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The Library of Tibetan Works and Archives is pleased to publish 
Russia's Tibet File: the unknown pages in the history of Tibet's indepen- 
dence by Russian historian and author Dr. Kuleshov, who offers a 
scholarly and insightful glimpse behind the scenes of the political 
life of Central Asia in the early 20th century. Dr. Kuleshov presents 
us with new evidence on the involvement of the Russian, British 
Indian and Chinese governments in the affairs of Tibet. 

The relationships between the pivotal figures of the period and 
place-His Holiness the 13th Dalai Lama, Agvan Dorjiev, Lord 
Nathaniel Curzon and Sir Francis Younghusband-are explored 
and given new significance. Basing his work on an analysis of Rus- 
sian, Indian and British archival material in addition to Chinese 
reference sources, Dr. Kuleshov has produced a thought-provok- 
ing and challenging new interpretation of the events often described 
previously in works on Tibetan political history. 

We trust that readers will find some new materials of interest 
in this book and realise its full worth as an independent historical 
study of the overlapping worlds of Tibet, Russia, British India and 
China. 

Gyatsho Tshering 
Direct or, LTWA 

August 1996 



His Holiness the 13th Dalai Lama of Tibd 



Around 100 years ago, international relations in central Asia be- 
came the object of close attention by the world press. Public and 
scientific literature on this issue began to appear during this pe- 
riod; in the present time, that literature and the historical facts it 
contains are being re-examined. 

New conceptions of t h s  subject have been forwarded by h s  
author in papers presented in England, India and Japan, at inter- 
national conferences of orientalists, and in public discussion at the 
Royal Academy of the Arts (London, 1992); they were also the ba- 
sis of discussions between His Holiness the XIV Dalai Lama and 
myself when His Holiness visited Moscow in 1991. Further to His 
Holiness' approval, Tibetans have sponsored the translation of this 
manuscript into English for publication. 

Russia's Tibet File: the unknown pages in the history of Tibet's inde- 
pendence is a simplified and condensed version of my detailed 
monograph Rossia i Tibet (Russia and Tibet), published in Russian in 
1992. 

I hope that this condensed work in the English language will 
be of value to many readers, and that the combination of docu- 
mentation from the Russian Foreign Policy Archves and my own 
logical interpretation of events will provide a persuasive thesis. 

I am grateful to my colleagues who have corrected the English 
text, and primarily to Dr. Alexander Berzin and Mr. John Bray who 
not only edited the manuscript but also overcame some of its short- 
comings in the final preparation stages of publication. 

DR. N.S. KULESHOV 
Moscow, March 1996 





With the collapse of the totalizing Leninist regime in Russia, the 
secretly-guarded national archives of the Soviet and Tsarist peri- 
ods were declared open to the public. This marked not only a mile- 
srone in the quest for human freedom; it also proved to be a great 
boon for scholars, who had been denied access to such official docu- 
ments for the past 75 years. 

Dr. Nikolai Kuleshov celebrates his new-found academic free- 
dom and full access to the Russian Foreign Policy Archives by de- 
b u n h g  the 'Great Game' myths. Although one might not entirely 
agree with the retrospective determinism by which the author goes 
on to prove his 'thesis', especially in the Introduction, there is no 
question that the materials he has unearthed from the Russian For- 
eign Policy Archives constitute a timely and significant contribu- 
tion to our understanding of the Russian dimension of the 'Great 
Game' in Inner Asia at the turn of the century. For too long British 
views and their variations on the subject have dominated the field, 
mainly because serious scholars (from Alastair Lamb to Parshotam 
Mehra) did not have access to the Russian records, and worked 
primarily on the British archival sources. 

Now, with the publication of this well-researched monograph, 
we have no excuse in not understanding the Russian side of the 
'Great Game' that allegedly provoked Lord Curzon's forward 
policy. Dr. Kuleshov's findings throw new light on Imperial Russia's 
disguised diplomatic activities in and around Tibet, as well as on 
Agvan Do jiev's complex motives and intriguing roles. The book 
also sheds considerable light on the XI11 Dalai Lama's lonely 
struggle for Tibet's freedom. It is interesting to note that his decla- 
ration of Tibet's independence in 1912 and the subsequent Tibet- 
Mongolian Treaty (1913) in which Do jiev played a crucial role, are 
well reflected in the Russian archival materials used by our author. 

These findings, however, are supposedly side benefits to the 
academic community, according to the author's intentions. Dr. 
Kuleshov has a declared 'thesis' to 'prove': that Tsarist Russia never 
entertained expansionist designs on Tibet; that Agvan Do jiev was 
more an agent of the XI11 Dalai Lama to the Tsar than a Russian spy 
in Tibet; and that Lord Curzon's fear of a Russian threat to the Ln- 
dian empire via Tibet was a case of monumental misperceptions. 



Seen from such a perspective, Imperial Russia's keen interest 
in and disguised involvement with Tibet at the turn of the century 
were supposedly for the sake of Buryat Buddhists, who followed 
Tibetan Buddhism and were loyal to the Dalai Lama. This might 
have been a reinforcing factor but probably not a critical variable, 
as far as the Tsarist state was concerned, it seems. 

