards us'. And this 
meant, with Nepal thrown in, that the whole frontier 'right up 
to the Himalayan watershed' was ranged 'on our side'.' Lord 
Curzon was 'delighted' at the 'success' of 'your  negotiation^'^-a 

1 On the outbreak of hostilities, in 1888, the Bhutanese had not only warned 
the Tibetans of the consequences of refusing to come to terms with the British 
but what was more 'refused' them any 'assistance'. White, o j .  cit., p. 281. 

2 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 169. 
3 Curzon to Younghusband, letter, April 4, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
4 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. ci t . ,  pp. 169-72. To the ~ongpen's 

advantage Younghusband recorded that he (Jongpen) was 'the first sensible 
man' he (Younghusband) had met 'on the frontier'. 

5 Younghusband to Miller, letter, March 30, 1904. Curzon MSS. 
6 Ibid., Curzon to Younghusband, letter, April 4, 1904. 
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%ail, which the coimissioner attributed chiefly to h ~ s  refusal to 
retire from Tuna when the military had asked him to do so in 
January.' 

Early in June, the Tongsa Penlop him5elf appeared on the 
scene accompanied by his somewhat heterogeneous band of 
retainers. 'In theory', Landon, the Times correspondent noted, 
he had come to act as a 'mediator' in the lamas' quarrel with the 
B~itish, for he was 'most anxious to effect a settlement'. I n  
practice he leaned, far too heavily even for British comfort, on 
the  Commissioner's side.8 His usefulness, as a pipe-line for 
communicating with the Tibetans, and more particularly the 
Dalai Lama, was a great boon. For he acted, most of the time 
as the Commissioner's mouth-piece-expounding the British 
terms of settlement, dressing down the Tibetan delegates in 
behind-the-scenes encounters and before their meetings with 
Younghusband, in stately 'clurbars'. ' 

' 

More specifically, a t  Gyantse he lent a helping hand in such 
'negotiations' as were conducted there with the delegates from 
Lhasa.9 Indeed, he exchanged many a message with the Dalai 
Lama and other dignitaries before the former deigned to address 
the 'all-wise Sahib'.lo The Lama had, in fact, pleaded with 
the Penloplto intercede on his behalf with the British and 'assist 
in peaceful settlement, fighting being ,bad for both animals and 
men'.ll Through him, the  commissioner^ too let the Lama 
know 'an outline ,of the terms we should demand'.l2 

After reachirig Lhasa, the Penlop reverted to the not unfamiliar 
type who invariably apes his master and chimes in with every 

7 Zbid., Younghusband to Dane, letter, March 26, 1904. If the Mission had 
retired, as Macdonald wqnted, 'Bhutan which was then sitting on the fence 
would have come on the Tibetan instead of our side', the Commissioner wrote 
to the Foreign Secretary. 

8 Landon noted that his (Tongsa Penlop's) 'unblushing and openly-admitted 
preference for the English was not entirely satisfactory even to us. I t  suggested 
a biased mind. . . . ' Landon, op. cit., 11, pp. 62-63. See also Younghusband, 
India and Tibet, oh. cit., p. 204. 

9 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., pp. 208-22. Landon, op. cit. 
XI, pp. 64-65. 

10 At Gyantse, Younghusband noted that 'at my request' the Penlop wrote 
to the T a  Lama about the Commissioner's readiness to carry on negotiations 
'en route to Lhasa'. Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 222. 
I 11 Tibet Papers, op. cit. ,  Cd. 2370, Nos. 63, 72, 78 and 83, pp. 21, 24, 26 and 
28 respectively. 

12 Supra, note 10. 
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nod of his head. But when he does not, it is on the tacit under- 
standing that the master had already consented to the change. 
Thus on September 4 (1904, during the discussions on the payment 
of the indemnity the Penlop suggested, and Colonel Younghusband 
'assented', that the amount be reduced from Rs. 76,00,000 to 
Rs. 75,00,000!13 O n  an earlier occasion he asked Younghusband 
not to occupy the Norbulingka, the Dalai Lama's summer palace, 
owing to its religious associations. The Colonel who had merely 
'made a pretence' of going there, 'consented to occupy the next 
best residence in Lhasa'.l4 

What influence did he wield over the Lama may be gauged 
from the fact that no meeting-ground could be found that would 
prevent the Mission's advance to Lhasa. As for the 'weight' 
he carried-the Commissioner had noted that the Penlop's 
representation 'carried weight'ls-after the Lama had left, it 
need must be emphasised that everybody who had anything to 
d o  with the Mission, or the Commissioner for that matter, 
reflected something of the power and authority that flows naturally 
from well-accoutred troops and trained Maxims. 

Younghusband found him to be most useful and, in consequence, 
continued all through to under-write his great 'importance'. 
Despite the many embarrassments to which the predatory raids 
of his men exposed the Mission,l6 the Commissioner wrote him an 
excellent testimonial: 'The Tongsa Penlop I found to be a straight, 
honest-looking, dignified man17 of about forty-seven years of age. 
H e  bore himself well, dresskd well, gave me costly presents (to 
condone, one would suspect, his followers' notorious depredations 

13 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, End.  No. 317, pp. 245-46. younghusband 

India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 29P- 
14 Younghusband, India and Tibet, oh. cit., p. 298. Years later Young- 

husband noted: 'With the object of getting into the next best house in Lhaga, 
I made a pretence of wishing to go into the Dalai Lama's Summer Palace . . . 
and eventually arranged that the house of the first Duke in Tibet should be at 
my disposal'. Ibid., p. 267. 

15 Lac. cit. 
16 Landon, op. cit., 11, p. 63, noted that the Penlop's men 'with his full sanction, 

took advantage of the presence of our troops to harry the land far and wide, 
and do what looting they could on their own account'. 

17 Loc. cit. Evidently the Times correspondent regarded him (Tonpa 
Penlop) 'not a particularly dignified adjunct to the Mission'. 
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in the countryside!)l8 and altogether showed himself a man of 
importance'.lg 

For 'services (he had) rendered', the Penlop was to receive 
the signal honour of a Knight Commander of (the most Distin- 
guished Order of) the Indian Empire.20 Later, in 1906, when 
Sir U-gyen Wangchuk became the hereditary Maharaja of Bhutan, 
with the 1,opons and the whole body of Lamas and the State Coun- 
cillors, swearing 'allegiance to him and his heirs with unchanging 
mind', the British Government were duly represented a t  his 
installation.21 

Captain Jit Bahadur, the Nepalese representative in Lhasa- 
courtly, courteous and clever-had spent many a summer in the  
country and had, therefore, first-hand k n o ~ ~ l e d g e  of its affairs. 
His Prime Minister in Katmandu, Maharaja Chandra Shamsher, 
had decided upon giving the 'Raj' his 'whole-souled' support and  
offered to co-operate 'in whatever way might be thought most 
desirable' either 'within or beyond the frontier'. For he too, 
not unlike the British, regarded Russian designs on Tibet as 
'utterly inconsistent with the interests of his own country.'22 His 
plighted word, like a true Rajput, he 'amply fulfilled', and to  
the last day of the Mission. Thus he wrote long, well-reasoned- 
out, even threatening, letters to the Dalai Lama, and his 
Councillors, which could not have stated the British case better, 
nor indeed more forcefully.23 Besides, he placed nearly all his 
intelligence resources, and thcse were of 110 mean a magnitude, a t  
the disposal of the British Resident24 a t  Katmandu. At Khamba 

18 Loc. cit. In a footnote (p. 63) Landon noted that 'looting by his (Tongsa 
Penlop's) attendants in the Nagartse district caused such widespread distress that 
the inhabitants came in to us for food', and further that the Bhutanese 'deprived 
the wretched peasants of grain and money alike'. 

19 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit . ,  p. 204. 
20 White, op. cit. ,  pp. 105-83, gives a detailed account of his 'First Mission 

to Bhutan' undertaken for this purpose. 
21 Ibid., pp. 2 1 1-36. 
22 The matter had been first broached with him by Lord Curzon at  the 

Delhi Durbar (January, 1902). Younghusband, India and Tibet,  op. cif. ,  
pp. 134 and 170. 
23 Younghusband gives a resume of one of these which the Maharaja sent to the 

(Lama's) four Councillors sometime in September (1903). See ibid., pp. 135-37. 
Another was addressed to the Lama himself, early in June (1904). Ibid., pp. 206-7. 

24 Col. Pears and later Lt.-Col. Ravenshaw, British Residents at Katmandu, 
had regularly sent in to Calcutta extracts of reports received by the Government 
of Nepal from their representative at Lhasa. 
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Jong, his 'present' of the sorely-needed, and what the Corn- 
missioner viewed not only as 'of great practical use, but of still 
greater political significance', 500 yaks. to  the Mission25 was an 
act of extreme friendliness. I t  may be recalled that it was the 
Nepalese government that  directed Captain Jit Bahadur to render 
the Mission 'every assistance' and as the Commissioner later 
recorded 'no one could have been more helpfulY.26 He had the 
local knowledge and the quickness of wit, which the Penlop 
lacked, and employed these to the Mission's maximum advantage, 

Long before Younghusband arrived in Lhasa, Captain Jit 
Bahadur had reported regularly, and a t  great length, to his 
government about the goings-on in the Tibetan capital. In a 
cloud of what, for most part, was bazaar gossip and unsubstantiated 
rumour-mongering, his intelligence because of his peculiar 
advantages had provided a -  certain substratum of solid worth. 
His usefulness was widely acknowledged and, in July (1904) 
before the Mission left Gyantse, even the Secretary ofstate had 
suggested to the Acting Viceroy to 'employ' him in such 
negotiations a s  may be 'entered into with the Dalai Lama.27 It 
may be recalled that earlier in January (1903) Whitehall had given 
serious thought to a proposal by Sir William Lee-Warner that 
instead of the British sending an  armed expedition, 'might not 
Nepal be urged to  send a force to  Lhasa' and demand assurances 
of (Tibetan) good behaviour?28 Later there was even a 
sug~estion, evidently seriously meant, that the British might 
subsidise the Nepalese for such intelligence as the latter may 
garner-in place of having their (British) own agent a t  Lhasa who 
may be merely 'shut up' and 'put under guard'. 

Inasmuch as his government had lent active aid and S U C C O ~ ~  

to  the Mission, Captain Jit Bahadur's role had to be cast in a lower, 
subordinate key. Yet he it was who 'discovered' the Ti ~ i m p o c h e , ~ ~  
impressed upon the Commissioner that here was 'a moderate man' 

25 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. 'cit., p. 133. 'This welcome offer' 
was accompanied by another of 800 yaks within a month. Zbid., p. 134. 

26 Zbid., p. 267. 
27 Brodrick to Arnpthill, letter, July 22, 1904, Amfithill Papers, o j .  cil. 

Five days later the Secretary of State wrote to say that he thought the letten 
of the Nepalese Representative at Lhasa 'have been encouraging'. Zbid., letter, 
July 27, 1904. , , 

28 Subra, Chapter XI. 
29 Younghusband, India and Tibet, vp. cit., p. 268. 
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more inclined to make a peaceful settlement than most of the 
others. Henceforth there was no move which the Commissioner 
made in his negotiations with which the Nepalese representative 
was not closely associated, hardly a meeting to which he was not 
invited, scarcely a detail which either escaped his notice or 
attention. 



CHAPTER XXIII 

T H E  L H A S A  C O N V E N T I O N :  
T H E  I N D E M N I T Y  A N D  T H E  A G E N T  

O N  THE AFTERNOON of September 7, in the audience-hall of the 
crolden Potala-and the Tibetans had made a last, desperate, a 
t l l ~ u g h  vain, bid against the sacrilege involved1 - the British 
Commissioner, resplendent in his full-dress diplomatic uniform, 
arrived to have the Convention signed and sealed. The atmosphere 
was that of a Durbar and every possible care had been taken to 
ensure that no detail was missed that may impress the Asiatic 
with the power and majesty, the glory and the grandeur, of the 
British Empire and this, one of its unique, notable feats ofarmed 
might. The ceremonial indeed 'deeply impressed' the Tibetans.2 
As for the Colonel, the effect of signing the treaty in the Potala's 
audience-hall, was as important as the content of the treaty itself.3 

General Macdonald had taken all necessary precautions against 
any last-minute mishap: 'a battery to fire a salute or to bombard 
the palace' had been stationed in a suitable position and the 
entire route leading up to the Potala, as also its side passages, 
were lined with troops.4 Nor had the Colonel forgotten his 
camp-table 'and on it was laid the flag' which had flown over the 
hficiion headquarters throughout. The T i  Rimpoche, and 'the 
mass of Tibetans', were present too. So were the Tongsa Penlop 
and his motley crowd of retainers, the portly Nepalese represen- 
tative and, of course, Yu T'ai who appeared to preside over this 
solemn, i f  cluaint, assembly. 

1 'The Tibetans objected strongly . . . suggested that the treaty should be 
signed in the Resident's Yamen, but I said I would be content with no other 
place (except the Potala) . . . they began murmuring other objections, but 
the Resident told them the matter was settled' and admitted of no 'further 
discussion'. Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., pp. 300- 1. 

2 Ibid., p. 306. 
3 'But those who have lived among Asiatics', the Colonel wrote, 'know that 

the fact of signing the Treaty in the Potala was of as much value as the treaty 
itself. . . . It was to give an unmistakable sign which all other countries could 
understand that our prestige was re-established in Tibet. . . .' Ibid., p. 302. 
One wonders whether the European, or the Western, mental make-up is 
different. How about the repeat performances in the Hall of Mirrors at 
Versailles ? 

4 Ibid., p. 303. 
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At the appropriate moment, the signatures were appended on 
the dotted lines and the seals affixed5 on a convention 'negotiated' 
for the past five weeks at  Lhasa, though drawn up indeed at  Simla. 
The  Commissioner took care that no available seal was omitted: 
the Dalai Lama's, the Council's, those of the three great monasteries 
or of the National Assembly. The great ceremony tailed off with 
a speech by Younghusband in which he very appropriately 
reminded the Tibetans that most of their misfortunes had been 
due to disrespect which they had shown to the British representative. 
Indeed, he exhorted them: 'You will find us equally good friends, 
if you keep the present treaty and show civility'6-a promise 
that was, for many a year, made good and honoured by both 
sides. 

I t  has been noticed that the Secretary ofstate  had laid down 
a very definite policy both in regard to the indemnity thatwas to 
be demanded and the Agent, who was not to be appointed. 
The preceding pages also reveal, and vividly, that the 
Commissioner's own views on the subject ran completely counter 
to those of his political superiors in Simla, though much more 
so in London. And although Lord Curzon had placed the 
Commissioner at the extreme end of the political spectrum, so far 
as policy towards Tibct was concerned, Younghusl~and's thinking 
came the closest to him. hTor is it without interest that in 
concluding the coilvention at  Lhasa, the Commissioner's gaze 
was focussed not so much on the instructions, for most part clear 
and unambiguous, that he had received fiom the Secretary of 
State, with their near-complete endorsemeilt from the acting 
Viceroy, hut on his own vic~vs, powerhlly endorsed by Lord 
Curzon. I t  is nccessarv to underline this aypect of the 
question in order to understand both the Commissioner's 
initial action at L h a ~ a  and his later apologia in explaining 
it away. 

O n  the issue of the indemnity to be demanded, t hc Secretary 
of State's telegrams of July 6,  13 and 2G and of August 3 and 31 
addressed to the Government of India and repeated by the latter 
vcrbatim to Younghusband in Lhasa as well as elaborated in his 

5 Younghushand rrcorded that the Tibetans at the ceremony, who 'through- 
out' showed prrfcct 'good temper', often 'laughed over the operations of sealing'. 
Was it at the worthlcssnrss of the seals and the Colonel's apparent fondness for 
them ? 

6 For the full trxt, sce Tibet Paficrs, ob. cit . ,  Cd. 2370, No. 360, p. 271. 
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later despatches, made the position dear beyond a doubt.' And 
although the exact sum to be stipulated was not clearly mentioned, 
it was to be such as may not be 'beyond the power of the Tibetans) 
to pay'. An additional rider was that the Chumbi Valley, which 
was to be occupied as a security for this payment, was to be 
evacuated at the end of three years-it being implied that the' 
indemnity would have been paid by that time, albeit in instal- 
ments. 'Some degree of discretianY,8 however, was left to the 
Commissioner who 'will be guided by circumstances in this matter'? 
In actual fact, Younghusband stretched the period of payment, 
and with it the resultant occupation of the Chumbi Valley, t& 
75 years. Would 'some degree of discretion', vouchsafed hini 
by Authority, comprehend this departure? I , 

The Commissioner later maintained in his defence-or as 
Brodrick termed it 'vindication'-that the suggestion for the 
longer period actually canie to him from theTibetans and that 
in accepting it he was doing no more than acceding to theik 
wishes to 'suit', as it happened, their 'convenience'.lo It is 
necessary to straighten the record here, and be more specific as 
to how the provision came to be incorporated. 

In the first reply which the Tibetans gave to the British terms 
of set tlement-and the Commissioner had demanded 'more than 
Government have sanctioned my asking . . . what Government 
of India proposed not what Secretary of State sanctioned'~~-they 

7 These were repeated to Colonel Younghusband on July 7, 14 and 28, 
August 5, and September 6 respectively. The first telegram was acknowledged 
by the Commissioner on July 9. Mr. Brodrick's efforts to get the dates sf 
acknowledgement of the later telegrams by the Commissioner did not bear 
fruit. Secretary of State to Viceroy telegram No. 941175, February 7 (1905) 
and Viceroy to Secretary of State Nos. 120 and 1241175, February 16 and 20, 
1905. Curzon MSS. 

8 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 295. 
9 Sukra, Chapter XIX. 
10 'Memorandum by the British Commissioner', Tibet Papers, op. tit., Cd. 

2370, Encl. in No. 189, pp. 80-83. See also Younghusband, India and Tibet, @ 
it., p. 294. 
In a private letter to Lord Ampthill, from Pete Jong on September 26, 

Younghusband wrote: 'But I had not thought till the Regent made the 
to me that any extension of the time of payment would be acceptable to the 
Council. . . . At the last moment, however, the Regent made the 75-year 
proposal. . . .' A q t h i l l  Papers, op. cit. 

11 Younghusband MSS., No. 48, August 22, 1904. ~ounghusband'a 
'strategy', it seem, wae to make the Tibetans agree 'bit by bit' and then 'at 
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had taken exception to each one of them. On the specific question 
of the indemnity, the Colonel reported, 'they decline to pay any, 
saying we ought to pay them an indemnity instead (of) their 
paying one to ~ 2 . 1 2  A few days later when the 'impertinence' of 
their 'unsatisfactory' reply had been brought home to them, 
and they were asked to be 'more amenable', the question still 
rankled. Even the soft-spoken Ti Rimpoche, who had been 
'discovered' in the meantime, conceded that the problem presented 
difficulties.13 

The Tibetans handed over their second reply on August 19 
and therein indicated, for the first time, a willingness to pay 'a 
small amount' on the specific condition that the boundary be 
fixed at  Giaogong. The Commissioner, however, was adamant 
and told the Amban that while the period in which the indemnity 
was to be paid could be a subject for discussion, the payment 
itself was not.14 

The sum suggested by the Government of India-the Secretary 
of State had pleaded his inability to fix any, owing to his selg 
confessed ignorance of Tibet's resources-it may be recalled, was 
to be computed at the rate of L100,000 a month, or Rs. 50,000 
a day, and was to be reckoned from the date (i.e., May 4) the 
Mission had been attacked at Gyantse. On August 23, Young- 
husband informed Government that he considered their stipulated 
sum 'excessive', and would not press for it 'seriously'. He further 
thought that the demand, as it stood, would make the British 
very unpopular and suggested instead the 'securing of additional 
facilities for trade', and perhaps 'mining rights' as well." As it 
transpired, the Secretary of State rejected the latter, for he thought 
it will 'at intervals necessitate support and pressure from us', 

the end I will be very liberal'. This will make the Tibetans 'very pleased with 
themselves while Government will be only too glad to have got what they asked'. 

12 It  is interesting to recall that Macdonald too thought along much the same 
lines, for as Younghusband confided to his sister: 'Dear old Macdonald . . . 
suggested that we should pay them a subsidy instead of asking an indemnity as 
this would make them more friendly! Little does he know the Asiatic! or me!' 
LOG. tit. 

13 Tibet Papers, ob. tit., Cd. 2370, No. 127, p. 51, Encl. Nos. 260 and 261, 
pp. 219-20 and Encl. Nos. 289-91, pp. 233-36. 

14 Ibid., No. 134, p. 54, and Encl. No. 318, p. 247. For the full text of the 
Tibetan rrply, see Annexure in Encl. No. 318, pp. 247-49. 

15 Ibid., No. 139, p. 57 and Encl. No. 286, p. 232. 
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while making it clear that the figure for the indemnity was 
'altogether excessive'.l6 

Before Government could reply to his communication he 
reported again on August 30, that the Tibetans had accepted all 
his terms except the one relating to the indemnity, but that he 
(Younghusband) had indicated that 'it would have to be paid' 
in one manner or another. 

Meantime the Commissioner's views were undergoing a sharp 
change. Thus on September 1, we find him informing Govern- 
ment that the sum, which he had found 'excessive'only a week 
earlier, could be paid 'without undue hardship'-a fact which 
did not go unnoticed in Simlal7-and that 'in spite of their 
protests of poverty', the Tibetans could really 'pay the indemnity'.lB 

With this sudden metamorphosis we find the Commissioner's 
mind working on another track. Ostensibly to lessen the Tibetans' 
hostility to the payment, he was hard at work devising some way 
out. Thus on August 21, 

The T i  Rimpoche had said that the Tibetans had little cash. If that was so, 
I was prepared to consider the question of extending the period in which the 
payment of the indemnity could be made. . . . The T i  Rimpoche said he wished 
the settlement with us to be fully completed now so that we could have it over 
and be friends, but if the Tibetans had to go on paying us an indemnity 
for some years after, the raw would be kept up and friendship would be 
difficult.19 

The Tibetan position was clear and unexceptionable; they were 
opposed to any extension of the period over which the payment 
was to be made.20 But Younghusband had his own ends in 
view for with the payment was linked up, inextricably as it were, 

16 Secretary of State to Viceroy, telegram, August 31, 1904, Amfithill Pafirs, 
op. cit. Initially marked 'Private' it was later (vide telegram of September 5) 
made 'Official'. 

17 Zbid., Secretary of State to Viceroy, telegram, September 13 and Viceroy 
to Secretary of State telegram September 16. Lord Ampthill had reported 
that the Colonel had 'altered' his earlier opinion and now believed that the 
Tibetans 'could pay the amount fixed'. 