Indeed, the bulk of evidence presented in this monograph as a 
whole suggests that Imperial Russia's interest in Tibet went be- 
yond Buryats. It is true that, as a diplomatic practice, Russian state 
officials always maintained that Russia did not have any direct fron- 
tier or military interests in Tibet which seems to be true. But that 
does not mean Imperial Russia had no strategic interest in Tibet. 
Russian officials invariably couched their strategic interest in terms 
of what they called 'moral interests', by which they meant their 
concern for their Buryat subjects' religious sentiments. 

It appears that the imperial powers involved in the 'Great 
Game' justified their involvement in the strategic rivalry over 
power-vacuum areas such as Tibet by their 'legitimate interest' 
claims in the area concerned. Thus, British India did so by its geo- 
graphical proximity to Tibet; and Tsarist Russia through its Buryat 
connection. Russia's strategic interest in Tibet becomes clear when 
we look at an old map of Asia: Tibet was the meeting-point of three 
rival empires; and because it was a near power-vacuum region, 
Tibet's geostrategic location easily induced strategic rivalry among 
the neighboring powers for competitive strategic advantages. 

On the surface and in comparison with the strategic interests 
of China and India in Tibet, those of Russia appear a little remote. 
However, we must keep in mind the following factors in order to 
appreciate Imperial Russia's security concerns in Inner Asia: after 
the conquest of Islamic Central Asia in the 19th century, the Rus- 
sian empire touched borders close to Tibet. More specifically, 
Russia's strategic interest in Tibet is, indirectly but effectively, con- 
nected with Russian concerns for the stability of their Ruryat 
(lamaist) citizens and with their continued strategic interest in 
Mongolia. And the Dalai Lama was (and continues to be) a crucial 
key to Buddhist Central Asia. This is not a new argument; long ago 
Agvan Do jiev eloquently presented Tibet's case before the Tsar, 
arguing along similar lines, as this monograph shows. In short, Ti- 
bet at the turn of the century represented (and still does?) a classic 
security dilemma: the domination of h e r  Asia by one neighbor- 
ing power, creating insecurity for two other neighboring powers. 



How else can we understand such weighty state behavior and 
action that Imperial Russia revealed in relation to Tibet? Agvan 
Do rjiev enjoyed full access to the Russian Foreign Ministry. Rus- 
sian Ambassador Benckendorff in London negotiated with his Brit- 
ish counterpart for three months in preparation for the 1907Anglo- 
Russian Convention on Tibet (that partly resolved the security di- 
lemma through neutralization for 43 years). Russia opened a con- 
sulate in Calcutta, the main function of which seemed to have been 
to watch closely British India's moves towards Tibet. And at the 
time of the tripartite Sirnla Agreement (1913-14)' Russian Council 
General Nabokov showed his presence in Simla. All these rich de- 
tails are presented by Dr. Kuleshov in his book, citing from Rus- 
sian Foreign Policy Archival records in Moscow. 

This is not only a rich Russian contribution, in the post-Soviet 
era, to the complex history and intriguing politics of early 20th 
century Tibet; it is also love's labor. The author's admiration for 
mtsan-nyid mkhanpo Agvan Do rjiev's untiring diplomatic efforts 
to save the epicentre of his (Do rjiev's) faith from external encroach- 
ments is reflected in Nikolai Kuleshov's determination to rehabili- 
tate the Buryat lama as a major actor in Inner Asian history, and 
not asRussian spy. The author's sympathetic concern for Russia's 
Buryat Buddhist minority and respect for the present Dalai Lama 
(whom he met in 1991) reveal his Mahayana motivations to under- 
take the translation of his Rossia i Tibet i n t ~  English. 

Dr. Nikolai Kuleshov believes his rigorous re-examination of 
the past has certain relevance to the present status of Tibet. He writes 
that the present Tibetan fate "offends the highest human values-- 
personal liberty and the right of nations to self-determination." He 
argues that like in the former Soviet Union, "the problem of na- 
tionalities was solved in China not on the basis of free expression 
of the people's will, but by means of force." He pleads for self- 
determination in the case of Tibet. He also sees another "immedi- 
ate bond between the past and the present-between the Simla 
Conference and the McMahon Line on one hand, and the present 
Sino-Indian border/territorial dispute on the other." Dr. Nikolai 
Kuleshov appeals to the Government of India to recognize the le- 
gality of Tibet's independence in order to defend the legality of the 
McMahon Line. 



Lord George Nathaniel Curzon 



The first 15 years of the 20th century were a particularly hipor- 
tant-perhaps the most important-period in the history of Tibet 
and the neighboring states. However, international scholarship, in 
Russia and China as well as in the West, has tended to suffer from 
two main failings when discussing this period. Firstly, most au- 
thors have underestimated Tibet's capacity to decide i ts own fate, 
and secondly they have depicted Russia as an aggressor against 
Tibet. The present study, which is based on an analysis of Russian, 
Indian and British archives as well as Chinese sources, challenges 
this version of history. 