18 Tibet Pafirs, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 148, p. 60, and Encl. No. 303, p. 240. 
19 The meeting took place at the British headquarters in Lhasa on August 21- 

Present were, besides the Commissioner, the Ti  Rimpoche, the Tongsa Penlop, 
and the Nepalese representative. For details, Zbid., Encl. No. 317, pp. 245-46. 

20 In his letter to Lord Ampthill on September 26, supra, note 10, from Pete 
Jong, Younghusband underlined this again: 'But the Tibetans seemed reluctant 
to have the time extended or to give another trade mart'. 
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the occupation of the Chumbi Valley. A week later he returned 
to the subject: 

I quite recognised the difficulty they had in paying the indemnity in cash 
within three years. I would, therefore, be prepared to receive proposals from 
them as to modifications in manner of payment. If, for instance, they thought 
it impossible to pay the whole indemnity in three years, and would like the 
term extended to five, I would submit such a proposal for the orders of the 
Viceroy. Or  again, if they would prefer to pay the indemnity at the rate of a 
lakh of rupees a year for a long term ofyears, I would ask Government if the difficulty 
might be met in that way. . . . 21 I would be also prepared to submit proposals 
for privileges or concessions in Tibet which might be taken in lieu of part of the 
indemnity. . . . They (the Ti  Rimpoche, the Yutok Shape and the Tsarong 
Shape) expressed their disappointment at  this answer. . . . The Tsarong Depon 
said. . . . I t  was hard . . . that we should demand so much from Tibet, and 
the National Assembly would be very much disheartened at the result of this 
interview. . . . "22 

Younghusband's hints were broad enough, but the Tibetans 
were shrewd too and they seemed to grasp the implications of 
his demand. On August 31, he again touched on the question, 

. . . The Ti  Rimpoche then again dwelt upon the impossibility of paying 
what he considered so heavy an indemnity. I repeated my old arguments. 
. . . The Ti  Rimpoche said that we were putting on the donkey a greater load 
than it would possibly carry. I replied that I was not asking the donkey to 
carry the whole load in one journey. I t  could go backwards and forwards 
many times. . . . Dropping metaphor I told the Acting Regent. . . i f .  . . 
they could not pay the full amount in three years, I would receive proposals 
as to paying in a larger number of years. . . . The Ti  Rimpoche replied that the 
~ i b g t a n s  disliked the idea of prolonging the time during which they would be 
under obligation to us. They wanted to settle the business up at  once and 
have done with it. . . . 23 

21 To Lord Ampthill, Younghusband wrote that initially he had decided 'to 
make them agree to pay Rs. 75 lakhs in eight years, and then recommend to Your 
Excellency to reduce the amount on ratification. At the last moment, however, 
the Regent made the' 75 year proposal. . . .' Younqhusband to Ampthill, 
letter, September 26, 1904, Ampthill Papers, op. cit. Also supra, note 10. 

22 7ibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Encl. No. 328, pp. 254-56. 
This meeting was held at British headquarters on August 28. Among those 

present were the three Tibctans (named in the text) and the inevitable Tongsa 
Penlop. It is interesting to note that the Penlop too now urged the Commis- 
sioner to 'take into consideration the sufferings the Tibetans had already gone 
through', and asked that a reference be made to the Viceroy. 

See also Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. zit . ,  pp. 284-85. 
23 At this meeting, on August 31, the Ti Rimpoche, the Tongsa Penlop and 

the Nepalese representative were present. Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Encl. 
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Matters, however, now moved fast. The interview, detailed 
above, had taken place on August 31. A day earlier, i.e., on 
August 30, Younghusband had telegraphed to Government for 
permission to arrange payment of the indemnity by instalments 
of one lakh of rupees a year: the total amount, May through 
September, would run into 75 lakhs. On September 4, without 
receiving the approval he had asked for, he found an obliging 
Ti  Rimpoche (who had been that day 'definitely recognised by 
the National Assembly as Regent' and with the Amban's consent 
'commenced using seal left by the Dalai Lama') again darken his 
door, 

He said Tibetan Government were prepared to accept our terms, but begged 
that the indemnity might be paid in annual instalments of one lakh each. . . . 
I agreed in anticipation of sanction from Government. I trust my action will 
be upheld. . . .'24 

The Commissioner, however, took care not to leave the Tibetans 
in any doubt as to the 'concession' he was making to their wishes, 

I pointed out to them such a concession was very great deal more than it 
appeared to them. Seventy-five lakhs in 75 years was only equal to a very 
much smaller sum within three years. . . . They must, however, clearly under- 
stand that under the terms of the treaty we should retain the right to continue 
to occupy the Chumbi Valley till the full payment of the indemnity was paid. 
. . . . The Ti Rimpoche eventually affixed his private seal to the draft Conven- 
tion.25 

In private he was franker, 

This (payment spread over 75 annual instalments) of course is a great 
reduction but as one of the conditions in the treaty is that we retain the Chumbi 
Valley till the indemnity is paid such a concession is of the greatest use to US. 

. . . . Lord Curzon will, I know, be delighted but how the Home Government 

No. 340, p. 260. I t  is clear that the resistance of the T i  Rimpoche was being 
gradually worn out for, at this particular interview, he is reported to have said, 
inter alia, that 'while he personally saw the wisdom of agreeing to our terms, 
he could not persuade the National Assembly to be reasonable'. Younghusband, 
India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 288. 

24 Zbid., Encl. Nos. 316 and 343, pp. 245 and 263. Significantly, the Rimpoche 
was accompanied by the Tongsa Penlop-who, for some time now 'on his own 
initiative had been selling the idea that they (Tibetans) should let us (British) 
collect customs duty at the marts, and get the amount of the indemnity' adjusted 
against that source-and the Nepalese Representative, besides a Secretary of 
the (Tibetan) Council. Younghusband, India and Tibet, oh. cit . ,  p. 294. 

25 Tibet Papcrs, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Encl. Nos. 316 and 343, pp. 245 and 263. 
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will view it, I don't know. If they like to be idiotic they of course need not 
exercise the right to occupy the Chumbi for 75 years. . . .26 

In  view of the controversy that was to rage, and fiercely, around 
this question, the sequence may be laid threadbare. I t  was Young- 
husband who, on August 23, told Government that he regarded 
the amount proposed for the indemnity 'excessive'; two days earlier, 
he it was who had suggested to the Tibetans 'extending (of) the 
period' over which the payment was to be made. Again, it was 
from him that the specific proposal for payment being made at  the 
rate of a lakh of rupees a year 'for a long term of years' first 
emanated: the donkey could go backwards and forwards many 
times. Throughout, that is until the fateful day of his being 
recognised Regent, the T i  Rimpoche maintained a consistent 
stand on the settlement 'to be fully completed now'. The  
Tibetans, he had told Younghusband repeatedly, 'disliked' the 
idea of 'prolonging the time' during which they would be 'under 
obligation to us'-and 'the raw' would be kept up. 

No sooner had the T i  Rimpoche capitulated, than the 
Commissioner hastened 'to sign, seal and deliver' the Convention. 
The  settlement relating to the indemnity was incorporated in 
Clause VI which stated inter aliu, 

The indemnity shall be payable . . . in 75 instalments of one lakh each on 
the 1st January in each year, beginning from the 1st January, 1906. 

The subsequent clause (VII),  however, still paid lip service 
to the Secretary of State's mention of three years as the period 
for payment, 

As security for the payment of the indemnity, the British Government shall 
continue to occupy the Chumbi Valley until the indemnity has been paid and 
until the trade marts have been effectively opened for three years whichever 
date may be the latter.27 

O n  September 12, the Viceroy telegraphed to Mr. Brodrick that 
the Convention had been signed, as finally approved by the Home 
Government, 'with modifications', and the main one was in regard 
to the indemnity-another was not to be known in Simla much 

26 Younghusband MSS., No. 50, September 9, 1904. 
27 For the full text of the Convention, as originally signed at Lhasa, see C. U. 

Aitchison, op. ci t . ,  XIV, Part 2, pp. 22-25. The treaty also appears, as an  
appendix, in Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit . ,  pp. 441-43. 
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less in London, for some time. Explaining the Commissioner's 
action, Lord Ampthill pleaded that Younghusband 'with con- 
siderable demur' was 'obliged to give way', owing to the 'special 
request' of the Ti Rimpoche. Having regard both to the 
necessity of obtaining early signatures, and to the Tibetan anxiety 
to conclude a settlement, the Viceroy felt that the agreement 
'should . . . be accepted as it stands'.2s 

To say that Mr. Brodrick was surprised, would be an under- 
statement. His initial reaction-'I heartily congratulate Colonel 
Younghusband . . . his action will be supported . . . '-was 
qualified, less than 72 hours later, by inserting 'generally' before 
'supported' and the all important rider: 'further communication 
will be made to you as to indemnity'.29 

Actually, a day earlier he had already pointed out to Lord 
Arnpthill the very obvious-that the mode of payment of the 
indemnity, read in conjunction with Clause VII, would mean 
that 'our' occupation of the Chumbi Valley 'may have to continue 
for 75 years'. And he underlined, 

This is inconsistent with the instructions conveyed in my telegram of the 
26th July last and with the declaration of HMG as to withdrawal.30 

On September 16, Mr. Brodrick was more specific. Calling 
the indemnity-'as a t  present fixed'-a 'permanent tribute', he 
'authorised' the Viceroy to reduce the amount to 25 lakhs. The 
sum was to he paid within three years at the end of which period 
'the occupation of the Chumbi Valley' was to cease. His 'orders' 
were to be carried out by Younghusband and the 'necessary 
changes' incorporated in the Convention.31 

Here, however, came the rub. For even though Mr. Brodrick 
had made up his mind, so had Colonel Younghusband. On 
September 18, anticipatina criticism, he had wired to Government, 

. . . . In  reality, an indemnity of Rs. 75,00,000 payable in instalments spread 
over 75 years, is equivalent to about half the amount required to be paid in 
three years. Rs. 36,00,000 is only half the annual revenue of the State of 
Indore, and Tibet is a country far richer than Indore. . . . But had I insisted on 

28 Tibet Paper.r, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Encl. No. 151, pp. 61-62. 
29 Secretary of State to Viceroy, telegrams 292 and 295 of ~ e ~ t e m b e r  12 

and 15, 1904, Ampthill Papers, op. tit. 
30 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 153, p. 62. 
31 Zbid., No. 156, pp. 63-64. 
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-this amount being paid in three years they would have been left with a sense 
.of oppression. A nasty racial feeling would have sprung up. . . . 

And with what correspondence to facts did he report, may best 
be left to the reader's judgment, 

The arrangement which I adopted was put forward by Tibetans themselves, 
who preferred it to the various suggestions . . . all of which were put before 
them by the Nepalese and Bhutanese.32 The feeling now prevailing here is 
altogether better, the Tibetans to all appearances being well-contented with 
the settlement which I have concluded. . . . 

Why had he preferred this particular mode of payment and 
herein, perhaps unwittingly, Younghusband gave himself away, 

My view is that our responsibility is greatly diminished by terms of the 
Convention. With Chumbi Valley in our occupation and the Tibetans well 
disposed our merchants and trade agents at  Gyantse and Gartok marts will be 
secure; whereas their position might have been precarious after our withdrawal 
from Chumbi, had Tibetans' resentment been aroused by their having to pay 
indemnity in a short time. 

Arguing his position thus, the Commissioner informed the 
Viceroy that he 'deprecated any alteration of terms at  present', 
for he felt that his proposals had incurred the 'minimum of 
responsibility, with the maximum of reparation'-a phrase which 
he apparently stole from one of Mr. Brodrick's despatches.33 

More fully aroused than their Agent, the Government of India 
reminded Younghusband, in a telegram on September 19, that 
HMG had 'authorised' the reduction of the indemnity and an 
early termination of the occupation of the Chumbi Valley. He 
was ftlrther advised that they considered it 'most desirable'that 
before leaving Lhasa he would secure the consent of the Tibetans 
to this change and that they trusted he would endeavour to meet 
their (Government of India's) wishes 'on this point'. He was 
also informed that he could stay in Lhasa until October 15.34 

32 Supra, notes 10 and 2 1. 
33 T~bet Papers, op. ci t . ,  Cd. 2370, No. 164, pp. 67-68. Years later, long after 

the dust of controversy had settled down, Younghusband revealed that he 
wanted 'if I could to leave them better disposed to us'. And in this 'I could 
now feel that we had succeeded' for they were now 'firm friends' and 'did indeed 
actually ask me to take them formally under British protection'. Younghusband, 
Light of Experience, op. cit., p.102. 

34 Tibet Papers, ok. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 169, p. 68. 
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The Commissioner, however, was in no mood to oblige. 
Though he had received Government's telegram (along with which 
Mr. Brodrick's had been repeated) before he left Lhasa, he wired 
back to say that it had been communicated to him too late; that 
the present arrangement was 'distinctly preferred' by the 
Tibetans; that if he had attempted to alter-'at this stage'-a 
settlement made with 'such solemnity', the main objects in view 
might not have been attained. As for meeting the express 
directives of HMG, 

I hope to give my opinion on arriving in India. Present was not the most 
suitable moment for arranging the matter. . . . 35 

The mode of payment of the indemnity alone was not found 
'to be inconsistent'-to repeat Mr. Brodrick's words-either with 
his specific instructions or the previous declarations of HMG. 
Soon, in another particular, the revelation of what had transpired 
at Lhasa came to him as a still ruder shock. 

Elsewhere in these pages it has been noticed that Mr. Brodrick, 
even as his predecessor, had taken a resolute stand in regard to 
the appointment of a Political Agent at Lhasa. Or  for that 
matter, of permitting the Trade Agent at  Gyantse to proceed 
thither, if and when he had matters to discuss that could not be 
settled locally. His telegram of August 3 to Lord Ampthill had 
closed the scope for any further discussion, as far as he was 
concerned.36 Throughout Younghusband's stay at Lhasa, 
neither the Government of India, nor yet the Secretary of State 
for whom the former were the principal channel of official inter- 
course, had heard anything from their Commissioner on this 
subject. Nor indeed did the Convention, signed in the Potala, 
make any mention of an Agent. 

O n  September 9, however, Younghusband had penned a 
communication, which waq not to reach Simla until about the 
end of the month, to the Government of' India informing them 
that he had made a forma' arrangement with the Tibetan Govern- 
ment whereby the British Trade Agent at  Gyantse could visit 
Lhasa-'when it is necessary to consult with high Chinese and 
Tibetan officials on such commercial matters of importance' as 
he (Trade Agent) had found impossible to settle at Gyantse. 

35 LOG. cit. 

36 Supra, Chapter XIX. 



Being of a less formal character than the rest of the Convention, 
he had drawn it up separately. Recommending its acceptand 
he now pleaded that it woald prove 'a useful spur' to the Tibetans 
to transact business with the British Agents 'with despatch'.37 ' 

Appended to the agreement was the Commissioner's 'explana- 
tion' as to what led him to conclude it even in the face of the 
Secretary of State's instructions to the contrary. The apologia 
was indeed simple. O n  the authority of a telegraphic communi- 
cation from the Viceroy-reference was to the draft initially. 
proposed by the Government of India in June38-he had inserted 
this clause among the terms which he had communicated t6 the' 
Tibetans, through the intermediacy of the Tongsa Penlop. ~ a t e r  
perhaps, he may find it more difficult to incorporate it. I t  is 
true, he argued, that subsequently instructions had been received 
not to press this point but he had let the clause stand, for he felt 
it may be useful in later negotiations as a bargaining counter,3?: 

I 

When I found the Tibetans raised no specific objection to the clause, provided 
only the Trade Agent came here on commercial, and not political, business, 
and only after he had found it impossible to get this commercial business disposed 
of by correspondence, or by personal conference with the Tibetan Agent at 
Gyantse, I thought there would be no objection to taking an agreement from the 
Tibetans to this effect, for under such limitations and provisions there could be 
no ground for assuming that, in coming here . . . (he) would be taking upon 
himself any political functions or adopting the character of a Political Resident.QO 

Readily convinced that their Commissioner had done no 
violence to the explicit directions he had received, the Government 
of India, in forwarding the 'agreement' to the Secretary of' State, 
expressed the view that 'in the light of the circumstances 
explained by him, as further fortified by the fact that the Tibetans 
had raised no objection to it', they thought HMG would approve 
of the Colonel's action. Lord Ampthill's Government had no 
doubt that the right would be of 'great' value to us 'hereafter' and 
hedged in as it was by many 'ifs' and 'buts', it 'did not commit' 
Government to any political control over Tibet.4' , 

37 The 'agreement', along with Younghusband's forwarding letter, ismin 
Tibet Papers, OF. cit., Cd. 2370, Encl. No. 549, pp. 265-66. 

38 Ibid., No. 66, p. 22. 
39 Younghusband MSS., No. 50 of September 9, 1904. See also Younghus- 

band, India and Tibet, op. cit., pp. 299-300. 
40 Supra, note 37. 
41 Tibet Papers, ok. cit., Cd. 2370, NO. 182, pp. 72-75. 
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In private, however, Lord Ampthill was much more outspoken. 
He confided to Mr. Brodrick that the Commissioner had acted 
'in distinct contravention', even in 'violation', of 'your orders'. 
But for the rest he was a strong and powerful advocate of his 
act ion : 

Now what I have to say. . . . If you do not like this agreement, which does 
not form part of Convention and will not be publicly known, all that you have 
to do is to say nothing about it. . . . The main objection to it had disappeared 
seeing that the Tibetans accepted it without the slightest demur and considered 
it thoroughly reasonable. . . . In  any case, I hope that you will not blame 
Colonel Younghusband. . . . I need not dwell on the inexpediency of disavowing 
the acts of our agents. . . . 

And more so when reference to headquarters was 'impossible' 
and 'discretion' was allowed 'man on the spot'.42 

To Godley, a day later, the Acting Viceroy not only expressed 
his 'hope' that the Colonel will be 'fully upheld' by the Home 
Government but that it will be a 'great political mistake', both 
'from the Imperial and party points of view', to throw him over. 
Besides, Lord Ampthill thought it 'quite possible' to adjust the 
final settlement to 'the pledges of HMG. . . . 343 

42 Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, September 28, 1904. Amfithill Paprrs, OF. t i t .  
Earlier, the Viceroy had assured the Secretary of State that 'it really does 

not matter much' if Younghusband had left Lhasn without incorporating the 
changes suggested. For the Trade Regulations could be negotiated rrom Gyantge 
'by the Commercial Agent'; the reduction of the indemnity 'can be made by 
myself'while ratifying the Convention; and the Chinese adhesion 'is not a matter 
of immediate urgency'. 

43 Ibid., Ampthill to Godley, letter, September 29, 1904. 



CHAPTER XXIV 

T H E  L H A S A  C O N V E N T I O N :  H M G ' S  
D I S A V O W A L  

THE SECRETARY OF STATE had been furious from the outset. 
Even before Younghusband left Lhasa he told the Viceroy, and 
in no uncertain terms, that the Colonel's indemnity clause would 
be 'most unacceptable' and that h e  thought there was hardly any 
precedent for 'an official disregard of instructioi~s to such a 
degree'.' A4 a c1carc;- picture of what transpired a t  the Tibetan 
capital emerged, the Secretary of State's 'annoyance' mounted 
'in intensity'.2 He  oficially informed the Viceroy that there had 
been 'defiance of expres3 instructions', that the British Government 
were 'not prepared' to modify the cardinal principles of their 
policy 'by accepting a situation created for us by our representative's 
disobedience to orders'. Mr. Brodrick went further and accused 
the Commissioner of contravening 'our instructions in a most 
important p a r t i ~ u l a r ' . ~  

I11 private, the Secretary of State was more explicit for both 
the Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary had been extremely 
unhappy over the whole business'4 

. . . we must make it clear that Younghusband had 'sold' us. I t  had become 
too much like the usual Russian device as it was. Things got really bad at  the 
Foreign Office as Lansdowne felt hi$ honour involved. . . . 

Despite this, Mr. Brodrick still hopcd 'to get an accommodation' 
witllout 'too open an esclandre'.5 This feeling, ho\,vever, did 
not last long for soon enough it was evident that things had got 

1 Broclrick to Ampthill, let~er, September 15, 1904, Ampthill Papers, op. cit. 
2 Ibid., Ampthill to Godley, letter, October 6, 1904. Ampthill a t  the same 

time hastened to assure the Permanent Under-Secretary that he could 'fully 
understand the feelings of HM's Ministers' and was 'most anxious and eager' to  
meet 'their wishes'. 

3 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 170, p. 69. Mr. Brodrick's telegram 
was dated October 8, 1904. I t  is interesting that Godley writing to Ampthill, 
a day later, thought the question was not 'a very important one', felt there was 
no 'harm to ourselves, or our prestige' by first insisting upon 'something more'. 
He  hoped 'Satow (Sir Ernest) will manage it skilfully' for 'all' seemed to depend 
upon him 'now'. 

4 Infra, Chapter XXV. 
5 Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, October 6, 1904, Ampthill Papers, o j .  cit. 
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to  be mended-and drastically. The realisation grew that Young. 
husband's 'mistake' had landed the Home authorities into 'very 
deep waters'.6 A week later Mr. Brodrick warned the Viceroy 
(referring specifically to the Foreign Secretary, Louis Dane's 
impending mission to Kabul), 

that Dane should understand clearly that. . . . Curzon's views are not the 
views of the Government here, they have been deliberately put aside and that 
we do not intend to have a repetition of Younghusband's conduct at Lhasa. 
Our instructions must be followed. . . .7 

On October 28, the Secretary of State repeated that Young- 
husband's action had given them a powerful jolt, 'a considerable 
shock'. He still hoped, however, that the supplementary Con- 
vention 'will be allowed to stand' for difficulties may arise with 
the Tibetans 'by disavowing our azent'.s 

This hope, however, was unusually short-lived. On November 3, 
the Cabinet, hitherto preoccupied with the Russian problem, met 
and 'very fully' discussed the Tibetan situation. And, with 
'practical unanimity', decided not to accept the supplementary 
agreement. And 'although', Mr. Brodrick told the Viceroy, 
'you will think this a mistake', 

But the Foreign Office feeling is so strong that it would be impossible to 
refuse Russia the right of sending a commercial agent, if she desires to, that 
I am afraid it is part of the old story-either we must make Kabul of Lhasa, 
or we must refrain from doing at Kabul. . . . On the other hand we are most 
desirous that the reversal of Younghusband's policy should be made as quietly 
as possible, and that as little public attention may be attracted. . . . I am afraid 
that the feeling excited by his want of respect for the injunctions laid on him 
will not easily subside. . . . 9 

In conformity with the above, the India Office now formally 
directed the Viceroy that the separate 'Agreement' was to be 
disallowed and that the provisions regarding the indemnity were 
to be amended in accordance with its earlier directives. On 

6 Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, October 13, 1904. 
7 Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, October 20, 1904. 
a Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, October 28, 1904. 

Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, November 4, 1904. 
In his letter of date, Godley wrote to the Viceroy 'of the strength of the feeling' 

in the Cabinet against 'a strong policy in Tibet'. He also revealed that the 
Cabinet 'entirely refused to adopt the additional clause' of the Convention 'in 
spite of the Secretary of State's entreaties'. 



November 1 1 (1904) Lord Ampthill, while ratifying the Convention, 
incorporated both these changes.10 

The  strong terms used by the Secretary of State in regard to 
the action of Younghusband-and such words and phrases as 
'disobedience', 'disregard to orders', 'defiance of express instruc- 
tions' had been employed-had cut him to the quick. Even 
before he arrived a t  Simla, some of HMG's severe censure had 
been passed on to him. The Viceroy too, though defending 
him (Younghusband) 'magnificently' in public, was 'scolding' 
him 'in private'." No wonder the Commissioner was in a dark 
mood, 

M y  return to India is now marked by a sense of deep regret that I consented 
to be an Agent in carrying out . . . in a time too limited to admit of proper 
reference to London, a policy decided in detail by HMG before they were 
aware what the political situation in Lhasa was or in what circumstances the 
Agent would find himself placed. . . . 12 

Elsewhere he had expressed the view that 'all the way through 
this business', he had tried his best 'to approximate my action', 
as closely as was possible, to the views of HMG 'even where these 
were sadly against my own inclinations and opinions, as to what 
was wise'.' 3 

With his whole being 'strung to its full', and sad a t  heart a t  
this 'wholly undeserved' reprimand-how striking must have 
been the contrast with his feeling exactly a year earlier when hc 
talked of 'a most genial and communicative letter (from Lord 

10 Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 185, p. 77. See also Aitchison, op. cit., 
XIV, Part 2, pp. 22-25. In  his 'Declaration', appended to the Convention, the 
Viceroy was 'pleased to direct' as an 'act of gracc' that the indemnity be 
reduced to 25 lakhs and thc amount bc paid in threr instalments. A further 
letter from the Secretary to the Government of India informed the T i  Rimpoche 
that 'the Viceroy while fully appreciating the good feeling shown by the Tibetan 
Government in giving such an undertaking (regarding the right of the Trade 
Agent a t  Gyantse to procced to Lhasa) considers it unnecessary to embody its 
provisions in a formal instrument'. 

I I Mr. Brodrick praised the policy as 'very magnanimous' but doubted whether 
i t  'worrld havr had thr cfkct . . . you anticipate'. Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, 
Octobrr 213, 1904, Anrhthill Pa!)err, op.  cf t .  

12 Telcgram from Younghusband to Government of India, October 11, 
1904, omittcd from Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370. 

Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., p. 332:'. . . and I bitterly regretted 
evrr having undertakrn so delicate a task with my hands so tied'. 

13 Younghusband to Ampthill, letter, September 26, 1904, Amfithill Papers, 
op. cit .  



338 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

Curzon) which encouraged me much'14-Younghusband was 
clear that he would be able to vindicate himself. He even hinted 
at  representing the position both to the King and to the Prime 
Minister, evidently over the head of the Viceroy and the Secretary 
of State.15 Seething with indignation when he reached Simla, 
he soon set himself the task of justifying his conduct. In a long 
Memorandum, which he drew up on October 18, he spelt out 
in detail his main defence as he felt it conditioned both by'the 
political situation in Lhasa' and 'the circumstances' in which he 
found himself. Some of its main points may be summed up 
here :I6 

(a) That the despatch of the Secretary of State, dated August 5, in which 
it was specifically laid down that the amount of the indemnity was not to be 
more than what the Tibetans could pay within three years, did not reach him 
'till after I had accepted the Tibetan proposal'. The terms of the draft con- 
vention had of course, reached him earlier, but 'a certain amount of latitude 
was left to me in the matter'; 

(b) That since the military authorities had fixed September 15 as the 
date of departure from Lhasa, he had perforce to limit himself to this period 
for 'negotiations' ; 

( 6 )  That in the draft terms which he presented to the Tibetans on Sep- 
tember 1, he had put the figures for the indemnity at 75 lakhs and the period 
ofpayment at three years. Later, on September 4, he made the change 
when the Ti  Rimpoche 'begged' of him; 

(d) That Tibet could well afford to pay 75 lakhs, but the major difficulty 
was that there was no cash. If he had insisted on 25 lakhs within three yean, 
'I should have left behind me a raw in Lhasa'; 

(e) That since the indemnity was fixed both for the expense incurred in 
military operations and 'for insults to, and attacks upon the British Com- 
missioner', he thought 25 lakhs-'only E10,000!'* was 'a small amount' to 
enter into a treaty 'as satisfaction for insults and attacks upon the British 
Representative' ; 

14 This was at Khamba Jong, Younghusband MSS., No. 15, October 9, 1903. 
15 Apparently, on receipt of the Commissioner's telegram, Lord Ampthill 

wrote to Mr. Brodrick, 'He is suffering from swelled head and the malady 
aggravated by his wife who has it in an even greater degree. You will see that 
I am not exaggerating when I tell you that Colonel Younghusband's latest 
a demand to go home and lay his case before His Majesty and the Cabinet and 
that Mrs. Younghusband fully expects that a peerage will be conferred on her 
Lord and master'. Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, October 12, 1904, Ampthill 
Papers, op. cit. 

16 The 'Memorandum' by the British Commissioner comprises 16 paragraph. 
Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Encl. in No. 189, pp. 80-83. 

*An obvious error. 25 lakhs, in Younghusband's days, was equivalent to 
4 166,650. 



( f )  That, in the final analysis, he had to act upon his own responsibility 
for extending the period for payment of the indemnity, and thought he 
should so act as to 'suit the convenience of the Tibetans'; 

(g) That  if he had remained behind in Lhasa his stay would have aroused 
suspicion and he would have forfeited 'all the confidence I had so hardly 
won'. Besides, 'though I certainly had the power to insist upon the alteration, 
I hardly had the right to'. 

What doubtless started as an  explanation ended, however, as 
a warning, and in sounding this note the Commissioner gave 
away a great deal. T o  quote his own words: 

But while reducing the amount of the indemnity, HMG wish also to limit 
the period of occupation of the Chumbi Valley. This is a very serious sacrifice 
of the interests of the Government of India. Chumbi is the key to Tibet. I t  
is also the most difficult part of the road to Lhasa. With Chumbi in our 
possession we have a clear run into Tibet. . . . With Chumbi in the possession 
of the Tibetans, the difficulties of an  advance into Tibet are trebled. . . . Nor 
d o  the Tibetans show any resentment at  the idea of our prolonged occupation 
of Chumbi, for the valley is not looked upon as a part of Tibet proper. . . . 17 

O n  the day he penned these lines, the Colonel confided to his 
father that he felt 'very depressed', that it was not a pleasant thing 
t o  have to write his defence after achieving what one of his 
correspondents had called 'just the hardest bit of business that has 
ever been done beyond the frontier'.lg No wonder, he felt 
convinced, that 'we have the most despicable system of Government 
for dealing with Imperial affairs'.Ig 

A week later, Colonel Younghushand wrote to Lord Curzon 
whose 'warmly appreciative' message, had given him such a 
feeling of 'comfort and encouragement' in the enveloping gloom 
and  'depression'. Apart from his personal regard for his old 
friend, he rated Curzon as 'the only true man' in his 'hour of 
trial', when 'neither the Home Government 110s Government of 
India supported me'.20 Younghusband confided in him (Curzon) 

17 Ampthill told Brodrick that he (Ampthill) thought that Colonel Young- 
husband 'makes a very good defence' except in the matter of the indemnity. 
Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, October 20, 1904, Ambthill Papers, OF. cit .  

18 These words were used in a letter addressed to Younghusband by the 
Times correspondent (Hensmann) and the co-editor of the Pioneer. 

19 Younghusband MSS., No. 52, October 18, 1904. 
20 Loc. ci t .  Younghusband's praise for Curzon was fulsome, and unqualified: 

'he was warmly appreciative of every difficulty, and he was able to put into me all 
his own keen enthusiasm. . . . He supported me in all my requests. He  was 
patien wirk me in my many irritabilities. . . .And he kept a steady flow of 
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his fervent hope that 'with the principle' of securing Chumbi 
for 75 years and of getting permission for our Agent at  Gyantse 
to proceed to Lhasa, 'I know you will agree'. He  further assured 
him that he 'acted for what I considered the best in a rather 
complicated position'. As for his conduct, 

I am held to have acted contrary to instructions but as a matter of fact I had 
none. O n  August 30 I did telegraph asking whether the instalments might 
not be paid at  the rate of one lakh each. But on August 31, Macdonald said 
he would have to leave on September 15. . . . I was in a tight place and having 
to get the job finished as best I could and without leaving behind any feeling of 
resentment. . . . 

Did he not feel rather bad and upset now? 

. . . like a criminal impeached for high treason and I feel I shall always now 
be regarded by the Cabinet Ministers as a dangerous man who cannot be 
trusted . . . that it was not particularly fair on me to send me into space tied 
down to return by a certain time and yet expect me to get a treaty through 
letter for letter the same as had been laid down in London before anything of 
the conditions at  Lhasa had been known.21 

Writing years later, Younghusband had nothing much to 
add to what has been noted above. He had to act in circum- 
stances that were 'very exceptional' and he was 'not' taking 
'more latitude' than such circumstances 'naturally confer on an 
Agent'. As for the Home Government's pledges these, 

were given with a qualification, but the main pledge that we would not annex 
Tibet or establish a protectorate over it, or interfere in its internal administration, 
had not, in my view, been infringed by the Treaty I signed. 

The maximum he was prepared to concede and, at best, 
grudgingly : 

We may assume that Government hadsome pressing international considerations 
of the moment which necessitated their taking no account of the qualification 
to their pledges. . . . 22 

encouragement and good counsel running unceasingly to me'. younghusband, 
Light of Exfiericnce, op. cit. ,  pp.102-3. 

21 Younghusband to Curzon, letter, October 26, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
I n  what may best be termed his prefatory remarks, Younghusband told 

Lord Curzon that what he had 'most looked forward to was the warm welcome 
I know you would have given me' and that he had hastened back from Lhasa 
'on purpose to be here on your first arrival'. 

22 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit . ,  p. 341. Also see Ibid., pp. 293-300. 



Nearly every aspect of the Colonel's apologia has been 
examined, and answered, in the preceding pages and nothing 
appears to betray him more than his own letters and despatches. 
Thus was the proposal for the extension of the period of payment 
first made by the Tibetans? Did not the T i  Rimpoche insist, 
time and again, for a settlement 'once and for all'. Again, would 
the scope of discretion allowed to the Commissioner cover the gap 
between three years-and 75? As for the 'right' to insist upon 
a n  alteration, did l ~ e  have the 'right', in the first instance, to 
impose a treaty? Rights, it appears, for the weak and the defeated 
never existed then, nor for that matter even today: Younghusband's 
demand was for signature on the dotted line, a more recent variant 
thereof has been 'unconditional surrender'. Nor need it be 
forgotten that if the Tibetan winter, severe as it is, did not hinder 
the Mission's initial advance through the Jelap-la, across the 
Chumbi and over the Tang-la into the very heart of the country, 
why was it so frightening, or forbidding, on the return journey? 
Throughout his let tcrs and despatches, Younghusband had under- 
lined the fact that the military were unnecessarily exaggerating 
the hazards involved in the Mission's return. In the final analysis, 
he had fought hard-though unsuccessfully-for staying on in 
Lhasa for the winter, and without any British troops? O r  again, 
was there any ambiguity about the Government's final instructions 
to  him,23 despite the alleged refrain on 'no binding entanglements' 
coupled with 'the maximum of satisfaction or reparations'? 

Upon other aspects of Younghusband's defence, comment is 
superfluous. Thus, how could one compute 'the satisfaction' 
t o  be demanded for 'insults to and attacks upon' the British 
Representative? Or, assess Tibet's ability, or lack thereof, to 
pay the sum demanded? In the one case, honour is a many- 
faceted thing and the price of its vindication has varied both in 
time and place. Nor has it been possible then, or even now, 
to assess very fully Tibet's economic potential in terms of ready 
cash.24 Here again, u~~fortunately, it is the Commissioner's own 

23 One or the very last telegrams which Younghusband received from the 
Viceroy bcfore leaving the Tibetan capital read: 'You now have authority to 
remain until the 15th October at Lhasa. . . . ' Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, 
No. 169, p. 68. 

24 This observation may be regarded as true today, 15 years after the 
Communist Chinese occupation of the country, as it was in Younghusband's 
time. See for instance the Siatesman, June 2, 1964. 
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words which weaken his case considerably. How was it that the 
very amount which he had found 'excessive' on August 23, could 
be paid 'without undue hardship' a week later? 

But above all, it is his words of warning-and unabashed 
confessions to his personal friends and correspondents-which 
compromise his position, and with almost no qualification. Thus 
the letter to his father, on the morrow of the conclusion of the 
Convention, is clear and admits of little ambiguity. On  the 
75-year occupation of Chumbi he thought Curzon, 

will I know be delighted, but how the Home Government will view it. . . . If 
they like to be idiotic. . . . 

For whose sake was the Convention being concluded-his own 
and Curzon's or the Home Government's? This is an aspect 
of the question to which it is proposed to revert later. 

Again, he explicitly forbade his father to breathe about the 
'agreement' regarding the Gyantse Trade Agent proceeding to 
Lhasa, 

However do not mention a word about this for the Secretary of State absolutely 
forbade my asking for this.25 

I n  his 'Memorandum' of October 18, Younghusband had 
underlined, rather heavily, 'the interests' of the Government of 
India which were so dear to him. And inasmuch as the Chumbi 
Valley constituted 'the key to Tibet', he set his heart on a long 
lease of years for which the stranglehold could be secured. All 
that  now came, therefore, between him and his cherished goal 
had to be sacrificed. I n  this case it happened to be the Secretary 
of State and his none - too - convenient directives. 

Another angle from which the question needs to be examined 
may also be considered. There may be a very good case for 
the Commissioner's inability to stay on in Lhasa after the date 
set by General Macdonald-and 'retiring' Mac's behaviour at  
Lhasa, as elsewhere, had left a lot to he desired. It may also be 
said, in all fairness to Colonel Younghusband, that Mr. Brodrick's 
instructions on this point-to Lord Ampthill-were somewhat 
vague.26 There is also some validity in the y om missioner's 

25 Younghusband MSS., No. 50, September 9, 1904. 
26 Thus putting Mr. Brodrick's second telegram of September 13 alongside 

his telegrams of September 16 and 18, it is clear that the Secretary of State 
wanted to reduce the indemnity, but whether he wanted younghusband 



contention that he hated to make any drastic alterations in the 
terms of the Convention on the morrow of concluding it with such 
solemnity? Yet, all said and done, the gravamen of the charge 
would still stand out. Did his instructions, and the terms of the 
draft Convention, provide him room enough for manoeuvre? 
Again, was 'a certain amount of latitude', which he pleaded in 
extenuation, enough to alter the period of payment-and hence 
the very scope and complexion of the consequent agreement? 

At Gyantse, we have noticed, he put in the stipulation regarding 
the Trade Agent's visit to Lhasa without clear sanction from 
London. At the Tibetan capital he confessed to asking 'what 
Government of India proposed, not what Secretary of State 
sanctioned'? And did he not plead guilty, however roundly he 
put it: 

And although I admit that my action was not covered by my instructions, 
I regret that Home Government should consider that it was defiance of them. 

Years later-and long after the din and dust of controversy 
had died down-the Commissioner again sought to answer those 
who thought that the 75-year occupation would have involved 
a repudiation of the solemn pledges which the British Government 
had held out repeatedly to Russia since the Tibetan trouble 
started, and as late as June 2 (1904). The Colonel argued-not 
very convincingly though-that the promise of Lord Lansdowne 
'not to annex Tibet, to establish a protectorate over it, or in any 
way control its internal administration' was conditioned by the 
saving clause that the action of Government must, to some extent, 
depend upon the conduct of the Tibetans themselves. He 
maintained that the latter continued the fighting after June 2- 
they had indeed attacked the Miysion's base-camp at Kang-ma, 
and 'fired on us', at Nagartse Jong. Nor had they sent in any 

definitely to stay back a t  Lhasa in order to negotiate this satisfactorily is not 
quite evident. Thus on September 16, 

In  no circumstances is the force to stay at  Lhasa for the purpose of obtaining 
more favourable terms than those already agreed to. 

O n  September 18 however, 
there is no objection to Younghusband remaining behind at Lhasa 

provided he can do so in safety. . . . 
The commonsense view would seem to be that the latter telegram superseded 

the former. But who was to ensure the Commissioner's 'safety'? 'Retiring 
Mac' or thc brokcn reed of an intensely-hated, and unpopular, Amban? Tibet 
Papets, op. cit., Cd. 2370, Nos. 153, 158, and 161, pp. 62-63 and 65. 
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negotiators on the appointed day, i.e., June 25, at  Gyantse. Was 
not all that, he queried, justification enough for HMG to depart 
in 'some slight degree' from the earlier policy which had commen- 
ded itself to them before the exact nature and extent of Tibetan 
opposition was fully known. Again, did the right to occupy the 
Chumbi Valley constitute in any way a breach of the pledge to 
the Russians, 

Would the occupation of Chumbi, a valley lying altogether outside Tibet 
proper on the Indian, and not on the Tibetan, side of the watershed, a valley 
which had not always belonged to Tibet, mean annexing Tibet, establishing a 
protectorate over it, or controlling its internal administration? 

Besides by sigming the Convention he was, 

Simply acquiring for Government the right to occupy the Chumbi Valley 
for seventy-five years if they wanted to, and if they did not want to, they could 
go out whenever they liked. I was not 'compelling' the Government to occupy 
the Chumbi Valley; I was simply acquiring the right, which they could abrogate 
if they did not want it.27 

27 Younghusband, India and Tibet, op. cit., pp. 296-97. It is not without 
significance that Younghusband then, or later, did not offer any defence for 
his 'agreement' in regard to the Gyantse Trade Agent proceeding to Lhasa. 
The maximum he conceded was that he acted upon 'my own responsibility'. 
Ibid., p. 299. I n  his later work, The Light of Experience, op. cit., pp. 96-105, he 
scrupulously avoided any mention of this controversy. 



CHAPTER XXV 

T H E  S C A P E G O A T ?  

IN A CDVERING letter to the Secretary of State, stoutly upholding 
the main points of Colonel Younghusband's 'Memorandum', 
the Government of India had commended his 'great perspicacity 
and  fearlessness of responsibility' which they thought, 'would be 
a great mistake to discourage in any of our Agents'. And though 
they conceded, however grudgingly, that his 'error of judgement' 
was a serious one, they maintained that the circumstances in which 
it was made 'afford sufficient reason for generous condonation'.* 

In  private too, Lord Ampthill 'stuck up' for the Commissioner. 
Knowing him to be 'sick and sorey-and egged on to resentment 
by a wife "who is inordinately proud of him and despises the 
whole race of 'officials' "2-the acting Governor-General refused 
to under-rate his very considerable achievements. Thus in a 
letter to Brodrick on October 26, 

I am afraid from the tone of your recent communications that you are inclined 
to make a scapegoat of Colonel Younghusband and publicly repudiate his 
action. If this is really your intention, I earnestly hope that you will think better 
of it. I venture to think that it would be more generous and politic to treat 
Colonel Younghusband with honour and distinction, give him the rewards 
which the public consider his due and which in many ways he has fully d e s e ~ e d  
and treat his disregard of instructions as a mere error of judgement forced upon 
him by the unusual circumstances of his position. I t  would savour strongly 
of Russian methods to publicly disavow the action of our Agent and everybody 
would think that we had only done so under pressure from Russia. After all, 
Colonel Younghusband's achievement has been very considerable, for in spite 
of the impossible attitude of the Tibetans throughout all the stages of the 
Mission except the final one, he has got the Convention signed with thoroughly 
and generally friendly feeling. He has turned the suspicion and dislike of the 
Tibetans into. . . . real confidence and esteem . . . A generous attitude on the 
part of the Government . . . for there can be no doubt that in due course of 
time the fact will become known.3 

A day later, Ampthill told Curzon that H M G  were getting 
'more and more irritated' over Tibet and that he was doing 'my 

1 Tibet Papers, OD. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 189, pp. 77-80 and No. 182, pp. 72-75. 
The two despatches make interesting reading and show the extent to which 

the Government of India could go in defending every act of omission and 
commission with which their Agent had been charged. 