A rigorous examination of this period is particularly impor- 
tant because of the present condition of Tibet which has been in- 
corporated into the Chinese state, while the Palai Lama has led a 
substantial number of his fellow Tibetans into exile. Their fate of- 
fends the highest human values-personal liberty and the right of 
nations to self-determination. 

The forces which led to Tibet's present situation were set in 
motion as a result of the Chinese/Tibetan armed conflict at the 
beginning of the 20th century. This confict was itself a consequence 
of a series of events initiated by two key actors: Agvan Do rjiev, a 
Buryat of Russian nationality who served as one of the 13th Dalai 
Lama's advisers in the late 19th and early 20th centuries; and Lord 
Curzon, the British viceroy of India. At the time observers natu- 
rally interpreted the collision of 'Do rjiev versus Curzon' in the light 
of the preconceptions and prejudices of contemporary politics. 
Those politics now belong to the past, but they still influence analy- 
sis by present-day scholars. It is time for an impartial re-assess- 
ment. 

This study follows the principle that "the aim of scholarshp is 
truth: the aim of politics is advantage". At the beginning of the 
20th century it was natural for political analysis of Tibet to try to 
prove the correctness of a particular state's foreign policy. The re- 
sult has been the creation of a number of stereotypes which do not 
correspond to historical truth. Partly as a result, Lord Curzon has 
been treated in detail in a number of publications while Agvan 
Do rjiev has been virtually consigned to oblivion.' He is rarely men- 
tioned today and, when he is discussed, his image is often distorted. 



Before discussing the role of individuals, it is important to review 
some broader themes in the history of Tibet. The critical point is 
that most historical analysis has tended to assign to Tibet a purely 
subordinate role, as though it were scarcely capable of influencing 
its own fate independently. For example, T. Grunfeld's The Making 
of Modem Tibet (London, 1987) views Tibet as an object of manipu- 
lation by foreign states: one chapter in the book is entitled "Tibet as 
a pawn". The source of such misconceptions can be found in the 
early 20th century when Tibet first became prominent on the wider 
international scene, and the Great Powers were obliged to formu- 
late their policies towards it. 

In 1901 Lord George Hamilton, the British secretary of state 
for India, wrote to Lord Curzon that Tibet was only an insignifi- 
cant pawn on the political chessboard but that knights, bishops 
and castles might all be involved in trying to take it.2 This meta- 
phor has become a standard expression in historical analysis of 
Tibet. For example, Grunfeld asserts that at the beginning of the 
20th century Tibet was a pawn in the Anglo-Russian struggle for 
world s~premacy.~ 

The thesis that British India and Russia competed for control 
of Tibet is erroneous. It is undeniable that Anglo-Russian rivalry 
was a leitmotifof 19th century politics, especially during the Crimean 
war in the 1850s when the British captured the city of Sebastapol, 
blockaded the Baltic Sea and bombed the Solovetsky monastery. 
There was fierce competition between the two powers in Asia as 
well, although it never took the form of armed conflict. However, 
Anglo-Russian rivalry is far from being the 'key' to unlock all his- 
torical puzzles-least of all the Tibetan question. 

The traditional version of this thesis states that Russia and Brit- 
ain had been competing for more than a century They concentrated 
their efforts on the seizure of new lands in Asia and established 
their control through colonization or other forms of influence. By 
the beginning of the 20th century the interests of the two powers 
had begun to clash in Tibet. According to this version, England 
was obliged to protect India from the acquisitive gaze of Russian 
generals who supposedly aimed to capture Tibet before expand- 
ing into India. The literature on this subject is enormous. One bib- 
liography, wluch confines itself to works in Western European lan- 
guages appearing before the mid-1970s, cites more than 700 books 
and articles with a direct bearing on the subject.' 



However, the archives of the Russian foreign ministry show 
that Russia did not aspire to Tibet and did its utmost to avoid be- 
coming caught up in Tibetan affairs even though Lhasa's represen- 
tatives tried for many years to involve St Petersburg in their 
country's problems. There is not a single document which provides 
evidence of Russian interest in Tibet from an economic, military or 
diplomatic point of view. 

It is mistakenly thought that Curzon's Tibet policy was mflu- 
enced by the memory of Anglo-Russian rivalry in Asia during the 
19th century. The memory of past rivalries may have helped per- 
suade Curzon's colleagues and superiors to accept his arguments. 
Even so, the fact that the British Cabinet mistrusted Curzon's wam- 
ings of an impending Russian invasion of Tibet shows that the theme 
of Anglo-Russian rivalry already belonged more and more to the 
past. Both Britain and Russia were becoming more inched towards 
mutual entente. 

Meanwhile, the Tibetans had already begun to demonstrate 
their independence before the beginning of the 20th century. The 
British and Clunese governments negotiated the 1890 Anglo-Ch- 
nese convention and the 1893 Trade Regulations without involv- 
ing the Tibetans. Precisely for this reason the Tibetans destroyed 
the boundary posts which had been established on the border be- 
tween Sikkim and Tibet in accordance with the 1890 convention. 

Similarly, the published statistical data show that neither the 
1890 nor the 1908 agreement sipficantly changed the volume of 
the cross-border trade between India and Tibet. At the beginning 
of the 20th century senior Indian government figures attached little 
value to the Indian/Tibetan trade and from their point of view the 
agreements were at best a declaration of intent. The 1908 agree- 
ment was in effect imposed upon the Tibetans and in the years 
immediately following it the volume of trade fell by half. It re- 
mained at this level until 1913 when it again increased. In part this 
reflected the fact that Tibet had achieved independence, and it 
signed the 1914 Trade Regulations on its own account, without the 
participation of the Chinese. 

AGVAN DORJIEV-THE RUSSIAN /TIBETAN DIPLOMAT 

Russian historians writing in the 1920s correctly linked Tibet's 
struggle for independence with the name of Agvan Do jiev (1854- 
1938). Khambo Agvan Do rjiev, a Russian Buryat, was both a Bud- 
dhist scholar and a statesman. He began his study of Buddhist 



philosophy when he was '4 and his successful studies attractedt 
the attention of high-ranking Buddhists. They recommended that 
he pursue his studies and with this in mind he set out first to Urga 
(now known as Ulan Bator) in Mongolia and then to Lhasa-trav- 
elling on foot because there was no other means of transport. In 
1880, at the age of 26, Dorjiev found himself in Lhasa. He rose in 
seniority and acquired a favorable reputation among the country's 
rulers through hard study combined with his natural ability. 

Despite Do rjiev's Russian citizenship, his scholarship and natu- 
ral intelligence resulted in his appointment as the philosophy tu- 
tor of the young Thubten Gyatso, the 13th Dalai Lama. Dorjiev 
became very close to his pupil, who was 22 years younger. During 
the previous century almost all the Dalai Lamas had died mysteri- 
ously, either shortly before or shortly after taking over the reins of 
goverrunent, thus leaving power in the hands of the regents. Do rjiev 
did his utmost to preserve the life of the 13th Dalai Lama, who was 
the first for several generations to survive into adulthood. Once 
the Dalai Lama assumed control of the government, Dorjiev be- 
came one of his key political advisers. 

The Russian central government permitted Buryatia a high 
degree of autonomy, particularly in religious affairs. For Do rjiev 
Russia was a powerful state which could give Tibet reliable protec- 
tion combined with independence. He undoubtedly implanted 
these ideas in his pupil, and they must have influenced the latter's 
yearning for complete independence from China. 

Although Do rjiev was a foreigner, he faithfully and devotedly 
served Tibet as a statesman for many years, and during this period 
Tibetans demonstrated their determination to defend their coun- 
try from outside encroachments. Nevertheless, he is usually pre- 
sented as a spy, an agent or at best as an intermediary between the 
Dalai Lama and the Tsar. It is suggested that he was a source of 
insidious Russian intrigue which turned Tibet into a pawn in the 
game between Russia and Britain. This portrayal was repeated in 
Sir Charles Bell's writings on Tibet, while in 1924 the German sci- 
entist Wilhelm Filchner published a novel, Sturm iiber Asien, which 
was loosely based on Do rjiev's life and implied that he had joined 
the Russian secret service in 1885. Similarly, the American diplo- 
mat and hstorian who published his researches under the name J. 
MacGregor supposes that Dorjiev was recruited by the Russian 
secret service when he worked in Przhevalsky's fourth expedition 
in 1884.5 However, Dorjiev had nothing to do with Przhevalsky, 
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m d  it appears that the author has confused him with someone else, 
just as elsewhere in his bok the confused Cossacks and Ka~akhs .~  

The archives of the Russian foreign ministry show a different 
picture. Dorjiev's missions to Russia were not secret: they were 
widely publicized in the press of Russia, England and several other 
western countries. This lack of secrecy means that Do rjiev can 
scarcely be characterized as a spy. The documents show that he 
was not an agent of the Tsar in Tibet but rather an agent of the 
Dalai Lama to the Tsar, "Lhasa's emissary to the Tsar" according to 
John Snelhg. His mission was to protect the interests of  IS adopted 
country, and prevent it coming under the control of external pow- 
ers. The Tibetans were fully aware of his Russian origin. 

Tibet on its own initiative chose Russia as a would-be guaran- 
tor of its traditional way of life, but Russia failed to respond-in- 
deed it actively sought to avoid becoming embroiled in libetan 
affairs. This failure is explained not by its obligations to Great Brit- 
ain or China but rather by the absence of significant Russian inter- 
ests in Tibet. Nevertheless, Do rjiev's initiatives prompted a reac- 
tion first by the British government, which in turn encouraged the 
Ch'ing government in its ultimately unsuccessful attempts to reas- 
sert its control over Tibet. However, every cloud has its silver lin- 
ing. Tibet was able to achieve much more after being left to its own 
resources. In 1913 it signed a treaty with Mongolia in which both 
countries acknowledged each other's independence. In 1914 it took 
part in the trilateral Simla conference as a full member along with 
Great Britain and China. None of this would have been possible 
without Do rjiev's earlier path-breahg diplomacy. 