2 Ampthill to Godley, letter, October 20, 1904, Ampthill Pabers, ob. cit. 
3 Ibid., Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, October 26, 1904. 
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utmost' to  defend him 'against the wrath of His Majesty's 
ministers'.4 

O n  the very day he wrote to  Lord Curzon, the acting Viceroy 
mailed to the Secretary of State an  advance copy of his forwarding 
letter to  Younghusband's Memorandum, to which a reference 
has been made already. Lord Ampthill had altered the original 
Foreign Office despatch-'which seemed to  give him away on 
points on which he had excellent defence'-to emphasise that 
the Colonel had 'ample justification' in the India Office telegram 
for 'not holding in a t  Lhasa' after the Convention had been 
signed.5 

Meantime, alive to the climate of opinion in Whitehall, Lord 
Arnpthill was growing increasingly anxious for fear the Colonel 
was being thrown to  the wolves. Thus on November 3, he wrote 
t o  Godley, 

Please stick up  for Younghusband as much as you can. I t  would be a terrible 
mistake to make a scapegoat of him.6 

Luckily for Ampthill, and the former Commissioner, Godley 
too endorsed this line of reasoning. Younghusband's performance, 
the Permanent Under Secretary thought, was creditable, 

Four or five months ago, as I reminded Mr. Brodrick, H M G  were very much 
inclined to believe that they, in the person of their envoy, would have to come 
back from Lhasa with their tails between their legs, without a treaty, and with 
the whole thing to do  over again next year. The actual situation is a very 
different one from this, and I think they ought to show some gratitude to the man 
to whom their escape from a very awkward position is largely due. . . . 7 

I t  is not without significance that  Mr. Brodrick, who in recent 
studies has been painted as the devil of the piece in the game of 
doing Younghusband down, stuck up  vigorously for the 
additional clause empowering the Gyantse Trade Agent's visit 
t o  Lhasa and that it was the Cabinet which stood in the way. 
In reality i t  was 'they' who 'entirely refused to adopt (this clause) 
in spite of the Secretary of State's entreaties'.B I n  fact, the 
feeling among his colleagues was 'so strong' that  Mr. Brodrick's 
'appeal' had little, if any, effect and a 'reversal of Younghusband's 

4 Ibid., Ampthill to Curzon, letter, October 27, 1904. 
5 Curzon MSS., Miller to Curzon, letter, October 27, 1904. 
6 Amfithill Papers, op. cit., Arnpthill to Godley, letter, November 3, 1904- 
7 Ibid., Godley to Ampthill, letter, November 4, 1904. 8 LOG. tit. 
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policy' becam: inevitable.9 Only a week earlier the Secretary 
of State had thought it probable that the supplementary convention 
'will be allowed to stand' for he would hate 'to disavow our agent'.lO 

Thus it would appear that  by the time Younghusband's 
'explanation' was received in London, the decision of the Cabinet 
on a 'reversal' of the former Commissioner's policy-and this in 
despite Mr. Brodrick-had been taken. No wonder that the 
India Office now reacted in a much sharper tone, 

I t  is almost trifling with us to say that he had not received the despatch of 
the 3rd August when he had in his possession the very clear telegrams of the 
6th and 26th July. H e  makes a great deal of not remaining on after he got 
the instructions to change the treaty; and he has here a better case. But it is 
very weak of him at  the end of his apology-if apology it can be called-to press 
so strongly the retention of the Chumbi Valley, on which, as a matter of principle, 
H M G  have a right to decide, and had already decided. Moreover, he makes 
no reference whatever to the second convention; and his whole tone is impenitent. 
I am sorry for it. . . . 1 1  

O n  November 18, Mr. Brodrick still talked of the 'very strong. . . 
feeling' that 'the I.C.S. ought to have a lesson as to behaving as 
Y. has done','z while Godley confessed he was not sure whether 
the 'comparatively mild draft' he (Godley) had prepared would 
go through 'the ordeal' of the Cabinet without serious mishap. 
The  Permanent Under Secretary further revealed that 'various 
members of Government are, to my knowledge, inclined to insist 
upon a severe censure of Younghusband' although he for one was 
not 'prejudiced' against the former Commissioner.~3 

I t  was against this background that the India Office mailed 
to Lord Ampthill its considered views regarding Younghusband's 
performance a t  Lhasa. The language was harsh and the 
Secretary of State repeated his earlier charge against the former 
Tibet Commissioner both in regard to the indemnity and the 
separate 'agreement'. He viewed Younghusband's disregard of 
instructions as 'serious' in nature and reminded his (Young- 
husband's) principals that in matters of Indian frontier policy 
the course to be pursued must be laid down by HMG alone nor 
should its agen ts-in this case the Government of India-'under 

9 Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, November 4, 1904. 
10 Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, October 28, 1904. 
I I Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, November 11, 1904. 
12 Ibid., Rrodrick to Ampthill, letter, November 18, 1904. 
13 Ibid., Godley to Ampthill, letter, November 18, 1904. 
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the pressure of the problems which confront them on the spoty- 
fail to conform. For, in the final analysis, it was the Supreme 
Government which had more immediately before them the interest 
of the British Empire as a whole.14 

There the matter ended for the present. Brodrick later 
confided to Ampthill, what was pretty apparent, that if he 
(Arnpthill) were to have been a permanent, in place of being a 
temporary, replacement of Curzon, the despatch would not have 
been 'as vigorous' as the one he (Brodrick) was 'forced to' send.15 
At the same time he made it clear that while he (Brodrick) did 
not 'complain' of 'a frank statement of views', 

I wish . . . that the despatches with regard to Younghusband had been a 
Little less pronounced, as when they come out, it will look as if there had been a 
sharp divergence of opinion.16 

In his private letter to the Secretary of State on October 26, 
as was noticed, Lord Arnpthill had expressed his fear that 'you 
are inclined to make a scapegoat of Colonel Younghusband and 
publicly repudiate his action'. He had cautioned Brodrick 
against this course and 'earnestly' hoped 'you will think better 
of it'. A week later Curzon's locum tenens was exhorting the 
Permanent Under Secretary at the India Office to 'stick up for 
Younghusband as much as you can; it would be a terrible mistake 
to make a scapegoat of him'." In later years, Sir Francis himself 
put forth the view that Mr. Brodrick's opposition to Lord Curzon's 
policy-which 'centred on the question of having a permanent 
political agent at Lhasa'-was somewhat personal and maintained 
that 'the mutual indignation of these two great men split over 
my poor head'.la 

More recent students of Lord Curzon's Tibetan policy have 
repeated the charge with added force, accused Mr. Brodrick of 
a dark 'conspiracy', of 'an arbitrary but (as it proved) implacable 
malevolence', and as not only thirsting for the Commissioner's 
'blood' but of wishing to forestall 'any possibility of reprieve for 
the scapegoat'.l9 I t  has been further maintained that 'for not 

14 For the text, see Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 193, pp. 84-86. 
15 Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, February 10, 1905, Ampthill Papers, ofi. cit. 
16 Ibid., Brodrick to Ampthill, letter, January 18, 1905. 
17 Supra, pp. 345-46. 
18 Letter to the Times (London), April 19, 1939. 
19 Peter Fleming, ofi. cit . ,  pp. 273-74. 
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easily fathomable motives', the Secretary of State had embarked 
on 'a vendetta' against Younghusband and that he pursued 'by 
dubious methods' his 'strange campaign' against the Colonel.20 

Reiterating further Younghusband's own analysis, the writer 
cited in the preceding paragraph has expressed his firm conviction 
that 'the hounding of' Younghusband could only be explained 
as a by-product of Mr. Brodrick's breach with Curzon' and that  
on this breach 'some indirect' light is thrown by what he calls 
'the secret pamphlet' of 1926. The  latter could not have been 
bayed, contrary to Mr. Brodrick's assertion, on 'a careful review 
of correspondence' but makes only 'a shallow pretence of 
impartialityY.21 

Another competent authority on the subject ha.s explained 
away Younghusband's disobedience of his instructions to the  
'conflicting concepts of his superiors' as to what the Tibetan 
problem was about and in such circumstances the Commissioner 
must be 'entitled to use his own discretion than he would have 
been on a more conventional diplomatic mission.'22 

A biographer of Younghusband, Dr. George Seaver, has also 
made a bold bid for his subject. In  this context he has revealed 
the existence of a 'private note' which the Commissioner left 
'for his own future justification'. There are also the two letters 
which Younghusband wrote on his way back from Lhasa-one 
to Lord Ampthill, to which a reference has already been made 
in the text, and another to Lgrd Lansdowne. Dr. Seaver has 
also sought to condemn Mr. B;odrick, for his ignorance of some 
ejsential facts and his suppression of some others ~vhich were 
4 .  ~nconvenient'. His editorship of the Blue Book, for instance, 
was 'partisan ill its nature and scope'.23 

A great deal of familiar ground has already been covered in 
regard to C ~ l o n e l  Younghusband. I t  is interesting, and revealing, 
that Brodrick's detractors have condemned the Colonel's 'apologia' 
as 'ill-judged', his failure to express even 'a semblance of contri- 
tion' over his act ions as 'a cardinal error' which he (Younghusband) 
should have had 'the gumption to avoid'. I t  has been further 
maintained that 'he spoilt his case by his refusal to eat the humble 

20 Ibid., p. 279. 
21 Ibid., p. 291. 
22 Alastair Lamb, op. cit., pp. 305-6. 
23 George Seaver, op. cit., pp. 268-70. 
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pie, his inability to conceal his conviction that he had been right 
all along'.24 This apart, two aspects of the controversy deserve 
careful scrutiny. Thus a t  the outset it is necessary to underline 
the strong conviction, shared by the acting Viceroy and most 
members of the Cabinet, from the Prime Minister downwards, 
that in behaving the way he did, Younghusband was profoundly 
influenced by Curzon's views; that he deliberately chose to flout 
the instructions of his political superiors to pursue 'an adventure 
of his own'. Thus on September 29, Lord Ampthill told Godley 
that he (Ampthill) was sure Younghusband had 'deliberately' 
exceeded his instructions. Indeed, 

He went to Tibet as Lord Curzon's man and thoroughly imbued with Lord 
Curzon's ideas which he was enthusiastically determined to carry out. I have 
not had him entirely to myself for I know that he has been in regular corres- 
pondence with Lord Curzon to whom he has been looking for support and final 
approval. . . . 25 

A week later, the acting Viceroy was writing to the Secretary 
of State on much the same lines, 

I should not like to say that Colonel Younghusband's action was deliberate 
but I may remind you between ourselves that he is before everything else Lord 
Curzon's man. He started on his mission thoroughly imbued with Lord 
Curzon's ideas and convinced of the ignorance and pusillanimity of the Home 
Government. He has, I know, been in regular correspondence with Lord Curzon 
mince the latter went home and it is therefore more than likely that the all- 
powerful influence of Lord Curzon's views has actuated him though perhaps 
quite unconsciously. . . . 26 

I t  is revealing that the author of these lines in either case was 
pleading that the Commissioner be not thrown over, and that 
he was prepared to make 'great allowance' for him. 

O n  October 6, Ampthill laid bare his mind once again-and 
in no uncertain terms. Writing to Godley that he for one was 
'most anxious and eager' to meet the wishes of His Majesty's 
ministers whose feelings he 'fully' understood, 

You must know . . . Younghusband gave me the slip and I think YOU will 
recognise that it was not in my power to have prevented him from doing what 
he did. . . . 27 

24 Peter Fleming, op. cit., p. 277. 
25 Ampthill to Godley, letter, September 29, 1904, Ampthill Papers, oP. tit. 
26 Ibid., Ampthill to Brodrick, letter, October 5, 1904. 
27 Ibid., Ampthill to Godley, October 6, 1904. 
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In  subsequent communications too, as has been noticed in 
another context, Ampthill went out of his way-as he told 
Curzon-'to defend him (Younghusband)' against the 'wrath' 
of His Majesty's ministers. And it is to this aspect of the question 
that  it is necessary to turn now for to single out Brodrick alone 
as the culprit is being both unfair, to the man and even more 
so to the facts. 

I t  is true that on September 22, Brodrick wrote to Balfour 
that, 

If, as the papers allege, you are going to Balmoral, please support me with 
the King against decorating Younghusband till we get the other names. George 
Curzon strongly objects to his getting an honour till his work is done, and the 
provision as to '75 years' is a direct violation from orders of July 26 and has 
made things difficult. . . . 28 

I t  is important to bear in mind the fact, that Brodrick was not 
the only one to feel disturbed by the news of the Lhasa Convention 
for the Russians, the Germans and even the Americans had 
expressed grave coilcern over its conclusion. Nor was that all, 
for on September 27 the British envoy in St. Petersburg, Sir Charles 
Hardinge, underlined the 'transcendental importance of adhering 
to the very strictest interpretation of our assurances to the 
Russian Government'. The Foreign Secretary too was of the 
same opinion. He told Hardinge that Younghusband's action 
had placed Government 'in a very embarrassing position' and 
declared that although British interests in Tibet must be protected, 
the seventy-five-year occupation of the Chumbi Valley was 
'quite inadmissible' and 'none of us here would listen to itY.29 

Nor was the strength and vehemence of this feeling against 
Younghusband's action by any means confined to Lansdowne. 
I t  was shared, and without qualification, by Balfour himself. 
I n  fact, the latter confided that by his disobedience to orders 
Younghusband had 'touched the honour of his country' and that 
by owning up his conduct Government will inevitably .share in 
the resultant 'discredit'-a course which he would refuse to adopt.30 
T o  the King, Balfour was even more explicit. Explaining a t  

28 Brodrick to Balfour, letter, September 22, 1904, Balfour Papers, B.M., Vol. 
XXXIX. 

29 Monger, op. c i f . ,  p. 170. 
30 Balfour to Lansdowne, October 4, 1904. BalJbur Papcrs, B.M., Add. MSS. 

49729. 
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length how Younghusband's action had landed government in a 
quandry, 

But I do not see how we are to avoid the imputation-grossly unjust though 
it is-that in thus disavowing one portion of the Treaty which Colonel Young- 
husband has negotiated, we are acting not in obedience to the principles of 
international good faith, but to pressure from Russia. The only chance of any 
permanent arrangement with that power in Central Asia depends upon the 
mutual confidence that engagements will be adhered to, and if, as I fear, Colonel 
Younghusband, in acting as he has done, wished to force the hands of the 
Government (whose policy, doubtless, he disagrees with) he has inflicted upon 
us an injury compared with which any loss to the material interests affected by 
our Tibetan policy is absolutely insignificant.31 

Earlier, Balfour had used such expressions as by 'disobeying 
our explicit orders', Younghusband had 'placed us' in a 'very 
false position'; that  in regard to  Tibet both 'in policy and in 
honour' Government were committed 'to a non-intervention 
policy'; that  'in defiance of orders' he made arrangements to occupy 
the Chumbi Valley for 75 years 'a period difficult to distinguish 
from permanent occupation', that  the Colonel's 'indiscretion' 
made it impossible fully 'to clear ourselves from the very unjust 
imputation of copying the least creditable methods of Russian 
diplomacy'.32 

T o  such strong expressiotis, Edward V I I  too could not have 
been immune. He  'greatly' regretted that  Colonel Young- 
husband should have acted 'in such an extraordinary way'-'in 
direct and deliberate defiance of instructions'-and now formally 
withdrew 'the wish which he had originally expressed'.33 This 
probably refers to the King's initial idea of announcing a decoration 
for the former British Commissioner, immediately the Lhasa 
Convention was signed. I t  would follow that the decision to 
defer the Honours was that  of the King's, taken a t  the powerful 
intercession of thc Prime Minister, although it may be conceded 
that  Brodrick was actively concerncd.34 

A second aspect of the question coilcerning Colonel Young- 
husband relates to what his superiors regarded his underhand 
methods. Not only in Tibet had he behaved as though he were 

31 Ibid., B.M., Add. MSS. 49684, Balfour to Knollys, October 6, 1904. 
32 Loc.  c i t .  
33 Ibid., letter, Knollys to Balfour, October 15, 1904. 
34 Supra, note 33, Knollys told Balfour that he had two letters from Brodrick 

'on the same subject', which he had showed to the King. 
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carrying out 'a private adventure' of his own, or at Curzon's behest: 
i t  appeared that even after his return he proposed to carry the 
fight to the King's court. Two distinct references to this may 
be gleaned in Lord Ampthill's and Sir Arthur Godley's com- 
munications, besides a host of others. There is also to hand a 
sizeable piece of evidence to show that the Colonel had through 
his friends, and relatives, a direct pipe-line to the King. And 
that he used these means not only to vindicate himself-which 
may, in the final analysis, be regarded as legitimate enough-but 
to bring into disrepute the instruments through whom alone a 
constitutional monarch could function. I t  is significant that a 
person of the sobriety of Sir Arthur Godley should have called 
Younghusband 'a wire-puller'. 

The case against Colonel Younghusband may thus seem 
formidable even if Brodrick were completely unprejudiced against 
the Commissioner. Not only did the latter fail to show any 
contrition for conduct for which anyone would have him 
censured-but what was worse was to hold, as he did, that no 
error had, in fact, been committed. Thus his 'apologia' was 
'a vindication'. The Colonel went further and used all the 
means at his disposal through private correspondence, through 
friends near the King, to bring the India Office and the British 
Government into open contempt. I t  may be argued that in so 
doing he strongly offended Mr. Brodrick-and offended him 
deeply. That in Tibet and outside it, the Commissioner behaved 
and acted as Curzon's man could have been no solace to the 
Secretary of Statc whose relations with the Viceroy had now 
reached almost their nadir. What the record bares out is the 
Secretary of State's extreme displeasure with the Commissioner 
-whom he certainly tried to do down in the award of Honours- 
but neither evidence nor yet motives of his 'implacable male- 
volence' or 'vendetta' against Younghusband are easy to fathom. 



CHAPTER XXVI 

R E T R O S P E C T - A N D  P R O S P E C T  

AN ATTEMPT HAS been made in the preceding pages to examine 
the circumstances that led to the despatch of the Younghusband 
expedition and to review a t  some length, the sequence of events 
a t  Lhasa and the Commissioner's alleged acts of omission and 
commission. At this stage in the narrative it may be possible 
to gather together the main threads and put the principal 
conclusions in focus. 

Any proper understanding of the Tibetan expedition would 
pre-suppose a good working knowledge of the historical as well 
as the political geography of India's land frontiers. The sharp, 
yet revealing contrast between the ever-active and virile north- 
west and the until very recent dead and forgotten north-east, 
presents in itself a fascinating subject for serious study which could 
be highly rewarding. The  opening chapters barely essay to 
telescope the long-storied past of these regions into a summary 
statement, perhaps necessarily unsatisfying, and then proceed to 
an examination of what by far is the most important factor that 
has conditioned developments on India's landward periphery 
And this unquestionably is the vast physical expanse of Tibet 
lying athwart the mighty Himalayas, all the way from Kashmir 
to  the North East Frontier Agency. O n  the face of it, it  seems 
hardly credible that the barren and treeless wastes of this high 
plateau with a small, and by no means growing population, living 
under a mediaeval if not a primitive social system, should have 
excited the cupidity and invited the wrath of an alien army. The 
oddity, such as it is, becomes the more striking when one recalls 
that long and intensive explorations, in the latter half of the 
nineteenth century, in and around Tibet, the Karakorams and 
the Pamirs had led to the highly satisfying discovery - how 
satisfying for the then intensely rival British and Russian 
imperialisms contending for supremacy in these regions-that no 
viable passage-ways existed across high Asia which could be used 
for artillery and wheeled traffic. All this notwithstanding, what 
made the land of the Lama important then was her geographical 
location vis-a-vis her huge, populous and ~owerfu l  neighbours 
in the south and the east and the sprawling, yet by no means 
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distant land-mass of Asiatic Russia that loomed, and portentously, 
to her north and west. Today the old physical configuration 
remains, though the political has well-nigh completely altered. 
For China, not Russia, by occupying Tibet has, for the first time 
in history, set up a confrontation between the two greatest masses 
of population in the world. 

The brief historical conspectus attempted in the second part 
highlights the principal features of Tibet's relationship, over the 
centuries, with both India and China. In tracing these one is 
powerfully struck by the closeness of early Indo-Tibetan ties. T o  
knowledgeable students (although lately it has been fairly 
contentious ground) the origins of the Lhasa kingdom which 
brought about the final political consummation of the three distinct 
and disparate regions that comprise Tibet, from that of Ladakh 
in the seventh and eighth centuries of the Christian era, is highly 
suggestive of early Indian influences.' Even more important was 
the borrowing of the then prevalent syncretic Buddhism of northern 
India which was later accepted, and adapted, to suit Tibet's own 
peculiar needs, and the traffic in religious books and teachers 
between the two countries that has persisted down to our own day. 

There is also the fact of the striking military prowess of the 
Tibetans in the heroic age of the Cho-gye when their arms held 
sway over nearly the whole of Kansu, the greater part of Szechuan 
and northern Yunnan and even spilled over illto Hunza and 
Swat. Later, when the Lhasa Kingdom receded into its own and 
the Tang and the Yuan spread out over Asia's vast heartland, 
came the Chinese impact-powerful and no doubt lasting albeit, 
for most part, in material thing:. Thus the habit of drinking tea, 
the mode of dress of the people, of furnishings in a Tibetan home 

were in the nature of unobts~:sive gifts from the Chinese. Still 
later came the Mongols who, with their varied tribal ramifications, 

1 N. B. Roy, 'India and Tibet, Cultural Contacts', Modern Review (Calcutta), 
LXXXIII ,  March 1953, pp. 205-6, suggests that in making what he calls their 
'fabric of civilization' the Tibetans borrowed impulses primarily from India. 
H e  revcals that a Tibetan Minister, Thou-mi-Sambhotta, was deputed to 
India, in the middle of the seventh century, to study and transcribe Buddhist 
texts and that before Padma Sambhava went to Tibet another Indian saint, 
Santa Rakshita had been invited by Tibet's chief Ti-Song-De-Tsen. 

A Chinese scholar, however, enters a caveat: 'There was indeed very early 
religious contacts between India and Tibet. . . . But the Tibetans, as shown 
by a study of the loan-words in their language, appear to have received names 
and objects from the Chinese prior to their contact with India'. Li, op. cit . ,  p. 12. 
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long held sway far and wide and controlled Tibet too, for a time 
as part of their vast Chinese dominions. The  successors of 
Chinghiz were also to act as catalysts for the institutions of the 
Dalai and the Panchen, the emergence of a reformed Tibetan 
church and the broad outlines of the patron-chaplain relationship 
between their chiefs and the Lamas of the Gelugpa sect.2 Like 
much else, this too was a bequest to the Manchu rulers of China 
who, in fostering new ties with the pontiffs of the Yellow hat in 
Tibet, were not unmindful of their value and import in the context 
of Mongolia itself, now turned largely (Lama) Buddhist. The 
Manchu relationship with the Dalai Lamas in Lhasa was to 
undergo some major institutional changes during the eighteenth 
century principally in the wake of their armies marching across 
the land, ostensibly to repel the attack of the Mongols from the 
north, and of the Gurkhas from the south, yet in reality to tighten 
the reins of their control over the Lama's dominions. 

Sandwiched somewhere between the eighteenth century Chinese 
incursions may be placed early British efforts to open up the land 
of mystery and snow. Primarily the aim of Warren Hastings, as 
of the Hon'ble East India Company whom he served, was to find 
new markets for British goods. I t  is not unlikely that a somewhat 
vague feeling was also entertained that through this little known 
backyard of hers, China itself might be made more accessible. 
Esentially, therefore, the missions of George Bogle and of Samuel 
Turner were essays in commercial diplomacy. That both the 
envoys of so enthusiastic a sponsor as Hastings failed in their 
attempt to establish trade marts or even to obtain, for their 
English factors, access to the famed lands of the Thunderbolt 
was a great surprise. Nonetheless it was due not so much to their 
want of trying, as to the fears and doubts which assailed Tibet's 
lamas in terms of the dark, perhaps not easily fathomable, motives 
and motivations of the Jiringhics. 