Lord Curzon, the viceroy of British India, was in many respects 
Do rjiev's opposite-in culture and background as well as political 
objectives. Whereas little is known of Do rjiev's ancestry, and many 
details of his personal history remain obscure, the life of George 
Nathaniel Curzon (1859-1925) has been widely discussed. Lord 
Ronaldshay's three-volume Life of Lord Curzon appeared as early 
as 1928, and there have been several other biographies since then. 

Curzon was born into an English noble family and studied at 
Eton and Oxford University. He had a formidable reputation and 
showed promise as a statesman from the beginning of his career. 
He had a grand manner, and none but his few intimates knew the 
witty, friendly and even modest personality behind the facade. As 
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a young man he travelled widely in the East, and published sev- 
eral books and articles about his adventures. 

In 1899 Curzon was appointed viceroy of India. This was the 
same year that Dojiev undertook hi$ first mission to Russia and 
from then on the two men's objectives began to clash. Dojiev's 
aim was to establish Russia's relations with Tibet: Curzon's prior- 
ity was to prevent Russia threatening the Indian empire via Tibet.' 

During his administration in India Curzon clashed with Lord 
Kitchener, the military commander-in-chief, because he wanted the 
armed forces to be placed under his control. The clash between the 
civilian and military authorities was one of the themes of the 
Younghusband expedition to Tibet. 

RUSSIAN EXPANSIONISM? 

The growth of Russia's Asian empire in the 18th and 19th centuries 
has led many to assume that the country was inherently expan- 
sionist and in particular that it wished to establish access to the 
'warm waters' of the Indian Ocean. The belief that Russia was con- 
cerned above all else with access to these 'warm waters' is mis- 
leading. 

For example, in the late 19th century N.N. Miklukho-Maklai 
requested the Russian government to establish a protectorate over 
a part of New Guinea with whose inhabitants he had made friends. 
The Tsar was shocked to hear that these people wore no trousers 
because of the warm climate, but he refused to establish the pro- 
tectorate, not for this reason but because he did not wish the other 
great powers to accuse him of expansionism. Similarly, in 1901 
Kuwait requested Russian patronage and proposed to hoist a Rus- 
sian flag, but was refused permission. At approximately the same 
time the Russian poet and traveller N.S. Gumilyov wrote from 
Qibouti about a Russian who had acquired a smail African king- 
dom and asked his government to admit it to citizenship, but he 
too was turned down. Do jiev's diplomacy, which aimed to involve 
Russia in Tibetan affairs, offered an opportunity to gain access to 
India and-potentially-to the warm waters to the south. How- 
ever, Russia did not take this opportunity either. 

It is also true that the British government had no expansionist 
ambitions in Tibet, but an important qualification must be made 
here. The government of British India frequently disagreed with 
the home government, especially during the period when Lord 
Curzon served as viceroy Curzon advocated a 'forward policy' in 
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Tibet, although the London government was more cautious, not 
least because it was concerned at the possible reaction of the Chi- 
nese empire. 

Curzon tried to pursue his own foreign policy because he was 
convinced of the superiority of his course of action: he was based 
in India and was familiar with local conditions whereas London 
was not, and Tibet was a tempting prize. In order to justify his 
plans, Curzon revived the idea of Anglo-Russian rivalry over Tibet 
with such success that his paradigm has dominated most Russian 
and western historical analysis ever since. However, as Chinese 
writers have observed, it was not so much Russian expansion that 
prompted the British expedition into Tibet, but rather the reverse. 
It was the expedition which forced the Tibetans to seek support 
from St Petersburg. "Some Tibetan leaders who hated British ag- 
gression were inclined to ask Russia for support against England," 
wrote Liu Danian and his  colleague^.^ 

Several historians refer to Russia's alleged supply of weapons to 
Tibet. One of Do rjiev's documents-and only one-does refer to 
Russian arms. Written at the time of the Xinhai Revolution in China, 
it suggests that Russia should take a number of measures to pre- 
vent revolutionary chaos spreading to Tibet. However, the refer- 
ence to Russian weapons is lost in a discussion of much wider is- 
sues. Do rjiev was a diplomat rather than a general, and he was 
primarily concerned with Russia's political and moral authority 
rather than its weaponry. 

Rumors that Russia was sending rifles to Tibet were started by 
British colonial officials such as Francis Younghusband and Charles 
Bell. The Japanese monk Ekai Kawaguchi, who visited Lhasa in 
disguise, claims to have witnessed the delivery of Russian weap- 
ons. In February/March, 1902 he reports that he encountered a 
caravan of approximately 200 camels which had arrived from the 
north-east. They delivered boxes covered with skms, and camel- 
drivers refused to answer questions about their contents. A few 
days later, a high-ranking Tibetan official told Kawaguchi that 
Russia had sent rifles and cartridges as a 'gift'. Before the most 
recent caravan of 200 camels there had been an earlier one of 300 
camels. On one of the rifles, Kawaguchi saw the mark 'Made in the 
USA'.9 It is unclear how rifles made in the USA could have found 



their way to Tibet, but worth noting that they were American rather 
than Russian. 