2 Lest this summary statement give a false impression, it may be em~hasised 
that the most powerful Mongol impact on political institutions in Tibet 
not under the Yuan (i.e., Mongol) dynasty in China (1260-1368) but in the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries by which time Mongol ascendancy had been 
gradually eroded and superseded by the Manchus. Thus the most important 
Mongol influence was during the period of 're-arrangement' in Inner Asia 
characterised by the decline of the Ming (late sixteenth century) followed by a 

piecemeal Manchu conquest of China, Mongolia, Tibet and Sinkiang. 
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In  the chequered story of Britain's repeated efforts to open up 
Tibet, the next hundred years were far from eventful. True, 
the half-eccentric Manning succeeded in reaching Lhasa, or the 
'brilliant' Colman Macaulay prepared himself, with evident 
relish, to lead an official mission across its high wastes. But for 
a corrective it may be recalled that Manning, who went in disguise, 
achieved practically nothing while the 'exigencies of political 
considerations' led to the countermanding of Macaulay's projected 
venture. All this notwithstanding, these hundred years had 
wrought a major transformation in the overall picture. The wars 
of 1861 and 1865 with Bhutan and Sikkim had brought British 
dominion in India right up to Tibet's doorsteps and thereby 
helped to confirm the Lamas' earlier suspicions of British intentions. 
Nor were the clandestine Indian explorers, sponsored by their 
British masters, who roamed the Tibetan countryside with their 
sextants and prisms and measured beads designed to allay the 
doubts and suspicions already aroused. Meantime another 
important development had taken place, for in the second half 
of the nineteenth century the power and prestige of the Manchu 
Ambans in Lhasa began to suffer increasingly and shrink grievously.3 
This gradual erosion of their authority which reflected the defeats 
and humiliations of the Middle Kingdom at the hands of the 
foreign devils happened to synchronise with the emergence, 
towards the close of the century, of the powerful figure of the 
13th Dalai Lama. 

The true import of these varied, yet interrelated, developments 
came out in sharp relief when the Chinese, for and on behalf of 
their wards, concluded with the British Government in India the 
Sikkim Convention of 1890, and the Trade Regulations of 1893. 
The former sought to define the Tibet-Sikkim boundary, the 
latter spelt out in detail the trading facilities which British subjects 

3 A news-item in the Statesman, of March 1890, makes interesting reading: 
'The Chinese in Calcutta have apparently been deluded into considering 

the Amban as a heavenly-sent messrnger in close relations with 'the Lord of the 
Universe' as they style their Emperor, and in some respects connected by 
family tics with the moon and the greater constellations whereas he is nothing 
of the sort. A minor representative of the invisible emperor of China, he has 
been received with exaggerated honours'. The Statesman (Calcutta), March 13, 
1890. 

A day previously, the same paper had reported the arrival in Calcutta of 
'His Excellency Sheng-tai' deputed to settle the 'Tibet dispute' with the British, 
Ibid.,  March 12, 1890. 
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were to  enjoy in the land across the  Nathu-la. I t  is significant 
that  the country most vitally concerned in these arrangements was 
not a party to either. Tha t  would go a long way towards 
explaining the subsequent drama: Tibet's blunt refusal to be 
bound down by any of the stipulations entered into on her behalf, 
China's now fairly obvious inability to  make her do so and growing 
British discontent, if not exasperation, with the resultant situation. 
Yet despite manifold frustrations, Lord Elgin's government in 
India displayed a remarkable forbearance with the doings of 
some fanatical hotheads across the Sikkim border and a 
sympathetic, even generous, understanding of the veritable delays 
and circuitous diplomacy of the Chinese. 

The policy of patient waiting, however, was not destined to 
last for the new incumbent to the Viceregal throne, who was t o  
play so decisive a role in the  Tibetan drama, was signally lacking 
in this admirable quality. The  third part is devoted largely to 
an understanding of Lord Curzon's 'new look' against the back- 
ground of his early career and his Viceroyalty's manifold problems. 
Of Elgin's successor it has been held, and with a measure of truth, 
that  almost always he did the right thing in the wrong way. 
Equally truly it may be said that  nowhere is he better revealed than 
in his early books and travels. Thus the prancing proconsul 
with a megalomania for territory, and one may add imperial 
influence, emerges clearly from the otherwise well-reasoned out 
pages of a Persia and the Persian cuestions or of a Russia in Central 
Asia, or the globe-girdlings which increasingly, yet forcefully, 
brought home to  him the unique fascination and the mission of 
'the Empire.' Nor could it be sufficiently emphasised that he had 
been Under Secretary for India, and for Foreign Affairs, before 
he took over as Governor-General. Both facts are of great import. 
For strange as it may seem, one gets the unmistakable impression 
from the career of this otherwise remarkable man that his mental 
horizon did not much widen after his late teens and that the 
obsessions of his early school days, confirmed by his travels, were 
expanded and elaborated in his books even as he continued to 
wrestle late in life with some of his initial experiences in adminis- 
tration. Thus the proposition, 'Are we justified in regarding 
with equanimity the advance of Russia towards our Indian 
frontier ?', which he debated a t  Eton while not yet twenty-and 
of which his books breathe a strong under-current-did not cease 
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to be the subject of his serious preoccupations for almost the 
entire span of a long and distinguished public career. Another 
'flame' which has been traced in the narrative to his youthful years 
a t  Oxford, was the 'Empire' and it is remarkable that the sanctity 
and sense of dedication with which he viewed the duties and 
responsibilities it entailed did in no whit diminish even after 
many an early, and zealous, votary had been disillusioned by the 
jolts administered by World War I. 

Not yet forty, the brilliant, ambitious, and to use an epithet 
which stuck to him all through life-the 'superior'-Baron, later 
Marquess, Curzon of Kedleston Hall in Derbyshire, stepped into 
the shoes of the patient, and somewhat taciturn Elgin. Few men 
could have been better qualified for the (Indian) Viceroyalty; 
fewer still could have had his richness and variety of experience 
and the deep knowledge and understanding of Asian problems 
that he alone commanded. India had been the fever and passion 
of his youth, central-nay perhaps pivotal, to his concept of the 
'Empire'; he had visited the country four times before he landed 
hither to be its lord and master. Of Asian rulers, as of Asian lands, 
there were hardly any that he did not know at first hand. Thus 
he had met the Shah of Persia, the Amir of Afghanistan, the 
King of Korea, the ruler of Siam (with whom he frequently 
corresponded), the Emperor of Annam and the King of Cambodia; 
with Li Hung-chang, the Chinese statesman ,whom he had met 
in London while at the Foreign Office, he was known to be on terms 
of considerable intimacy. 

I t  is against this essential background of the man, and his ideas, 
that his handling of the Tibetan problem must be examined. 
Nor should that question be viewed, as though in isolation. 
For, as the narrative reveals, there is a considerable bearing of 
both the Persian and the Afghan problems on his dealings with 
Tibet. Lord Curzon's policies in regard to all the three were 
closely akin for the basic question, as he viewed it, was the same 
in each case. Shorn of all extraneous trappings and hyperbole it 
could be simply worded thus: how to check, and indeed forestall, 
the Russian advance as far away from the Indian glacis, and as 
effectively, as possible? Another powerful factor that casts a 
grim, fearful, and as time went on, a lengthening shadow across 
the entire gamut of his Tibetan policy was the growing tension 
that progressively developed in his relations with his political 
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superiors a t  home. The  'battles' which he waged with them, both 
on matters of domestic and foreign policy, and the 'victories' 
which he reportedly scored in consequence, left a deep cleft that 
grew deeper as the years rolled by. 

In  analysing Lord Curzon's policy towards Tibet two distinct 
phases are readily discernible, the watershed as it were being 
provided by the despatch of January 8, 1903. Early in his 
Viceroyalty, beginning of 1899, he bade farewell to the policy of 
forbearance and conciliation associated with his predecessor's 
name, and tried one of a direct approach to  the master of the 
Potala. China was to  be completely ignored and the Tibetan 
Pontiff reminded of the seriousness of British intent. Unfortunately 
for the Governor-General's sealed letters and special agents, and 
generous promises of 'liberal' payments for concessions obtained, 
the Lama proved singularly unresponsive. I t  is revealing, and 
perhaps characteristic of the then Viceroy that  far from having 
a sympathetic understanding of the Tibetan ruler's peculiar 
difficulties, he grossly misjudged the conduct of the men employed 
and suspected them for the worst. That  the Dalai Lama had 
the temerity, one had almost say the cheek, to return the Indian 
Grand Mughal's letters unopened was sufficient cause, in Lord 
Curzon's eyes, for a march on Lhasa, if only to show the Tibetan 
barbarians some elementary rules of human behaviour, of a code 
of (international) conduct! But the Lama's offence, grave and 
inexcusable as it was, became seriously compounded when he 
began, almost simultaneously, to  despatch his extraordinary 
missions and  special 'diplomatic' envoys to the Tsar of Russia. 

Was the Buryat, in fact, a secret agent of the Russian Intelligence 
Service who had wormed his way into the confidence of the 
Tibetan Pontiff, or was he merely a religious zealot whose role as 
a faithful Russian subject, and an intelligent Buryat nationalist, 
need not have been a trumped-up affair, is hard to  establish with 
any categoric assurance. What is plain is that  Dorjieff had 
convinced himself, and succeeded in conviilcing his ~outhfu l  
Tibetan master, that the Great White Tsar of the legendary 
kingdom of north Shambala, and hosts of his innumerable subjects 
were only too anxious to lend all the aid they could to the Lama's 
faith. I t  may aso be conceded that  the weight of all the evidence 
that  can be mustered would seem, and this despite the flamboyant 
and  sensational stories to the contrary, to point to the second 
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conclusion. Basically l~owever, thanks to the remarkable paucity 

of authentic source-material, Dorjieff's figure remains shadowy, 
as ghost-like he flits across the Tibetan stage. A qualification, 
however, may be added. The Buryat's visits to Russia and the  
publicity attendant thereupon, reinforced by the attention which 
the Tsar bestowed upoil the Lama's representatives, seem to have 
confirmed the Pontiff in his cherished, wishful belief that  the  
lay supporter, whom he had sought elsewhere in vain, had a t  last 
been discovered. And the contrast appeared to  be so sharp and  
to such grave disadvantage for the activities of his southern neigh- 
bour. Had not indeed the latter occupied Darjeeling and Sikkim, 
allegedly parts of Tibet, and repeatedly demanded new trading 
concessions and rights to open additional marts? And now, 
through these clever, insidious epistolary exchanges, on his own 
and through his agents, wa? not the Indian ruler, coveting Tibet 
itself? 

The second phase of Lgrd Curzon's relations with his neighbo- 
uring domain covered by Chapters XI-XVII  opens with his strong, 
unqualified advocacy of an armed mission, though commercial 
to  all outward appearance, forcing its way to Lhasa and demanding 
there a conference with the Chinese and the Tibetans. I ts  
ostensible objective was to settle all outstanding problems a t  this 
tripartite meeting. The urgency which the Viceroy injected 
into his proposals, formally made early in 1903, derived largely 
from the persistent rumours, then widely current, of a Sino-Kussian 
deal on Tibet and later even a direct Russo-Tibetan compact 
or understanding. I t  would have been only natural to expect 
that when both the one and the other were denied, and in the  
most categoric of terms, by the powers concerned-denials which 
were accepted as satisfactory by the British Government-much 
of the wind would be taken out of Lord Curzon's sails. Yet 
paradoxical as it may seem, it was typical of the then Viceroy's 
mental make-up that Russian assurances served but to confirm 
his own innate suspicions of the Muscovites' dark intent. To 
make it more palatable to Whitehall, however, he did shift his 
emphasis from an armed mission with commercial overtones to a 
commercial miwion with an armed escort! Yet a mission 
negotiating at  Lhasa continued to remain his principal objective 
even though he may have temporarily relented and made some 
tactical retreats on minor points. 
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The choice of Colonel Younghusband as the leader of the 
Mission was not due, as may be obvious from the text, to a 
fortuitous circumstance but a result of cold logic and well- 
calculated risk. One may suspect though that in the case of the 
'Commander of the Escort' the same deliberation was not evident, 
yet the difficulty here lay in the Viceroy being, as he later main- 
tained, 'over-ruled'. Macdonald he had perhaps never met, 
but Curzon knew backwards as it were the mountaineer, the 
Pamir-explorer and the 'fellow-traveller' whom he had virtually 
hand-picked, other things apart, for the implicit trust and faith 
he could place in his (Younghusband's) political judgement. It 
is significant that from the very outset the Colonel, deeply 
impregnated with the Viceroy's political ideology, was convinced 
that the Tibetans must be taught their proper place in the frame- 
work of things, that the Amban's role was farcical, that the Dalai 
Lama was no better than a whipper-snapper caught out of the 
bazaar. Was he not, as head of these 'bumptious' lamas, at the 
fount of all the Commissioner's troubles? And one, therefore, 
that deserved to be summarily put out of the way. Yet before 
many months elapsed Younghusband, whose 'views and wishes' 
had always been notosiously so far apart from those of Whitehall, 
had outpaced his own political mentor as well. It is indeed 
revealing that long before the expedition reached Lhasa Lord 
Curzon, then on leave in England, had begun to categorise the 
Commissioner as situated at the very extreme of the political 
spectrum that had emerged in terms of the settlement that was 
to be effected. Nor was he alone in his thinking, for the Secretary 
of State, as no doubt the acting Viceroy, were admittedly uncom- 
fortable about Younghusband being rather 'jumpy' and somewhat 
'precipitous'. 

A reasonable defence of the Commissioner's behaviour may be 
that the progress of the Mission had been far from smooth; in fact, 
its path lay strewn with all sorts of pitfalls not the least important 
of which were the altitude and that continuous sniping, guerilla- 
fashion, by the Tibetans which persisted for most part. To make 
sure that it did not prove abortive, one of Lord's Curzon's early 
compromises, and an admitted tactical retreat, was his acceptance 
of the four-month long halt at  Khamba Jong where the initial 
tripartite 'negotiations' had commenced in the later part of 
July, 1903. Though it posed a major problem to younghusband's 
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endurance, as it did no doubt to the Viceroy's, the halt proved 
to be a temporary one. For the advance from Khamba to 
Gyantse-actually the Commissioner and part of the force had 
initially retreated and later again advanced via the Jelap-la and 
the Nathu-la4-with a brief stop-over at  Tuna, at  the head of 
the Chumbi Valley, and from then on to Lhasa may have been 
slow and devious but was, in retrospect, steady and sure. While 
the narrative reveals the momentary checks and restraints which 
HMG imposed from time to time, the more abiding impression 
remains that in every case the Viceroy eventually succeeded and 
got away with nearly all that he wanted. He coaxed and cajoled, 
threatened and pleaded, seemed to yield ground now and yet 
remained unbending, singly and by turns, until Lord George 
Hamilton, Mr Brodrick or Mr. Balfour gave way. I t  is imperative 
to note, however, that in attaining his desired objective in each 
case some of the means to which His Excellency was willing to  
resort were decidedly questionable. The choice of Khamba itself, 
as the venue for the talks, demonstrates how cleverly he had rushed 
both the Amban and the Tibetans and succeeded in hoodwinking 
his own masters a t  home. His later representations to Whitehall 
to obtain its sanction for the advance to Gyantse did severe 
violence, as the voluminous correspondence reveals, to those twin 
ideals of truth and forthrightness which Lord Curzon had publicly 
proclaimed to be peculiarly Western in their 'conception' and 
as occupying 'a high place' in its moral codes.' 

Again, with a brazen-facedness bordering almost on the semi- 
comic, he catalogued the 'war-like preparations' of the Tibetan 
amas and tried to convince the newly-inducted successor of 

4 From east to west, three passes-the Jelap-la, the Nathu-la and the 
Sebu-la-afford good routes into Tibet. Initially the British had used the 
Jelap-la which lies exclusively through Sikkimese territory. Later, after the 
Trimbuk Jongpen had met Younghusband a t  Tuna, the Bhutanese allowed 
the British to by-pass the Jelap-la and use a route over a less intractable pass, 
the Nathu-la. 

5 In  an  address to the Calcutta University Convocation on February 11, 1905, 
Lord Curzon said: '. . . the highest ideal of truth is to a large extent a Western 
conception . . . undoubtedly truth took a high place in the moral codes of the 
West before it had been similarly honoured in the East, where craftiness and 
diplomatic wiles have always been held in much repute . . . oriental diplomacy 
by which is meant something rather tortuous and hyper-subtle'. Speeches by Lord 
Curzon of Kedleston, Viceroy and Governor-General of India, 4 volumes (Calcutta, 
1906), IV, p. 75. Also see Shane Leslie, op. cit.,  p. 21 1. 
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Lord George Hamilton a t  the India Office that  not only had a 
breach of negotiations taken place a t  Khamba but that one was 
inevitable. What finally removed many of Lord Curzon's obvious 
embarrassments was the 'fighting' a t  Guru which, shorn of all 
the  trappings of diplomatic despatches, could scarce be distinguished 
from a cold-blooded massacre of raw, ill-trained and  ill-equipped 
Tibetan levies. Yet the Viceroy's conscience was now a t  rest, 
for the lamas' hostile intent, nay the charge of aggression itself, 
had been proved, and  to  the hilt. Later, in its wake began those 
'military operations' which were to  transform a peaceful com- 
mercial mission into an  armed expedition. The  final goal could 
now no longer be in doubt, for the advance to  Lhasa had been 
secured. 

With the last part of the book, the victorious military expedition 
reaps its by now well-earned fruit: the Lhasa convention is signed 
in the audience-hall of the golden Potala. This final consum- 
mation also serves to  underscore that yawning chasm between 
the Commissioner, now located in the Tibetan capital, and his 
political masters, in Calcutta and Whitehall. The  gap, apparent 
from the beginning, had been repeatedly covered up, with its deep 
fissures thickly papered over as it were by the all-too-frequent 
'surrenders' of the Secretary of State in London to  the ever- 
aggressive and pushful advocacy of Lord Curzon who consistently, 
a n d  stoutly, championed the cause of Younghusband. The 
appearance of the locum tenens, as Ampthill called himself, slightly 
complicated the situation but did not materially alter it. For 
Younghusband remained, and functioned to  the last as 'Curzon's 
man' and this despite every effort of the acting Viceroy to win 
him over and furnish him with a more accurate and faithful 
interpretation of the mind of HMG,  as indeed of his own. TO 
that  extent it may be conceded, and without qualification, that 
despite the extreme difficulty of his role as only 'a half-Viceroy', 
its varied embarrassments and sometimes lack of forthrightness- 
not to mention what he later termed Younghusband's 'betrayal' 
-Ampthill emerges out of a somewhat sorry, shoddy business 
remarkably well. 

As for HMG, its repeated cries of a halt, of going thus far and 
no farther, after grudgingly, and sometimes with ill-grace, yielding 
to  one demand after another, sounded a t  best like a rcfrain, if 
not a punctuation. And it is evident that by the time Mr. Brodrick 
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made up his mind to yield no more ground, it was already a little 
too late in the day. Both he and his predecessor had fought, 
and  lost, many a battle and the determination not to  lose the  
last round in the final encounter was demonstrative less of strength 
than the drowning man's vain bid to  catch a t  the traditional 
straw. No wonder Younghusband gravely miscalculated White- 
hall's mood. I t  must also be said that  in the last few and  crucial 
weeks in Lhasa when he needed sound advice most the one 
man who alone could tender it-for Younghusband would take 
i t  from no one else-failed miserably in so doing. O n  the 
contrary one has the rather uncomfortable feeling that Lord 
Curzon's omission-a steadier and more sure-foo ted man would 
have behaved differently-grossly misled Younghusband when 
obviously he alone could have saved him (Younghusband) from 
falling down the precipice. 

A clearer understanding of Younghusband's stay a t  Lhasa, and 
his negotiations with the Tibetans there, also throws an interesting, 
and  revealing, light on some dubious aspects of the Commissioner's 
dealings. Reading between the lines of official despatches, not 
to mention his private letters, two conclusions seem to be fairly 
obvious. Firstly, the deposition of the Dalai Lama, ostensibly 
carried out by the Manchu Emperor on the recommendation of 
the Imperial Amban at  Lhasa, had the tacit approval of Colonel 
Younghusband, if not his active support. I t  is not unlikely that  
the Commissioner's acute eye saw a t  once that without the  
deposition being effected, the legality of much that he did a t  Lhasa 
would be in serious jeopardy. And herein the slightest hint from 
the Colonel was doubly welcome to the Amban whose honour, 
and  the numerous humiliations to which he had been subjected 
a t  the Lama's hands, could in no manner have been bctter 
vindicated. 

Another interesting fact, and it is closely related to the one 
outlined in the preceding paragraph, was the meteoric rise of the  
T i  Rimpoche for whom the path lay open once the Dalai Lama 
had been put securely out of the way. I t  is significant tha t  from 
a person who 'commanded no influence', to borrow the Com- 
missioner's own words, the Rimpoche emerges, in a matter of a 
week or so, not only as the principal Tibetan negotiator but also 



366 THE YOUNGHUSBAND EXPEDITION 

as the recognised Regent. And the whole comic opera culminates 
as it were in the affixing of his private seal to an agreement to one 
of whose major clauses the Rimpoche's oft-reiterated opposition 
had been unwearied. Would it be too much to say that 
Younghusband not only conquered Lhasa but, in order to negotiate 
'properly', set up a government of his own choosing one of whose 
principal functionaries was no better than a British protege? 

I t  is also possible to view the sequence of events at the Tibetan 
capital from an angle, which puts a slightly different construction 
on them. Having reached Lhasa, and with the Lama's flight 
preceding his arrival, Younghusband had to negotiate with some- 
one or else return empty-handed. Nor did he want the convention 
undermined by having the Chinese say that he had set up his own 
puppets to sign it. Therefore, at  first he may have been doubtful 
as to whether the Rimpoche was a big enough man to be his 
opposite number, but gradually Younghusband and the Chinese 
felt each other out. When it became plain that the Chinese wanted 
to take the Dalai Lama down a peg or two, a sentiment in which 
Younghusband found himself to be in cordial agreement with 
them, it was equally clear that they would not raise the accusation 
of puppet against the Rimpoche, and this meant that the British 
could hold any future Tibetan Government to the validity of the 
Convention. Thus strictly speaking Younghusband did not have 
to set up a government; all he had to do was to act as though 
the Tibetans with whom he dealt were, in fact, the duly-consti- 
tuted authorities. Two facts, however, may to an extent militate 
against this hypothesis. One, that the actual state of affairs 
Younghusband found in Lhasa on arrival bordered on the chaotic, 
with no one prepared to accept responsibility for anything. Who, 
therefore, suggested what to whom and took the initiative in so 
doing, would perhaps not be of much relevance. Secondly, the 
Arnban, from the very outset, showed himself more than ever 
anxious to do the Commissioner's bidding, the more so when their 
admittedly rival intere~ts appeared to be so closely concerted at 
points. 

Lhasa also proved to be the focal point for much of the 
controversy that later raged around some of the principal terms 
of the convention. Here, in the face of instructions which left 
little room for ambiguity, the British Commissioner displayed an 
open disregard for authority which later earned him a not un- 
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merited censure.6 I t  may be noted, however, if only in parenthesis, 
that  'face' would have been saved all round by just dropping 
these offending clauses. I n  fact, it has been suggested that 
HMG acted like the weak, conservative Govenment of Arthur 
Balfour would be expected to act, getting the whole picture out 
of proportion, and actuated by a fatuous sense of amour-propre 
such as only a weak man will show. The record however, as 
the narrative spells out, is revealing in two specific instances : the 
suggestion for an extended period of payment for the indemnity 
to  be imposed, and the right of the British Trade Agent a t  Gyantse 
to proceed to Lhasa to negotiate on matters which had not 
yielded satisfaction locally. The Commissioner later maintained 
that it was the Tibetans who had made the initial suggestion 
regarding the extended period and thereby willingly consented 
to a long-term occupation of a part of their land. His despatches, 
not to mention his private correspondence do not, however, bear 
the Colonel out. The plain, unvarnished truth appears to be 
that on more than one occasion he had spelt out his ideas in this 
respect with a broad enough hint that these be accepted. The  
Tibetans however, and to the very end, kept up a stiff, stubborn 
opposition until they succumbed to the gleamingBritis11 bayonets, 
to the inevitability of a surrender. The second revelation is even 
more damaging. O n  whose authority, one may ask, did the 
Commissioner coilclude that separate 'agreement' which permitted 
the Trade Agent a t  Gyantse to procced to Lhasa? For if there 
was one point on which the position taken up by Lord George 
Hamilton, and later consistently upheld by Mr. Brodrick, had 
been clear-cut and reiterated with an almost nauseating frequency, 

6 Later attempts to whitewash Younghusband's conduct take the form either 
of putting the blame on Brodrick's stupidity-he was 'deaf to persuasion and 
would consult no one' and 'was totally without experience of conditions' in 
India as well as in those areas (Seaver, op. cit., p. 254), or his 'implacable male- 
volence' against the Commissioner (Peter Fleming, 04. cit . ,  pp. 273-74);  or again 
'to conflicting concepts of his (Younghusband's) superiors as to what the Tibetan 
problem was about' whereby 'he was better entitled' to use his own discretion 
(Lamb, op cit., p. 305), and not least Whitehall's 'obsession with Russian suscepti- 
bilities' and its 'sense of injured dignity in that a subordinate should venture 
to exceed his (sic.) orders' (Richardson, op. cit., p. 92).  One fails to see how 
Rrodrick's alleged sins of omission or commission, much less differences of 
opinion between the Viceroy and the Secretary of State or a vindication of 
Whitehall's 'sense of injured dignity' be held to justify Younghusband's defiance 
of instructions. 
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i t  was the question of the Agent. That  there was something fishy 
about the deal in Younghusband's own mind is evident, apart 
from a host of other evidence, from the following : the 'agreement' 
was not made a part of the terms of the Convention, the 
Commissioner did not mention it in any of his frequent telegraphic 
despatches from Lhasa; and above all, its existence was not known 
a t  the India Office, and even in Simla, until weeks after it had 
been signed and sealed in the Tibetan capital. 

An interesting sidelight on Younghusband's 'negotiations' at  
Lhasa relates to Lord Curzon's role. An omission has been noticed 
earlier, one wonders about his acts of commission? There were 
'dark hints' in Parliament, the Indian Viceroy later wrote to 
Younghusband, 'that I was the real culprit'.7 I t  may perhaps 
be useful to enquire as to what extent he shared the blame. 

I n  Younghusband's correspondence there is a mention of 'a 
private and very confidential letter' which the Commissioner 
received in Lhasa from the Viceroy on leave. He told his father 
that it had been written 'in the strictest confidence and you will 
not of course repeat it.'s The  epistle written from London in 
the middle of July (1904), made three interesting points. One, 
that 'the policy which you advocate is, in my opinion theoretically 
the right one' and that 'we may be forced to adopt more of it 
than the Cabinet a t  present contemplate or desire'. Two, 'all 
that HMG as a whole know or care about Tibet is that it is a 
nuisance and an expense and all that they want to do is to get out 
of it in any way that does not involve positive humiliation'. 
Three, there was no use 'in yielding to despondency or in resigning', 
that 'what we have got to do is to make as good an agreement 
as we can in the circumstances and to point out clearly to those 
in authority the responsibility that they incur in over-ruling us 
but as far ai p~ssible to keep them straight'.g Whatever his own 
assessment of the situation and this did, in a marked degree, go 
much farther to the extreme than did Lord Curzon's, the 
Commissioner must have felt fortified in the thought that not 
only did he enjoy the utmost confidence of the Viceroy but that the 
latter would be back in India to sustain and buttress him by the 

7 Curzon to Younghusband, letter, February 15, 1905, Curzon MSS. 
8 Younghusband MSS., No. 47, August 19, 1904. 
9 Curzon to Younghusband, letter, July 13, 1904, Curzon MSS. It is obvious 

that this letter was received in Lhasa on August 19. Supra, note 6. 
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time he himself returned from Lhasa. Thus circumstanced, 
Younghusband may have felt sufficiently strong to run counter 
to  the express wishes of HMG, and of the acting Governor-General. 
Curzon may not have directly encouraged him, yet did nothing 
to  dissuade, much less discourage him from taking a course which 
he could have, in Younghusband's case, reasonably well anticipated 
and foreseen. I t  is significant that he had not even a word of 
criticism for the Commissioner's conduct at  Lhasa although the 
latter had his own moments of doubt.10 And as for Younghusband, 
Curzon was the one man to whom 'the real credit' was due for 
his (Younghusband's) success, 'the only true man who in my 
hour of trial', when both the Home Government and the Govern- 
ment of India clearly deserted him, 'stood by my side'." Again, 
on the morrow of the conclusion of the L11asa convention, and 
in the context of its controversial clauses : 

Lord Curzon will I know be delighted but how the Home Government will 
view it, I do not know. If they like to be idiotic. . . . 12 

There is a mention in Dr. Seaver's biography of a private note 
of Younghusband, alluded to earlier, which he left for 'his own 
future justification'. Here the Commissioner refers to another 
'private and very confidential letter' from Lord Curzon which he 
wrote after an interview with Lord Lansdowne and wherein the 
latter is credited with the view that 'the pledge we had given 
Russia not to occupy Tibet did not prevent us from occupying 
the Chumbi ValleyY.l3 The present writer has not been able to 
locate this letter, nor is there a mention of it in Younghusband's 
correspondence with his father. There is nonetheless a reference 
to  it in a private letter of February 22, 1905, which the Viceroy 
wrote to the former Commissioner, 

I t  is perfectly true that Lord Lansdowne told me on my return to England 
that there was nothing in his assurances to Russia to debar us from a permanent 
occupation of Chumbi: I wrote this to Lord Ampthill as well as to yourself. I was, 

lo 'With the principle of securing Chumbi for 75 years and of getting 
permission for our Agent at  Gyantse to proceed to Lhasa, I know you will agree. 
But whethcr I was wise under the circumstances to make such arrangements 
I daresay you doubt'. Zbid., Younghusband to Curzon, letter, October 16, 
1904. 

1 1  Younghusband MSS., No. 52, October 18, 1904. 
12 Zbid., No. 50, September 9, 1904. 
13 Seaver, op. cit . ,  pp. 251-52. 
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therefore, as much surprised as you were when I found the proposal subsequently 
treated as an offence.14 

Would it be too much to deduce that  the 75-year clause, which 
could be scarce distinguished from 'a permanent occupation', 
owed its direct genealogical origin to the above-cited unequivocal 
declaration of Lord Curzon, allegedly based on the then Foreign 
Secretary's assurances ? 

Another interesting fact emerges too. Clearly Curzon wrote 
to  Younghusband as he did to Ampthill and much to the same 
effect. The  letter to the acting Viceroy is datelined Walmer 
Castle and was written on May 26, 1904, 

I have, however, had long talks with the Prime Minister, Lansdowne and 
Balfour. I have implored them not to go on repeating these stupid and gratuitous 
pledges about Tibet in the House of Commons-pledges which must in some 
cases be broken. Lansdowne has to some extent committed himself to the 
Russians whose assent he wishes to procure to the Egyptian agreement. But 
I gather his assurances do not go beyond a promise- 

(i) not to annex Tibet-which need not apparently preclude a permanent 
occupation of the Chumbi Valley. The  latter, indeed, is hardly a part of 
Tibet; 

(ii) not to establish a protectorate, which I imagine that none of us desires; 
(iii) not to interfere permanently in the internal administration of the 

country, which is not inconsistent with a somewhat prolonged occupation 
of Lhasa should this be found to be necessary. . . . 
The Government are very much against a permanent agent at  Lhasa 

or anywhere. But I have said that I do  not see how they can avoid it in 
some form or other although steps may be required to qualify the appea- 
rance. . . .I5 

Somewhere in June, it is obvious, while the Commissioner was 
still a t  Gyantse poised for the final march to  Lhasa, he had been 
fully, and in the most categoric of terms, posted with Lord Curzon's 
thinking on the vital points of a projected treaty. I t  is thus likely 

14 Curzon to Younghusband, letter, February 22, 1905, Curzon MSS. 
The  Curzon letter is also alluded to in Younghusband's later correspondence 

with the Viceroy wherein while referring to the 75-year clause, 
'I agreed, knowing how satisfactory that agreement would be to u.3 and 

having in my possession that private letter from you (which as it was marked 
'very confidential', I cannot quote either to Lord Lansdowne or to Mr. Brodrick) 
stating that in Lord Lansdowne's opinion the pledges to Russia not to annex 
Tibet did not necessarily stand in the way of our occupying Chumbi'. 
Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, letter, February 23, 1905. 
15 Curzon to Ampthill, letter, May 26, 1904. Amphill Papers, op. cit. 



RETROSPECT-AND PROSPECT 371 

that  while handing over a preliminary draft of the terms to the 
Tongsa Penlop-that the Lama and his men may have time to 
digest them-the Commissioner put in the clause concerning the 
Gyantse Trade Agent visiting Lhasa which in its innocuous wording 
was tantamount to 'steps . . . required to qualify the appearance'. 
Later, unmindful of Mr. Brodrick's telegrams and Lord Ampthill's 
resolute underlining thereof, the Commissioner stuck to it to the 
last convinced, one would imagine even more fervently than 
Curzon-'I do not see how they can avoid it in some form or 
other'. 

The indemnity and the Agent apart, a fundamental question 
arises. Was Younghusband a t  Lhasa carrying out the directives 
of his superiors-of the Secretary of State, transmitted to him 
through the Governor-General-or of the man who originally 
despatched him on his mission? From all available evidence one 
is driven to the reluctant, yet remorseless, conclusion that the 
Commissioner owed a greater sense of loyalty to Lord Curzon 
and a lesser to the Indian Government of Lord Ampthill or 
Mr. Brodrick in Whitehall. Yet while conceding Younghusband's 
'loyalty', there is not a shred of evidence to sustain the charge, 
which an uncharitable critic then made in Parliament, that 
Younghusband's 'defiance' had been made with Lord Curzon's 
'knowledge and acquiescence'.l6 Curzon, in London, may have 
made a reasonably good guess of how Younghusband would act, 
but had no foreknowledge of i t ;  there is at  any rate no trace of a 
dark conspiracy between the two men. 

A point that is close!)* interrelated remains yet to be answered. 
In disobeying 'instructions' what precisely were the Commissioner's 
motives-apart from the obvious one that as 'Curzon's man' he 
was determined to do what would have most pleased his master. 
Two clues may be of interest in this context. One, the march 
from Gyantse to Lhasa was an eye-opener to everyone, not lcast 
to Younghusband. The land that now came into view was in 
such marked contrast to the barren, desolate wastes around Tuna 
or Kang-ma. Nor had the Gyantse plain been an improvement. 
Now on his way to the Tibetan capital, it is clear, he was deeply 

16 Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 140, p. 464, Mr. Gibon Bowles, the critic in 
question, had also insinuated that Lord Curzon, 'a military and strategically- 
minded man' wanted to take into India an 'unconquered border' for political 
purposes. 
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struck and at  more than one place expressed his sense of unabashed 
amazement, 

The country is very fertile and this Lhasa river on which we are encamped 
is as big as the Thames at London bridge. The Valley is two or three miles 
broad and covered with cultivation. Tibet, in fact, is a much richer country 
than Kashmir.17 

O r  again, 

. . . it is becoming more evident with each day's march that Tibet is by no 
means the desert, worthless country it has been believed to be. . . . The 
Brahmaputra Valley is not what we had expected to find it-a deep, narrow 
gorge like the Valley of Jaleum between the Wular Lake and Kohala. It is a 
valley three or four miles wide with lots of cultivation. And the hill-sides are 
not bare but covered with rich pasturage. . . . The villages are all remarkably 
well built and flourishing looking and I don't know wherein the whole length 
of the Himalayas you would find a more prosperous country. . . . 18 

What was more, Younghusband was clear that the Tibetans 
bore him, or the British for that matter, no ill-will. There were 
'no scowls' as he moved through Lhasa's crowded streets and he 
was certain in his own mind that the people did not care 'a two 
penny dam whether we went there or not'. The monks too had 
'no sort of fanatical feeling' and actually 'for the most are good 
fellows'.l9 

Could it be that his cupidity was excited-and whose would 
not ?-by 'the fertility of these valleys, the affluence of the people, 
the wealth of the temples and what is more extraordinary still 
the good disposition shown to us everywhere by all' except the 
few out and out anti-foreign Lamas?20 No wonder even as he 
'rammed down their throats' the whole treaty, he was sure not 
only that the Russians will be 'kept out for ever' but also that 
their (Tibetan) payment of the annual tribute will be 'the means 
of gradually tying them (Tibetans) to usY.21 What if, in the 
bargain, he exceeded some (inconvenient) instructions? 

Younghusband was a man of honour, of integrity and both his 
earlier career, as indeed his later years, bear an eloquent testimony 
to this. The  maximum that can be held against him was that 

17 Younghusband MSS., No. 46, August 1, 1904. 
18 Younghusband to Curzon, letter August 25, 1904, Curzon MSS. 
19 Ibid., Younghusband to Curzon, letter, August 6, 1904. 
20 Younghusband MSS., No. 50, September 9, 1904. 
21 LC. cit. 
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perhaps he was politically a little amateurish-viz. Godley's charge 
of his being a 'wire-puller' and ~ r n ~ t h i l l ' s '  that he was 'Curzon's 
man'. In extenuation, however, it may be urged that in Tibet 
he was carrying out an incredibly difficult responsibility in a 
strange and distant country, 14,000 feet above the sea. Again, 
for a corrective it is as well to remember that he was essentially 
an  explorer and a mystic and not an adept at the jigsaw puzzle 
of politics. There could be no doubt that the dread hold of 
Lord Curzon on his mind was deep and abiding and that like 
the great Viceroy he too wanted to make his own small contribution 
-'a very humble one at first, and never a great one'-to the 
common cause of 'helping to fend off Russia from India'.22 A 
later writer has explained away Younghusband's lapse at Lhasa 
in apt phrases, 

n the exhilarating atmosphere of a successful expedition, in a remote and 
unknown country, he saw the opportunity of securing without difficulty greater 
advantages for his country than were contained in his instructions.23 

But that would be a paraphrase, and a t  second-hand, of the 
former Tibet Commissioner's own inimitable words, 

My humble little effort to improve the shining hour and get a trifle little 
more for my country than I was specifically ordered to obtain24 

In  concluding this survey a few words may be in order regarding 
the precise place that the Younghusband expedition occupies in 
the chequered story of British India's relations with Tibet-a 
saga that was later to be part of the British bequest to the Govern- 
ment of free India. Broad generalisations apart, it is obvious 
that a more accurate, detailed and documented answer would 
demand a greater familiarity with subsequent developments than 
is known to exist as of now. There are, in fact, a host of problems 
in this period which though they could be readily stated, cannot 
as yet be fully or adequately answered. For other things apart, 

22 Younghusband, The Light of Experience, op. cit., p. 3. 
23 Richardson, OD. cit., p. 92. 
24 Francis Younghusband, letter to the Times (London), April 19, 1939. 

This was an aftermath of Henry St. John Brodrick's (later Earl of Midleton), 
Records and Reactions, op cit., which the same paper had, a fortnight earlier, hailed 
as a work 'in the great tradition'. Ibid., April 4, 1939. 
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access to  relevant material is not yet forthcoming and in its 
absence research lags woefully behind. 

I n  assessing what actual purpose the expedition served in the 
years that  followed, it is necessary to  draw a clear line between 
the objectives of the Viceroy and his agents in India and those 
of the British Government in London. Tha t  cleavage apart, 
and the physical besides the mental isolation was often-times 
complete, Younghusband's convention had demonstrated both 
the positive fact of Tibet's ability to  conclude its own international 
compacts as also, and very markedly, China's calamitous lack of 
authority or control in Lhasa. I t  is true that  the Commissioner 
had been advised to secure the Amban's 'adhesion' to his convention, 
but it is equally a fact that  throughout the progress ofthe Mission 
and  even more so during its sojourn in the Tibetan capital, the 
powerlessness and ineffectiveness of that  functionary was clearly, 
and unmistakably, exposed. The  Lhasa convention which was 
to  form the chief basis of all subsequent political dealings between 
the Government of India and Tibet had marked a clear, healthy 
departure from an old practice-namely, that  all matters concerning 
Tibet should be routed through China. 

Unfortunately, political compulsions of international relations 
supzrvened on the morrow of Younghusband's return. Legal 
pundits pointed out that without China's 'adhesion' the compact 
lacked 'validity' and conscious of the value attached to its 
signature, Peking raised its price and insisted as it were on 'complete 
satisfaction'. The  tortuous negotiations spanning a period of 
nearly two years, which were twice broken and conducted 
inconclusively in Calcutta before they reached fruition in Peking 
are a t  once a testimmy to the latter's growing intransigcnce and 
of the British fighting a rear-guard action all along the line. In 
the result, some of the major gains made a t  Lhasa had to be 
compromised, if only temporarily.25 Thus though the Peking 
Convention was free from such cliches as the powers of the 
sovereign or the suzerain vis-a-vis the feudatory, the fact that 
China was not to be recognised as a foreign power, in terms of 
clause I X  of the Lhasa deal, restored to her a position which 

25 The Convention 'was a clear acknowledgement of Tibet's direct powen to 

make treaties and contained nothing whatsoever to suggest the suzerainty of or 
even any special connection with China'. Richardson, op. cit . ,  p. 93. 
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Britain had overtly assumed in 1904. The Chinese gain was 
thus clear, and tangible and the British retreat obvious enough 
for all to see.26 

A year later came the entente with Russia. What had been 
implicit in 1906 was now made explicit. For by the Anglo- 
Russian Convention of 1907, the British not only tacitly 
'recognised' Chinese right in Tibet, but further bound themselves 
down to a position of conducting no independent negotiations 
with that country except through their (Chinese) intermediacy. 
They further undertook, as did the Russians, not to send a 
representative to Lhasa nor obtain 'any concession for railways, 
roads, telegraphs, and mines, or other rights in Thibet'27 

Lord Curzon, now free from the trammels of office,28 and Sir 
Francis Younghusband, whose career as a frontier officer had 
come to a virtual close with the Tibet expedition,29 attacked both 
the deals, and violently. The former Viceroy held that the 
so-called self-denying clause in the convent ion with Russia was 
tantamount to an absolute surrender, that the efforts of a century 
had been sacrificed with 'a wl~olesale abandon' and that John 
Bull had suffered his greatest humiliation.30 Sir Francis' lament 
was couched much in the same key. He deplored the fact that 
the British had no 'settled, pushful and aggressive policy', that 
Whitehall had not accepted what appeared to him a 'permanent 

26 'Chinese rights in Tibet were thus recognised to an extent to which the 
Chinese had recently been wholly unable to exercise them'. Ibid., p. 94. 

Grover Clark, Tibet, Cl~itza and Creot Britoin (Peking, 1924), p. 14, maintains, 
however, that the Convention of 1906 'does not seem to have abridged' either 
Britain's special interest in Tibet or her right to den1 with her (Tibet) direct. 

27 The citation is from the text of the (Anglo-Russian) Convention. 
28 I t  may be recalled that Lord Curzon resigned from his Indian Viceroyalty 

in August, 190.5, although h r  did not return to England at once, and that it was 
not until 1915 that he becamc a member of Mr. Asquith, and later Lloyd George's 
war-time coalition Cabinet. 

29 Between 1905-9, Sir Francis was Resident in Kashmir. H e  retired in the 
latter year being convinced that his peculiar talcnts were not being properly 
employed. Scaver, ofi. c i t . ,  p. 273. 

30 'The Russian Convention', Lord Curzon wrote on September 25, 1907, 
'is in my view deplorable. I t  gives up all that we have been fighting for year. 
and gives it up, with a wholesale abandon that is truly cynical in its recklessnesss 
Ah me! I t  makes onc despair of public life and the efforts of a century sacrificed 
and nothing or next to nothing in return'. Ronaldshay, Life, 111, p. 38. Also 
Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 184, p. 537. 
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solution' of the problem-namely, the appointment of a British 
Agent a t  Lhasa.3' 

Nor were the two alone, much less without reason. The plain 
t ruth  is that  the two conventions took the position back to where 
it belonged before the expedition to  Lhasa. Not only were the 
old barriers to direct relations with Tibet up again but what 
was more the Chinese, in the  wake of British retreat, were in a 
position to erect bigger and  better ones. Yet to  Sir Edward Grey, 
and the Liberal Government to  which he belonged, 'an effective 
buffer had been built to  a Russian advance, there was freedom 
from an  anxiety that  had often preoccupied earlier adminis- 
trations, an end had been put to a frequent source of friction and 
a possible cause of war'.32 

Besides much that had been yielded across the table, events in 
Tibet conspired too, and disastrously. The  British expedition 
by its sudden withdrawal on the morrow of a resounding military 
'victory', had helped in creating a power vacuum which the 
Chinese, despite their varied preoccupations a t  home, did not 
neglect t o  fill.33 Thus by 1910 Peking's troops were in complete 
control of Lhasa and the Dalai Lama once again a fugitive from 
the land of his birth and faith. The  contrast between the two 
occupations, however, was striking and exercised a most powerful 
impact on what transpired subsequently. The  British had 
demonstrated that, however formidable the physical barriers, 
and however forbidding the rigours of Tibet's climate-not to 
mention the innumerable difficulties of transport in a country 
that  until lately knew of no wheel except the prayer-wheel-they 
could still reach Lhasa. Since they had dared to  cross the Jelap- 
la in the frozen cold of a January, it was patent that they could 
cross i t  whenever they chose to. Indeed many a Tibetan who 

31 Sir Francis Younghusband, Our Position in ' ~ i b e t  (Central Asian Society 
London, 1910). Little known this small brochure gives the text of a talk by 
Sir Francis and the very interesting discussion that followed. The proceedings 
were held under the auspices of the then Central Asian (later the Royal 
Central Asian) Society. 