L.A. Waddell, an English author who accompanied the 
Younghusband expedition to Lhasa, also referred to the rumors of 
supplies of Russian rifles,1° but he too cites Kawaguchi as a source, 
and his reference therefore does not amount to independent cor- 
roboration. No more reliable evidence has emerged since then. 

In the mid-1920s, Nabokov, an exiled Tsarist diplomat who had 
been present at the negotiations between Do rjiev and the foreign 
.affairs minister, teferred to British concern at Russia's alleged sub- 
version in Tibet as a "comedy of mistakes based on fantasies but 
not on facts". 

Rumors that the Russian government planned to establish a con- 
sulate in the eastern Tibetan/Chinese border town of Tachienlu 
(known to the Tibetans as Dartsendo, and later as Kanding) also 
have been cited as evidence of Russian ambitions in Tibet. It seems 
that the Russian foreign ministry did discuss the possibility of es- 
tablishing a consulate there, and even nominated a certain 
Rabdanov to occupy it. However, the official directories of the for- 
eign ministry make no reference to the consulate, and there is no 
evidence that the Russian government took any concrete steps to 
open it. If it had done, the English would certainly have noticed. 

The documents which Dojiev and his contemporaries left in the 
Russian foreign affairs ministry are not the absolute truth. This is 
partly because the true situation was often obscure at the time, but 
also because the documents reflect the personal interests of the 
authors. As Alistair Lamb comments with regard to Chinese 
Turkestan (Xinjiang): 

By the beginning of the twentieth century both in London 
and St Petersburg it had been realized that Anglo-Russian 
conflict in Kashgaria was often more a personal struggle be- 
tween Macartney and the Russian Consul-General Petrovsky 
and his successor Kolokolov, than a fundamental contest of 
British and Russian interests." 

Military expeditions from both sides were exploring the blank 
spaces on the map at approximately the same time. After meeting 
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the Russian traveller B.L. Grombchevsky in the Pamirs in the 1890s' 
the British explorer Francis Younghusband wrote that the Russians 
and the British were rivals, and did not conceal it, but were none- 
theless in sympathy with each other. This gentlemanly approach is 
another reason why the two countries' limited rivalry in Asia did 
not lead to war. 

Most of the Buryats, Kalrnyks and Mongolians who lived in Russia 
were Buddhists, and the Dalai Lama was their supreme religious 
leader. Scholars from these communities travelled to Lhasa to con- 
tinue their education in the monasteries there. This kind of pil- 
grimage assisted Russian prestige in Tibet although, as has been 
seen, it helped foster rumors of Russian subversion there. 

Recently, information has become available linking Tsar Alexander 
I with Tibet. Alexander was one of the outstanding international 
personalities of the early 19th century, rivalling even Napoleon 
Bonaparte in his diplomatic skills. He was responsible for the es- 
tablishment of the 'Holy Alliance' of European monarchs after 
Napoleon's defeat. Russian legend suggests that Alexander did not 
die in 1825, as official history records, but took monastic vows and 
under a new name dedicated himself to God. According to new 
information, which has not yet been submitted to rigorous scien- 
tific examination, he then left for Tibet where he lived for a num- 
ber of years, becoming immersed in Tibetan culture. After several 
years, he returned home and settled in Tomsk, remaining incog- 
nito. He prayed for forgiveness of his sins, including many carnal 
ones, and practised Tibetan medicine which he had learned dur- 
ing his travels. 

Alexander's religious devotion in the last years of his reign 
lends plausibility to this story, but it remains unproven and it would 
be best to treat it as a myth-albeit a particularly captivating one. 
If it is ever confirmed, then Tibet's links with Russia will be seen to 
date from earlier in the 19th century, and Dorjiev's activities will 
be seen more as a natural progression than an aberration. 

The Great Wall of China was constructed to protect the country 
from the nomads of the vast Asian steppe. Under Genghis Khan 
the Mongols united and conquered China, and the Mongolian 



hordes subsequently reached as far as Europe. The decline of Tar- 
tar/Mongolian power did not make China's northern neighbors 
less warlike, and the empire profited from the authority of the Dalai 
Lama to help protect it. From the beginning, the Ch'ing dynasty 
was interested in Tibet not as an object of conquest but rather be- 
cause of its status as the home of the most senior figures in the 
Buddhist hierarchy. 

The Tibetans requested the Ch'ings to act as patrons of Bud- 
dhism because this would help propagate the religion and assist 
the Dalai Lama in his relations with the Mongolians. Mongolian 
chronicles describe the Chinese ceremonies on the occasion of the 
Fifth Dalai Lama's visit to Peking. The emperor met him at a dis- 
tance of a day's journey from the capital and he entered the city 
not through the gates but over the city walls. The tops of the walls 
and the gates were used as streets and it was thought inconceiv- 
able that anyone could walk over the head of His Holiness. Ac- 
cording to Tibetan chroniclers, the emperor presented the Dalai 
Lama with a gold dish with the Dalai Lama's title inscribed on it: 
'Lord of the Ocean, Ruler of the Thunder'. In response the Dalai 
Lama also presented a dish with a no less magnificent title: 'Great 
Sovereign, Lord of Heaven. Bodhisattva'.12 

Sino-Tibetan relations were based on the mutually beneficial 
personal relationship between the Dalai Lama and the Chinese 
emperor. In Lhasa the amban (the emperor's representative) main- 
tained a modest staff and a small armed escort. The Chinese sol- 
diers often married Tibetan women, and their children inherited 
their father's positions in the escorts. Later on it was difficult to 
judge whether individual soldiers were Chinese or Tibetans. More- 
over, the ambans often were not Chinese but Manchus. Lhasa fenced 
itself off from political relations with the outside world, claiming 
that the emperor did not permit this. 