32 Grey of Fallodon, Twenty  Five r ear s  (London, 1925), p. 154. 
33 The Chinese had started by attempting to absorb Eastern Tibet, the 

in-between area stretching east of the Salween to the borders of Szechuan, 
wherein Lhasa's control was principally 'spiritual' and to that extent perhapa 
shadowy and vague. Later, in 1905, came the appointment of Chao Erh-feng 
who was to prove most effective in establishing authority over this vast region. 
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had convinced himself that Lhasa was not accessible to a large 
force and that the gods would whisk the British away before they 
dared the sacrilege of reaching the gates of the golden Potala, 
found himself sadly disillusioned. Before their dazed eyes, the 
spectacle was not of the foreign devils fleeing from the scourge of 
angry heavens but the chief of their gods who, at their approach, 
found himself a helpless fugitive. 

Another equally revealing experience for these people was the 
behaviour of the British and Indian troops. Stray cases of looting 
may have occurred and the fact of continuous exhortations to  
the contrary, in official despatches and private papers, could 
indeed help to confirm these.34 Yet on the whole the troops 
appear to have created a very favourable impression. The 
monasteries were respected nor were their supplies ruthlessly 
seized. True, hoarded grain and carcases of sheep were re- 
quisitioned-adequate food supplies in the Lhasa Valley for a 
large force has been an endemic problem-but the owners in 
every known case were handsomely recompensed. Above all the 
wounded in battle were properly cared for, and the prisoners 
taken treated well. 

The Chinese levies who followed not long after, presented a 
study in contrast for, besides much else, the 'shame' of the British 
expedition had to be avenged, right and proper.35 Again, the 

34 Secretary of State to Viceroy, telegram, August 16, 1904, Ampthill Papers, 
op. cit., specially enjoined: 'In no case must there be looting by the troops'. O n  
August 17,1904 Ampthill wrote to Brodrick that, 'It was, however, a comfort 
to hear that I should be supported in any directions I might have to give for the 
destruction of buildings, the confiscation of property and the seizure of hos- 
tages. . . .' Ibid. 

Taraknath Das, op. ci t . ,  p. 64, quotes from a despatch of the Daily Mail correo- 
pondent alleging looting of the Lhasa monasteries. Mohammed Barkatullah, 
The Forum (New York), 1905, pp. 128-40, refers to the systematic spoliation 
carried out by the British in Lhasa and concluded: 'The English have such a 
special knack of looting, and they do it in such an adroit manner that no one 
can venture to call it by its true name'. 

Tibet Papers, op. cit . ,  Cd. 2370, No. 122, p. 50, contains a telegraphic directive 
from tho Viceroy to Younghusband forbidding any looting of monasteries. 

35 'Chao (Erh-feng) would appear to have construed our mission of 1904 as 
the shadow of an ultimate annexation. T o  meet this imaginary danger, he 
designed to convert Tibet into a Chinese province by establishing throughout 
the country, under Chinese officials, the form of political and administrative 
organisation that obtains in China'. Rhin-Chen Lha-mo (Mn. Louis King), 
We Tibetans (London, 1926), p. 54. 
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invasion of 191 0 is said to  mark a clear break with previous policy. 
For now, in sharp contradistinction to  earlier occasions, a Chinese 
army had reached Lhasa 'against the will of the  Tibetans'-an 
exception that  indeed was to  become a rule, a precedent.36 In 
any case, spoliation of monasteries and the seizure of men and 
property of the 'barbarians' must have been resorted to without 
any scruples. The  British had come in a t  their own sweet will, 
but did not tarry long beyond the signing of the convention; the 
Chinese sneaked in when they could, and threatened to  stay put. 
T h e  Tibetans, a t  the receiving end in each case, noticed the 
marked difference between the tmro. I t  is said that  they compared 
the British to a frog and the Chinese to a scorpion. The frog, 
though frisky and classed a fierce animal-in Tibet, at  any 
rate-is not rated as deadly as the scorpion. And as the 
Tibetans put i t :  'When one has seen a scorpion, one looks on the 
frog as divinem.37 

Not unconnected with their behaviour, and the relatively easy 
terms of the Lhasa convention-early in 1908 the Chumbi Valley 
had, despite clear breaches on the other side, been evacuated38 
-was the marked changc towards the British in the attitude of 
the  Dalai Lama. This began to manifest itself in the closing 
years of the Lama's first exile,39 and became the more apparent 
when, in 1910, he again found himself a fugitive from his native 
land. I t  is significant that he now sought shelter from his 
relentless foes not in the vast expanse of Mongolia, which lay in 
such close proximity to the domains of the White Tsar, but in the 
holy land of the Buddha. What cvas more, he now appealed to 
the British who until yesterday had been his sworn enemies. 
How did this sudden transformation, so complete as to take on 
the character of a metamorphosis, come about? 

O n  his flight from Lhasa, hot on the heels or the British 
expedition, the Dalai Lama must have found that although the 

36 Richardson, op.  ci t . ,  p. 99. 
37 Bell, Tibet, p. 70. 
38 In its despatch olJuly 18, 1907, the Government of India gave a formidable 

list of such breaches, Tibet Papers, op. cit., Cd. 2370, No. 196, but the Secretary 
of State over-ruled them and ordered evacuation for reasons 'of policy and 
expediency'. Ibid.. No. 199. 

39 During his sojourn in Peking, the Lama received Sir John Jordan, the 
British Minister, in audience and 'expressed a desire for friendly relations with 
the Indian Government'. Later he was to address an open appeal to 'Great 
Britain and all the Ministers of Europe'. 
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Manchu court could 'depase' him, its authority was a c t ~ ~ a l l y  in 
such decay that  it did not consider it discreet tointcrfere with his 
passage, which lay entirely thro~igh territory over which China, 
i.e., the Manchu Emperor, claimed sovereignty. When he got 
t o  Oxter Mongolia, his keen eye must have noticecl that Russia 
was actively conducting a sphere of influence policy there and 
that  the prestige the Russians enjoyed a t  Urga cast a fearful 
shadow over that  of the Manchu-Chinese. Shrewd as he was, 
he must have realised too that the actual policy of the Russians 
in Mongolia was in marked contrast to their mere verbal expressions 
of friendly interest in Tibzt.40 This was further underlined by 
the cordial, yet formally couched, message which he received 
from the Tsar and which did not go beyond an exchange of 
commonplace pleasantries. Hence the Lama's ill-concealed 
overtures to the British, alluded to earlier, during his brief and 
none-too-happy a stop-over in Peking. Hence too the appeal ivl~ich 
he had addressed to 'Gseat Britain and all tlie Ministers of Europe' 
to intercede ~v i th  the Chinese to stay the despatcl~ of their troops 
to  Lhasa. This \\-as in 1909 \\.bile he \\.as still on his way back 
home, via Peking, from his long ~\~anderings.  His return to the 
Potala was followed, with scarcely a breathing spell, by the arrival 
of a Chinese army of invasion, and occupation, and he barely 
managed to escape-even as a later i i~carnatior~ did in our own 
day-with a price on his head. No\\., during his t~vo-year sojourn 
in India, the Tibetan ruler made tlic astounding discovery that 
the British summarily dismissed his repeated requests to proclaim 
his country a protectorate 'on the same terms as Bhutan 
cl~joyed. . . . '4 I 

Thus when the Lama eventually returned to Lllasa after his 
two exiles and varied, yet enrich in^. experiences and after the  
Russians had been dcfeated by Japan and the Mancllus over- 
thrown and replaced by a Republic that staked far sweeping 
claims on his domains, he appears to have reached certain broad 
conclusions. The most important perhaps was the one relating 

40 The Tsar's telegram to the Lama read: 'A large number of my subjects 
who profess the Buddhist faith had the happiness of being able to pay homage 
to their great High Priest during his visit to northern Mongolia, which borders 
on the Russian Empire. As I rejoice that my subjects have had the opportunity 
of deriving benefit from your salutary spiritual influence, I beg you to accept 
the expression or my sincere thanks and my regards'. Bell, Portrait, p. 68. 

41 Tibet Papers, op c i t . ,  Cd. 5240, Nos. 347 and 349. 
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to  the British. The  latter had shown in their actual behaviour 
that  they did not covet his land, nor did they seemingly wish to 
impose a control which assuredly i t  was in their power to impose. 
T h e  Russians were friendly but distant and  regarded Tibet 
merely as an outer and remote fringe of Mongolia, which was 
the  zone of their interest and activity. I n  clear contradistinction 
to  these two powers were the Chinese who, whenever they 
penetrated into Tibet, would not withdraw if indeed it was in 
their power to  stay. Thus he must look to the British interest 
in maintaining him as the ruler of a buffer state, and to their 
power to sustain a policy of that  kind. Besides, one would 
suspect that  memories of Younghusband and his troops' generally 
decent and honourable behaviour, reinforced by the Lama's own 
personal friendship with Bell, inclined him to  take this course. 
With minor modifications, necessitated by the exigencies of changing 
circumstances from time to  time, these broad conclusions continued 
to  be the guiding principles of the 13th Dalai Lama for the score 
or  more years that  now remained to him. One could go even 
further and say that  Tibet's basic approach did not register any 
major departure even under his successor, and that it was the 
Chinese aggression of October 1950 which again violently shook 
and completely undermined the old pattern. 

One  final word. The  Younghusband expedition sounded a clear 
note of dissonance in an  otherwise long tale of amity that had 
marked the relationship on the two sides of the border over the 
centuries before the British arrived, and even under them. It  
is perhaps of the greatest import that  this departure was realised 
t o  be such by the successors of Lord Curzon. For under the 
gravest of provocations in 19 10- 1 1,  and again in 1950-5 1, not a 
single British soldier, nor yet an Indian, did again dare cross Sikkim 
for a march across the Valley of Chumbi to the city of gods. Nor 
perhaps would a future Younghusband ever again lead a mighty 
host, in combat formation, to hold in fealty this neighbouring 
land of mystery and snow-now a hallowed memory. Actually, 
and  it is a grim, sobering thought, with the vast armies now 
poised in Chumbi, may not the Nathu-la be a witness to a 
movement in reverse ? 



APPENDIX I 

Convention between Great Britain and China relating to Sikkirn and Tibet, signed at 
Calcutta, March 17, 1890. 

WHEREAS Her Majesty the Queen of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Ireland, Empress of India, and His Majesty the Emperor of China, are sincerely 
desirous to maintain and perpetuate the relations of friendship and good 
understanding which now exist between their respective Empires; and whereas 
recent occurrences have tended towards a disturbance of the said relations, and 
i t  is desirable to clearly define and permanently settle certain matters connected 
with the boundary between Sikkim and Tibet, Her Britannic Majesty and His 
Majesty the Emperor of China have resolved to conclude a Convention on 
this subject and have, for this purpose, named Plenipotentiaries, that is to say: 

Her Majesty the Queen of Great Britain and Ireland, His Excellency the 
Most Hon'ble Henry Charles Keith Petty Fitzmaurice, G.S.M.I., G.C.M.G., 
G.M.I.E., Marquess of Lansdowne, Viceroy and Governor-General of India; 

And His Majesty the Emperor of China, His Excellency Sheng Tai, Imperia 
Associate Resident in Tibet, Military Deputy Lieutenant Governor; 

Who having met and communicated to each other their full powers, and 
finding these to be in proper form, have agreed upon the following Convention 
in  eight Articles : 

Article I 

The boundary of Sikkim and Tibet shall be the crest of the mountain range 
separating the waters which flow into the Sikkim Teesta and its affluents from 
the waters flowing into the Tibetan Mochu and northwards into other rivers of 
Tibet. The line commences at  Mount Gipmochi on the Bhutan frontier and 
follows the above mentioned water-parting to the point where it meets Nipal 
territory. 

Article I I  

I t  is admitted that the British Government, whose protectorate over the Sikkim 
State is hereby recognised, has direct and exclusive control over the internal 
administration and foreign relations of that State, and except through and 
with the permission of the British Government, neither the ruler of the State 
nor any of its officers shall have official relations of any kind, formal or informal, 
with any other country. 

Article 111 

The  Government of Great Britain and Ireland and the Government of China 
engage reciprocally to respect the boundary as defined in Article I, and to 
prevent acts of aggression from their respective sides of the frontier. 

Article I V  

The  question of providing increased facilities of trade across the Sikkim-Tibet 
frontier will hereafter be discussed with a view to a mutually satisfactory arrange- 
ment by the High Contracting Parties. 

38 1 
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Article V 

The question of pasturage on the Sikkim side of the frontier is reserved for 
further examination and future adjustment. 

Article V I  

The High Contracting Parties reserve for discussion and arrangement the 
method in which official communications between the British authorities in 
India and the authorities in Tibet shall be conducted. 

Article V I I  

Two Joint Commissioners shall, within six months from the ratification of this 
Convention, be appointed, one by the British Government in India, the other 
by the Chinese Resident in Tibet. The said Commissioners shall meet and 
discuss the questions which by the last three preceding Articles have been 
reserved. 

Article VIZI 

The present Convention shall be ratified, and the ratifications shall be exchanged 
in London as soon as possible after the date of the signature thereof. 

In  witness whereof the respective negotiators have signed the same and affixed 
thereunto the seals of their arms. 

Done in quadruplicate at Calcutta this seventeenth day of March in the 
year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and ninety, corresponding with 
the Chinese date the twenty-seventh day of the second moon of the sixteenth 
year of Kuang Hsu. 

Chinese seal and signature 

Note:  The Convention was  signed at Calcutta with no Tibetan refiresentative being either 
present or taking part in the negotiations. 
Inrtruments of ratijication were exchangrd in London, on August 27, 1890. 
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Regulations regarding Trade, Communication, and Pasturage to be appended to the 
Convention between Great Britain and China of March 17, 1890, relative to Sikkim 
and Tibet. 

Signed at  Darjeeling, December 5, 1893. 

1. A trade mart shall be established at  Yatung on the Tibetan side of the 
frontier, and shall be opened to all British subjects for purposes of trade from the 

1st day of May 1894. The Government of India shall be free to send officers 
to reside a t  Yatung to watch the conditions of British trade at  that mart. 
2. British subjects trading at  Yatung shall be at  liberty to travel freely to and 
fro between the frontier and Yatung, and to rent houses and godowns for their 
own accommodation, and the storage of their goods. The Chinese Government 
shall undertake that suitable buildings for the above purpose shall be provided 
for the officer or officers appointed by the Government of India under 
Regulation I to reside at  Yatung. British subjects shall be at  liberty to sell 
their goods to whomsoever they please, to purchase native commodities in kind 
or in money, to hire transport of any kind, and in general to conduct their 
business transactions in conformity with local usage, and without any vexatious 
restrictions. Such British subjects shall receive efficient protection for their 
persons and property. At Lang-jo and Ta-chun, between the frontier and 
Yatung, where rest-houses have been built by the Tibetan authorities, British 
subjects can break their journey in consideration of a daily rent. 
3. Import and export trade in the following articles: arms, ammunition, 
military stores, salt, liquors, and intoxicating or narcotic drugs, may, at  the 
option of either Government, be entirely prohibited, or permitted only on such 
conditions as either Government, on their own side, may think fit to impose. 
4. Goods, other than goods of the description enumerated in Regulation 3, 
entering Tibet from British India, across the Sikkim-Tibet frontier, or vice versa, 
whatever their origin, shall be exempt from duty for a period of five years, 
commencing from the date of the opening of Yatung to trade; but after the 
expiration of this term, if found desirable, a tariff may be mutually agreed upon 
and enforced. Indian tea may be imported into Tibet a t  a rate of duty not 
exceeding that at  which Chinese tea is imported into England, but trade in 
Indian tea shall not be engaged in during the five years for which other 
commodities are exempt. 
5. All goods on arrival at  Yatung, whether from British India or from Tibet, 
must be reported at the Customs Station there for examination, and the report 
must give full particulars of the description, quantity and value of the goods. 
6. In  the event of trade disputes arising between the British and Chinese or  
Tibetan subjects in Tibet, they shall be inquired into and settled in personal 
conrerence by the Political Officer for Sikkim and the Chinese Frontier Officer. 
The object of personal conference being to ascertain facts and do justice, where 
there is a divergence of views, the law of the country to which the defendant 
belongs shall guide. 
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7. Despatches from the Government of India to the Chinese Imperial Resident 
in Tibet shall be handed over by the Political Officer for Sikkim to the Chinese 
Frontier Officer, who will forward them by special courier. 

Despatches from the Chinese Imperial Resident in Tibet to the Government 
of India will be handed over by the Chinese Frontier Officer to the Political 
Officer for Sikkim, who will forward them as quickly as possible. 
8. Despatches between the Chinese and Indian officials must be treated with 
due respect, and couriers will be assisted in passing to and fro by the officers 
of each Government. 
9. After the expiration of one year from the date of opening of Yatung, such 
Tibetans as continue to graze their cattle in Sikkim will be subject to 
such Regulations as the British Government may from time to time enact for 
the general conduct of such grazing in Sikkim. Due notice will be given of 
such Regulations. 

General Articles 

1. In the event of disagreement between the Political Officer for Sikkim and 
the Chinese Frontier Officer, each official shall report the matter to his immediate 
superior, who in turn, if a settlement is not arrived at  between them, shall refer 
such matter to their respective Governments for disposal. 
2. After the lapse of five years from the date on which these Regulations shall 
come into force, and on six months notice given by either party, these Regulations 
shall be subject to revision by Commissioners appointed on both sides for this 
purpose, who shall be empowered to decide on and adopt such amendments 
and extensions as experience shall prove desirable. 
3. It having been stipulated that Joint Commissioners should be appointed 
by the British and Chinese Governments under Article VII of the Sikkim-Tibet 
Convention to meet and discuss, with a view to the final settlement of the questions 
reserved under Articles IV, V. and VI  of the said Convention; and the 
Commissioners thus appointed having met and discussed the questions referred 
to, namely trade, communication, and pasturage, have been further appointed 
to sign the Agreement in nine Regulations and three General Articles now 
arrived at, and to declare that the said nine Regulations and three General 
Articles form part of the Convention itself. 

In  witness whereof the respective Commissioners have hereto subscribed 
their names. 

Done in quadruplicate at Darjeeling, this 5th day of December, in the year 
1893, corresponding with the Chinese date, the 28th day of the 10th moon of 
the 19th year of Kuang Hsu. 

A.  W. PAUL, British Commissioner 

Ho CHANG-JUNG 
Chinese C o m m i s s i o m ~ ~  

JAMES H. HART 

Not+?: A Tibetan Minister was present at the negotiations in Darjeeling but took no 
active part nor did he sign the Regulations. 
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Convention between Great Britain and Tibet, signed at Lhasa on the 7th September, 1904. 

WHEREAS doubts and difficulties have arisen as to the meaning and validity 
of the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 1890, and the Trade Regulations of 1893 
and as to the liabilities of the Tibetan Government under these agreements; 
and whereas recent occurrences have tended towards a disturbance of the 
relations of friendship and good understanding which have existed between the 
British Government and the Government of Tibet; and whereas it is desirable 
to restore peace and amicable relations and to resolve and determine the doubts 
and difficulties as aforesaid, the said Governments have resolved to conclude a 
Convention with these objects and the following articles have been agreed upon 
by Colonel F. E. Younghusband, C.I.E., in virtue of full powers vested in him 
by His Britannic Majesty's Government and on behalf of that said Government 
and Lo Sang Gyal-Tsen, the Ga-den Ti-Rimpoche, and the representatives 
of the Council, of the three monasteries Se-ra, Dre-pung and Ga-den and of 
the ecclesiastical and lay officials of the National Assembly on behalf of the 
Government of Tibet. 

I. The  Government of Tibet engages to respect the Anglo-Chinese 
Convention of 1890 and to recognise the frontier between Sikkim and Tibet, 
as defined in Article I of the said Convention, and to erect boundary pillars 
accordingly. 

11. The Tibetan Government undertakes to open forthwith trade marts, 
to which all British and Tibetan subjects shall have free right of access at Gyantse 
and Gartok, as well as at  Yatung. 

The  Regulations applicable to the tradc-mart a t  Yatulig under the Anglo- 
Chinese Agreement of 1893, shall, subject to such amendments as may hereafter 
be agreed upon by common consent between the British and Tibetan 
Governments, apply to the marts above mentioned. 

In  addition to establishing t~ade-marts at the places mentioned, the Tibetan 
Government undertakes to place no restrictions on the trade by existing routes, 
and to consider the question of establishing fresh trade-marts under similar 
conditions, if necessary development of t ~ a d e  requires it .  

111. The question of the amenclmcnt of tlie Regulations of 1893 is reserved 
for separatc consideration and tlie Tibetan Govrrnmrnt undertakes to appoint 
fully ai~thorised delrgates to negotiatr wit11 representatives of the British Govern- 
ment as to the details of the amendments rcquired. 

IV. The Tibetan Government undertakes to keep thc roads to Gyantse and 
levy no durs of any kind othcr than tl~osc provided for in the tariff to be mutually 
agreed upon. 
V. T h r  Tibetan Governincnt untlc~.talirs to kerp thc roads to Gyantse and 

Gartok from the rrontier clear of all obstruction and in a state of repair suited 
to thr needs of the trade and to establisl~ at Yati~ng, Gyantse and Gartok and a t  
each of thr other trade-marts that niay herrafter be established a Tibetan agent 
who shall rrcrivr rrom the British Agcnt appointed to watch over British trade 
a t  the marts in question any Icttcr which the lattcr may desirr to send to the 
Tibetan or to thc Chinesc authoritirs. The Tibetan Agent shall also be 
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rtsponsible for the due delivery of such communications and for the transmission 
of replies. 

VI. As an indemnity to the British Government for the expense incurred 
in the despatch of armed troops to Lhasa, to exact reparation for breaches 
of treaty obligations, and for the insults offered to and attacks upon the British 
C:ommissioner and his following and escort, the Tibetan Government engages 
to pay a sum of pounds five hundred thousand - equivalent to rupees seventy- 
five lakhs-to the British Government. 