For a time these conventions helped the Tibetan hierarchy to main- 
tain the status quo undisturbed, but by the 19th century the coun- 
try appeared increasingly vulnerable to external pressure. The 
Ch'ing court did little to interfere in affairs in the Himalayan re- 
gion and often was unaware of events there. Meanwhile, the Brit- 
ish administration in India was gradually encroaching on territo- 
ries wluch came withi.1 Tibet's religious, if not political, sphere of 
influence, and the Chinese did nothing to prevent this. The British 
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fought a war against Bhutan in 1865 and in 1890 S i k h  was offi- 
cially recognized as a British protectorate under the tenns of the 
1890 Anglo-Chinese convention. 

The 1890 convention called for the demarcation of Sikkim's 
northern border, but the Tibetans destroyed the boundary markers 
set up by the British. Historically, the Tibetans had helped estab- 
lish the authority of the Chogyal (Chos rgyal-Dhama-king) of 
Sikkirn. The Sikkimese ruling family continued to intermarry with 
the libetan aristocracy, and Lhasa considered that Sikkim remained 
a Tibetan dependency. British encroachment on S i k h  was there- 
fore seen as evidence of an emerging threat to libet itself. The Ti- 
betans were determined to resist. 

Do rjiev played a crucial role in these events because of his close 
relationship with the 13th Dalai Lama and the fact that he was able 
to offer a broader international perspective on the outside world. 
This book is based on hitherto unpublished Russian documents 
and offers a new perspective on the 13th Dalai Lama's approaches 
to Russia at the beginning of this century. The author believes that 
they will be of interest not only to specialists but also to a much 
wider readership. 





CHAPTER ONE 
Dorjiev S first missions to  Russia 

in 1898-99 and 1901 

Although he entered the Dalai Lama's service, Do rjiev always re- 
mained a Russian citizen and retained a high respect for his moth- 
erland. All his surviving papers testify to his deep personal attach- 
ment to his country of origin, and this theme can be seen in his 
diplomatic activities on Tibet's behalf. Dorjiev's high rank in the 
Tibetan government was a highly unusual phenomenon, and this 
raises the question as to how such a thing could have happened. 
What kind of a person was he, and what role did he play in the 
Dalai Lama's government? 

A Chinese analogy provides part of the answer. In the 19th 
and early 20th centuries the Chinese empire employed many for- 
eigners. For example, R. Hart, an Englishman, was the head of the 
Chinese maritime customs service for many decades. Hart and his 
European colleagues provided the Chinese government with a 
steady source of income by taxing foreign trade, although they 
themselves took the lion's share of the profits.' The principle of 
judicious restraint explains why they took only a share and not the 
whole of the profits. If they had usurped the country outright, the 
consequences might have contradicted their original objectives 
because they were not prepared to govern a country as vast as 
China. The solution was collaboration with the Ch'ing rulers rather 
than outright annexation. This collaboration was easy to establish 
because the Chinese authorities were at that time unable to govern 
without outside assistance and therefore introduced Britons into 
the power structure in their own self-interest. 

The influence of Hart and his staff increased to such an extent 
that he joined the Empress Dowager and Li Hung-chang (a Chi- 
nese dignitary) to form "a powerful trinity" at the head of the Chi- 
nese government. Ironically, their presence at the top of the Chi- 
nese government influenced British policy on Tibet. British offi- 
cials acting on China's behalf took part in negotiations on Tibetan 
questions, and Hart's influence in London was to help frustrate 
Curzon's Tibet policy. 



For all the apparent similarity in their roles, there was a funda- 
mental difference between Hart and Do rjiev. In the long run Hart 
served the interests of Great Britain. By contrast Dojiev devoted 
himself solely to Tibet. London needed its 'man in Peking', and if 
Hart had not existed some one else would have filled the same 
role. If Do rjiev had not existed, no one could have replaced him, 
and Russia's relations with Tibet would have been quite different. 
His role was all the more important because it took place at a turn- 
ing point in Tibetan history. 

The Tibetans realized that China could not on its own deter the 
increasing threat from British India. The two ambans, China's rep- 
resentatives in Tibet, tended to be motivated by mercenary consid- 
erations and showed little interest in Tibetan affairs of state. Curzon 
thought that Tibet's links with China amounted to little more than 
'political affectation', and were not sufficient to protect the coun- 
try from foreign invasion. 