The  indemnity shall be payable a t  such place as the British Government 
may from time to time after due notice, indicate whether in Tibet or in the 
British districts of Darjeeling or Jalpaiguri in seventy-five annual instalments 
of rupees one lakh each on the 1st January in each year, beginning from the 
1st January, 1906. 

VII. As security for the payment of the above mentioned indemnity and 
for the fulfilment of the provisions relative to trade-marts specified in Articles I1 
111, IV and V the British Government shall continue to occupy the Chumbi 
Valley until the indemnity has been paid, and until the trade-marts have been 
effectively opened or three years, whichever date may be the later. 

VIII. The Tibetan Government agrees to raze all forts and fortifications 
and remove all armaments which might impede the course of free communication 
between the British frontier and the Towns of Gyantse and Lhasa. 
IX. The Government of Tibet engages that without the previous consent 

of the British Government- 

( a )  No portion of Tibetan territory shall be ceded, mortgaged or otherwise 
given for occupation to any foreign power; 

( b )  No such power shall be permitted to intervene in Tibetan affairs; 

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

( d )  No concessions for railways, roads and telegraphs, mining or other 
rights shall be granted to any Foreign Power or to the subject of any Foreign 
Power. I n  the event of consent to such concessions being granted similar 
or equivalent concessions shall be granted to the British Government; 

( e )  No Tibetan revenues, whether in kind or in cash, shall be pledged 
or assigned to any Foreign Power, or to the subject of any Foreign Power. 
X. In witness whereof the negotiators have signed the same, and affixed 

thereunto the seals of their arms. 
Done in quintuplicate a t  Lhasa this 7th day of September in the year of our 

Lord one thousand nine hundred and four, corresponding with the Tibetan 
date, the 27th day of the seventh month of the Wood Dragon year. 

Thibet Frontier Commission F .  E .  YOUNGHUSBAND, Colonel, Seal of the 
Seal of British Commissioner British Commissiorur Dalai Lama 

a@xed by the 
Ca-den T i -  
Rirnpoche 

Seal of Seal of Seal of Seal of Seal of 
Council Dre-pung Sera Ga-den National 

Monastery Monastery Monastery Assembly 



APPENDIXES 387 

I n  proceeding to the signature of the Convention, dated this day, the 
representatives of Great Britain and Thibet declare that the English text shall 
be binding. 

Thibet Frontier 
Commission 

F.  E.  YOUNGHUSBAND, Colonel, Seal of  the 
British Commissioner Dalai Lama 

a&xed by the 
Ca-den Ti- 
Riinpoche 

Seal of Seal of Seal of Seal of Seal of 
Council Dre-pung Sera Ga-den National 

Monastery Monastery Monastery Assembly 

AMPTHILL, 
Viceroy and Governor-General 
o f  India 

This Convention was ratified by the Viceroy and Governor-General of India 
in Council on the eleventh day of November, A. D. one thousand nine hundred 
and four. 

S. M. FRASER, 
Secretary to the Gouernmer2t of  India, 
Foreign Dtpartment 

Note: Here was the Jirst direct treaol between Grent Britain (acting for the Government 
of India) and Tibet. A s  has been noticed in the text, nlthouch thc Chinese Amban 
at  Lhasa was present at the ncgotiotior~s-hir role was indeed pivotal-he did not 
sign the Conventioti. 

Declaration signed by H i s  Excellcrly tile C'iceroy and Governor-Gerleral of  India and 
alpended to the ratiJied Convention of  Se/)tenrber 7, 1904. 

HIS EXCELLENCY thc Viceroy ancl Governor-General of India having ratified 
the Convrntion which was concluded at  Lhasa on 7th November 1901 by 
Colonel Younghusband, C:.I.E., 13ritish Commissioner, Tibct Frontier Matters, 
on behalf of His Britannic Majestv's Government; and by Lo-sang Gyal-Tsen, 
the Ga-tlcn Ti-Rimpoche, and thc rtpresrntatives OC the C:ounril, of the three 
monasteries, Scra, Drc-pung ancl Ga-den, and or the ecclesia~tical and lay 
officials of the National Assembly on brhalf of Tibct, is  leased to direct as a n  
act of gr;~c.e that the sum of n1onc.y which the Tihctnn Governnlcnt have bound 
themselves under the terms of .\rticlc \'I oC the said Convention to pay to His 
Ma.jestyas Covernmcnt as an indrmnity Fur the espenscs incurred by the latter 
in connection with the clrspatch of .lrrnrd forces to Lhasa, be reduced from 
Rs. 75,00,000 to Rs. 2.1,,00,000; :lntl t o  clrclnrc. that the B~itish occupation of 
the Chuml~i Valley shall ccasc nl'tcr tllr tluc I~.~vrnrl-rt of tllrcc annl~al  instalments 
of the saicl inclcmnity as fixecl by the s.lid Articlr, provicled, however, that the 
tradr marts as stipulated in Article 11 of the Convcntion shall have been 
effcctivcly opcnetl for three years as providcd in Article VI  or the Convention; 
and  that, in the mcantimc, the Tibctans shall have faithfully complied with the 
terms of thr said Convcntion in all other respccts. 

AMPTHILL, 
Vic~rcys and Co~mernor-General of India 
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This declaration was signed by the Viceroy and Governor-General of India 
in Council at Simla on the eleventh day of November, A.D. one thousand nine 
hundred and four. 

S .  hi. FRASER,  
Secretary to the Government of  India, 
Foreign Department 
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'Separate Agreement' regarding the Qlant.re Trade Agent. 

THE GOVERNMENT of Tibet agrees to permit the British Agent, who will reside 
a t  Gyantse to watch the conditions of British trade, to visit Lhasa, when it is 
necessary to consult with the high Chinese and Tibetan officials on such 
commercial matters of importance as he has found impossible to settle a t  Gyantse 
by correspondence or by personal conference with the Tibetan Agent. 

Sealed and signed at  Lhasa the 7th September 1904, corresponding with 
the Tibetan date, the 27th day of the 7th month of the Wood Dragon year. 

F. YOUNGHUSDAND, Colonel, 
British C;onzmissioner. 

Seal of Dalai Lama afixed by the Ti-Rimpoche 
Seal of the Council 
Seal of the Drc-pung Monastery 
Seal of the Sera Monastery 
Seal of the Ga-den Monastery 
Seal of thc Tsong du (National Assembly) 

J V O ~  : H A G  disallowed the 'Se])arate ilgr eement ' as being 'unnecessay and inconsis- 
tent' with the princille on which their policy had been based. Lord Ampthill, 
thereu/)on, declared it to be invalid and ignored it while ratf i ing the Con~netition. 
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Private Gyantse, May 5 - 04 

Dear Lord Ampthill, 
I am most grateful to Y. E. for your kind and encouraging telegram which 

reached me yesterday evening. I think after the attack on us this morning 
Hhl's Government must see that the necessity for going to Lhasa has now been 
proved beyond all doubt. I had hoped on our arrival here that there was 
still a chance of effecting a settlement. But evidently when the Lhasa Govt. 
saw that we were not going on to Lhasa and that Macdonald with the guns and 
part of the force had returned to Chumbi they perked up again; and for the 
last week I have seen signs that they meant more mischief. Orders had been 
sent from Lhasa to collect together all the soldiers about here and a representative 
from the Ga-den Monastery a t  Lhasa had come round to incite the people. 
We shall never make a settlement therefore till we have got a t  the Lhasa people 
themselves. They are at the root of all the mischief and it is them we must 
bring to book. 

Nor do I think we ought to let off the Chinese. If they pose as the suzerains 
of Tibet they should have kept these Tibetans in order and the very least we 
might have expected of them is that they should have given us warning this 
morning of the attack. There is a General Ma here who is by way of being 
a representative of the Amban and he should have sent word over to me. 

The Tibetans this morning certainly showed a kind of stolid courage, founded 
mainly I think on the belief that the magic the Lamas exercise will save them 
from our bullets: and fortified also by a dread of what will happen to them 
and their families if they do not obey their leaders' orders. One man stood 
by a tree not twenty yards from our wall with his arms folded quietly looking on 
and was of course shot down. Many others were almost as stolid. But they 
have no real leaders and no fighting instinct and no military aptitude. In  
fact they are always showing themselves most inept and instead of attacking us 
while it was dark waited till day had broken. We were then woken by a wild 
boo-ing and firing. But most of the shots missed even the house. 

I expect they will make another attack tonight but our position is quite 
impregnable, and the poor beggars have not a chance. Of course now that 
they have deliberately attacked us our blood is up and we are not so sorry for 
them as we were. Still there is something very pitiful in seeing these poor 
peasants who have really no other wish than to be allowed to plough their fields 
in peace being mown down by our merciless magazine rifles. I t  makes me all 
the more determined to smash those selfish, filthy, lecherous Lamas who arc 
bringing all this trouble upon their country for their own ends. Two things 
strike me up  here, one the impassiveness of the people generally and their 
keenness to trade with us: and the other the intense hostility of the Lhasa monks 
and especially of the Dalai Lama. If then we smash the Lama's power our 
way will I think be clear. 

While I am writing I have received the telegram dt. May 2nd from Foreign 
(office) saying the London F.O. had asked the Chinese Govt. to tell the Dalai 
Lama through the Amban that we had no desire to remain in Tibet and were 
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prepared to withdraw the Mission as soon as our settlement was made. I wish 
i t  were possible to consult me before such messages are sent for it is that class of 
message which makes the work of local officers so very difficult. The more we 
talk about withdrawing to such ignorant people as the Dalai Lama and his 
advisers and the more obstinate they remain. I should have thought Ld. 
Lansdowne with his experience out here wd. have appreciated that fact. I think 
i t  is the withdrawal of Macdonald (unavoidable of course) which has made the 
Lhasa Govt. revive their resistance as they have lately done and however much 
H. M. Govt, intend to withdraw I think they would be wise not to mention 
the fact more than necessary. I tried with all my resources by reason and 
persuasion and speaking mildly to the Tibetans to make a settlement: but once 
they have definitely entered into a quarrel I think it is wiser to shove soft words 
aside and stiffen ourselves a bit. 

With many thanks to Your Excellency for your encouraging words, 
Believe me 

Yours truly, 
F.E.Y. (FRANCIS EDWARD YOUNGHUSBAND) 
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Privnte 

Lt. Colonel F .  E. Younghusband, C.I.E. 

Viceregal Lodge 
Simla 

I 1  July 1904 

Dear Colonel Younghusband, 
I hope that you are glad that I did not allow you to resign when for the 

second time you expressed your desire to do so. However things may seem to 
you, to US they seem more hopeful just a t  present and I for one a m  convinced 
that you will bring this business to a satisfactory conclusion. I should like to 
remind you by way of a friendly hint that on-lookers see most of the game and 
this maxim is no less applicable to the large game of politics than to the more 
limited fields of athletic contests. At present both the Government and the 
general public regard you with a favourable eye; you are getting full credit for 
all that yo11 have hitherto done and if you achieve only that which we ask of 
you there will be general satisfaction even though the result may fall far short 
of your own personal desires. The  relief of mind to the Government and to 
the general public to see this Tibetan business a t  an  end will be so great that 
there will be but little criticism of the actual results, and the man who achieves 
this much-clesired object will be hailed with ample gratitude and satisfaction. 
I t  would be a thousand pities if you were to throw away this chance of personal 
distinction for want of a little more patience and a little less impatience of the 
views of those who have to regard the Tibet Mission as only one of the thousand 
anxious concerns of the Empire. 

I t  is evident from the tone of your recent telegrams that you are dissatisfied 
and disappointed at  the terms of settlement laid down by the Home Government. 
You do not think that you are being allowed to ask enough and you consider 
that all this trouble, toil, anxiety and expenditure ought to result in more 
subtantial gains. I may be wrong in my impression but it seems to me that a 
great part of your dissatisfaction is due to your belief that the Govt. of India 
share your views but are being checked and repressed by the Home Government. 
Now if this is your belief it may be of use to you to know that you are mistaken. 
My Colleagues and I are quite well satisfied with the terms of settlement laid 
down by the Home Government; we have come to the conclusion that the 
establishment of a political Resident a t  Lhasa is unnecessary for our purposes, 
that it would be a most undesirable addition to your responsibilities and that 
we can attain our objects just as well by the posting of a commercial Agent a t  
Gyantse and a t  any other marts which may be established. 

Annexation or a Protectorate as I have explained to you are out of the 
question in view of the pledges of His Majesty's Government hut we should not 
in any circumstances desire them; our burdens and responsibilities on our 
frontier are already sufficiently great. Now if you read the terms with due 
appreciation of the latitude with which they can be interpreted you will see that 
we have got practically everything which we wanted and that within the main 
principles which have been so emphatically laid down from the beginning there 
is little else that we could ask for. My opinion is that Gyantse is 
better suited to be the commercial centre of Tibet than Lhasa and that once a 
flourishing trade is established there other influences will be focussed in the 
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place. When that is done Lhasa would become a purely religious centre and  
could be left to the sensual monks who111 you SO much dctest. This is of course 
only an  idea of distant future ponsibilities, but the l3rahmaputra scems to me to 
form a natural boundary betwecn the part of Tibet with which we ivish to deal 
a n d  the more negligible northern part of the country. I should be glad to 
know what you think of this view of the case. I liave told you officially \\.Ily 
I think it essential that the Mission should go to Lhasa ~ t i t hou t  delay and I may 
inform you that not only do my Colleagues unhesitatingly agree with me in 
this opinion but the jvholr Consensus of responsible public opinion takes the 
same view. 

I have also told you why it is i~npossible to make arrangements for you to stay 
a t  Lhasa throughout the winter nncl I hope you will come round to our opinion 
that this is unnecessary. Once \ve have demonstrated our power of going to 
Lhasa if and when we choose and thus prevented ally Suture misconception, 
the  threat of returning ought to b r  sufficient, and if w f r  are eventually to treat 
Gyantse as the centre of our influence the sooner \ye bcgin to do so the better. 

Now a few words in reply to your lctter of the 24th June for which many 
thanks. I can assure you that His Rlajesty's Government have not thought 
lightly of the attacks on the Mission and the person of their representative; 
but would you aftcr mature reflection desire to inflict heavier punishment on 
these unhappy and misguided people than they have already siiffered? You 
have told us yourself that they are betwecn the devil and the cieep sen and that 
they only took to fighting us because they feared worse things a t  the hands of 
their own leaders. All that you have said from time to time justifies us in the 
belief that when a settlement has been made the Tibetans will beconle our very 
good friends. Would you desire anything to be done which would destroy 
that possibility and leave an  enduring bitternrss? And aftcr all there is such 
a thing as magnanimity on the part of a great Empire towards a small and half- 
civilised nation. Do think oT the matter from this point of view. 

You refer very naturally to your prolonged absence from Rirs. Youngl~usband 
and your little daughter and this is a matter in which I can sympathize with 
J O U  most stro1lg1y ancl sincerely. I hope that the separation \\rill not be for 
much longcr and that the circumstances of your return will in some measure 
~ n a k c  u p  for all the l~ardsllips of the long abscncc. 

I hear that Mrs. Younghusband is coming to Simla and Lady Ampthill and 
I 111uch look forward to the pl(-asure of n ~ a k i l ~ g  her acquaintance. 

l3elievc me 

Yours sincerely 
.\JIPTHILL 
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Private Walmer Castle 
Kent 

Jub 13, 1904 
My dear Younghusband, 

I sent you a brief telegram of congratulation on the brilliant capture of the 
Gyantse Jong. You are now on your way to Lhasa and will, I devoutly hope, 
be permitted to arrive there. 

The policy which you advocate is in my opinion theoretically the right one 
and it is quite likely that we may be forced to adopt more of it than the Cabinet 
a t  present contemplate or desire. 

But before I came back to England - indeed while I was on the sea - Lord 
Lansdowne had gone and committed himself to a series of pledges to Russia 
(in my judgement unwise and uncalled for)-pledges against to get Russia's 
consent to the new financial arrangements in Egypt. I have accordingly been 
very much handicapped in the struggle that I have been waging. All that 
H.M.G. as a whole know or care about Tibet is that is a nuisance and an  expense : 
and all that they want to do is to get out of it in any way that does not involve 
positive humiliation. This is the not unnatural attitude of an administration 
never strong and now tottering to its fall. 

I have fought hard to get them to consider 

( a )  the possibility of a longer stay at Lhasa; 
( 6 )  the necessity of an agent in Tibet; 
(c) the necessity of retaining the Chumbi Valley. 

The Indian military authorities have pretty well killed the first. I have only 
so far succeeded in the second as to get the Govt. to agree to our right to put 
agents wherever we have marts, on the lines of the Trade Regulations of 1893. 
I have also got them to agree tentatively to the 3rd. I am now working to secure 
a modification or rather expansion of the orders of the telegram of July 6, which 
was sent off without ever being shown to me. I have been somewhat handicapped 
by my illness: since I have scarcely been out of bed for a month: and have had 
to do everything except one interview with the Cabinet, by correspondence. 

There is no use in yielding to despondency or in resigning. If you have 
cause to feel it much more have I. What we have got to do is to make as good 
a n  agreement as we can in the circs, to point out clearly to those in authority 
the responsibility that they incur in overruling us, but as far as possible to keep 
them straight. 

When you get to Lhasa or while you are there please be very carcful to stop 
any pillaging of the temples or monasteries. Any other country would strip 
them bare. But let us set an example as at Peking. Of course enormously 
important discoveries may be made in respect of manuscripts. But let there 
be no burning or wanton destruction. 

I need hardly tell you that this letter is written in the strictest confidence. 
I hope to be back in India in October. 

Yours sincerely, 
CURZON 
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St. James's Lodge 
Delahay Street 

Westmiruler 
Dearest Francisco, 

I send you a few words. Today I have had a long talk with Brodrick urging 
your (and George's) views, but they cling to Kitchener who says that 
the  'whole transport of India' couldn't store and keep you for the winter, 
which seems to me nonsense. They funk two things, the electorate, and a 
war with Russia, which, as a matter of immediate fact, might come a t  any 
moment: chiefly as a save-face for Russia. I argue that to have taken so much 
time and money and then to bolt in a month would to the Asiatic (and perhaps 
to  the European also) imply defeat. Nothing is settled yet. God bless you. 
I wish I were with you. If you want to wire to me wire "Esteeming" London 
and I shall get it, and use Christian names for Ministers and authorities. 

Yours ever 
HARRY CUST 

JVote: Addendum to the above letter in 2'ounghusband's writing: 
This must have been written before the treaty was signed at Lhasa+robably while 
I was on the way up and while I was depressed by the idea that I would be 
allowed only a few weeks at Lhasa within which to negotiate the Treaty as the 
Military authorities did not want all the Transport mules-about 5,000-kept 
locked up in Tibet on the line of communications. 
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Pricate and Confidential The Standard Editorial Ofices 
103, 104 and 105, Shoe Lane. 
Fleet Street, London E.C. 
27th January 1905 

Colonel Sir F. E. Younghusband, K.C.I.E. 

My dear Sir, 
Our  mutual friend, Colonel Frank Rhodes, took you a message some time 

ago from me to the effect that there was a possibility of your conduct of the 
Tibet Treaty being called into question. Being convinced that your work in 
Tibet has been for the good of the Empire I feel that a n  opportunity should 
be given you of knowing what is being done by those in authority in regard to the 
question of the Treaty which you concluded. I should be obliged if you would 
treat this letter as purely confidential. I write to you as a friend of Frank 
Rhodes and I feel sure that you will respect the confidence. 

Tonight I have received the follotving letter from Mr. Brodrick. It is in 
circular form and most likely has been sent to every Editor with whom 
Mr.  Brodrick is personally acquainted. H e  says: 'I a m  sending you early 
'tomorrow the Blue Book on Tibet. I t  is, as the notice accompanying it shows, 
'not to be published till XIonday, and will not be sent to any of the Sunday 
'papers or news associations until Sunday afternoon. 

'It may be useful to you to know that the important and governing 
'despatches are those of the 5th August, 3rd October, 7th November, and the 
'final despatch of the 2nd Decenlber. From these you will sec that the policy 
'of the Government h3s bcrn the same throughout. Their desire has been to 
' 'sterilise' Tibet in order to keep out foreign powers, but not to attempt an 
'occupation of the country, or the maintenance of a Rcsidcnt, which might 
'prove at  any inconvenient moment n heavy strain on our resources. This view, 
'although repeatedly pressed upon the Indian Government lrom the beginning 
'of 1903, and laid down formally in the telegram of the 6th November, 1903, 
'did not prevent our representative pursuing n somewhat morc adventurouq 
'policy, and it was therefore impossible for us to ratify thc convention he had 
'obtained in it5 entirety. Trusttvorthy eviclc~~rc has since reachcd us that 
'the points in the C:on\-entinn, which werc n~otlilicd by the Government, were 
'those which were the most strongly resented by the Tibetans, and which would 
'havr certainly Icd to troublc. 

'These remarlis, of course, arc only for your conficlcnti.11 guidance in dealing 
with the Bll~r  Book.' 

If you will rc~ncmbrr I askccl C:oloncl Rhotlcs to warn you that such a step 
as this was likely to be takcrl by thosc. in authority ant1 I ncccl scarcely tell you 
that if you care to take all): ac t~on I am a t  your disposal. 

Yours very truly, 
H. A. GWYNNE 



APPENDIX X 

Text of Extracts from Lt. (later Lt. Col.) A. L. Hadow's Diary 

a. Tuesday, July 5th, 1904 
Armistice ended at 12 noon. At 1-45 p.m. guns fired a few shots at Jong 
and I did the same. Orders for assault tomorrow. 

b. Wednesday, July 6th, 1904 Capture , of Jong 
Attack began at 3-45 a.m. I had one gun at G (Gurkha?) House. Assault 
of Jong took place about 4-30 p.m. Gurkhas did magnificently. Our 
casualties Gordon killed Officers wounded (?)  sepoys killed(?) wounded(?). 

c. Thursday, July 7th, 1904 
In morning went over to Jong with Col. Y (Younghusband) and took 
Smith. Walked round most of it. Terrible effect of shell-fire. Then went 
down to Gompa. Rode in with O'Connor. Went through 3 upper buildings 
and then was turned out. 

d. Wednesday, August 3rd, 1904 
Marched about 6 miles and camped near Lhasa. Went out fishing 
and caught a few. V. nice having reached the end of our journey at last. 
Heavy rains at night, Amban came in afternoon. 

e. Monday, September 5th, 1904 
In morning went with a party to visit Lhasa and went right into the town. 
Not very much to see. 
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