Liu Guan'i and Huang Fensheng, two Chinese historians writ- 
ing in the 1950s, confirmed the view that Tibetans had little option 
but to turn to Russia in their struggle against England, and there- 
fore made contact with Russia on their own init iat i~e.~ They do not 
support this judgement with specific citations of Chinese docu- 
ments, but such documents undoubtedly exist in Chinese state ar- 
chives which are closed to outsiders3 

Dorjiev's own testimony confirms statements made by Chi- 
nese sources. Do rjiev explained his mission to Russia by pointing 
out that the earlier relationship between China and Tibet had bro- 
ken down, and China was no longer fulfilling its traditional role as 
Tibet's patron protecting it from its enemies. On the contrary China 
was exploiting Tibet without giving anything in return. Dojiev 
wrote: 

The necessity of seeking the patronage of a foreign country 
was secretly debated at the highest level in Tibet from the 
moment when Chinese officials bribed by Englishmen de- 
prived Tibet of the land [this is a reference to the declaration 
that Sikkirn was a British protectorate under the terms of 
the Anglo-Chinese convention of 18901. I was present at one 
such meeting and expressed the opinion that Russia should 
be given preferen~e.~ 

So Do rjiev championed the idea of turning towards Russia. This 
change in orientation was dictated by the requirements of Tibet 



rather than Russia, and Do rjiev himself was at that time quite un- 
known in the Russian foreign ministry. The ministry was at first 
naturally surprised to receive a communication from Do rjiev, and 
started collecting information about him. According to the first 
documents concerning him in the ministry files: 

Agvan Do rjiev, a Buryat by birth from Trans-Baikal, left for 
Urga [later Ulan Bator] at the age of 18 and there received 
Buddhist higher philosophical education before moving to 
L h a ~ a . ~  

He rose to prominence comparatively quickly. At the age of 35 he 
passed an exam to receive the degree of Lharambo. Seven teachers 
were required for the young Dalai Lama, and he was chosen as one 
of them. He considered Russia to be his motherland, and himself a 
Russian subject, and he told the Dalai Lama about his  origin^.^ 

Later, in a detailed account of his origins and of his mission, 
Do rjiev wrote about his pedigree, his career i.11 libet and his diffi- 
culties in remaining the Dalai Lama's adviser in spite of demands 
by influential Tibetans to remove the 'foreigner'. However, he did 
not give up his idea of projecting a favorable view of his mother- 
land and winning Tibetan sympathy for everything Russian. Thus 
the Tibetans received good information about Russia, while remain- 
ing comparatively ignorant about other countries. 

In 1888 the French Prince Henri of Orleans visited Tibet with a 
view to opening diplomatic relations. In a message to the Tibetan 
government he promised, "We, the French, can save Tibet from the 
English threat. France and Russia have concluded an alliance, and 
are now the strongest powers in the world." Do rjiev wrote that the 
prince's words served to confirm his reports of Russian power, and 
the Tibetan 'Tsar' and other officials began to request more infor- 
mation about Russia and Europe as a whole. Increasing evidence 
that the Ch'ing dynasty was close to collapse made such informa- 
tion all the more urgent. 

However, the Tibetans wished to act circumspectly. According 
to Do rjiev, a number of Lhasa officials had been impressed by his 
stories of Russia's might, but became somewhat distrustful of his 
information after hearing the prince's captivating stories about 
France. The Lhasa government decided to send a mission to Rus- 
sia, but its scope was limited. The officials accompanying Do rjiev 
merely wished to become acquainted with the way of life in China, 



Russia and France at first hand.7 They decided to travel to St Pe- 
tersburg via India, china; Mongolia and Buryatia. 

Senior Russian figures in commerce, politics and the court did 
not consider relations with the Far East to be a high priority. When 
Do rjiev appeared in St Petersburg in 1899, the first reaction of some 
Russian statesmen was to send a representative to Xbet. %s pro- 
posal seemed straightforward but, from the Xbetan point of view, 
it was premature: they had only just begun to consider re-orient- 
ing their foreign policy. Dorjiev explained that at least two mis- 
sions would be required to win Tibet's favor.8 

In their p reh inary  talks with Do rjiev, Count Lamsdorff, Count 
Witte and General Kuropatkin suggested that Russia should open 
a consulate in Tibet. However, the Tibetan delegation had neither 
the authority to accept this proposal nor a clear view that it was 
desirable. As Do rjiev explained, "Having allowed Russians to en- 
ter the country, Tibet would not be able to withstand the influx of 
other Europeans." His aim was to establish Russia's pre-eminence 
while at the same time excluding any other foreign presence in 
Tibet. 

Such caution was natural for the Tibetans, given the irnpor- 
tance of the issues. However, their Russian sponsors, who had no 
great interests at stake, saw their response as irresolute and hestitant, 
and this undoubtedly affected the further development of Do rjiev's 
initiative. Do rjiev confined himself to sounding out the possibility 
of realizing Tibetan plans through a link with Russia and sent a 
letter to the Dalai Lama which "described in detail the greatness of 
the Russian people and the critical position of China, adding that 
the connection with Russia promised a great future for Tibet." 

Do rjiev then left for Western Europe, but did not stay there for 
long. He met French connoisseurs of Buddhism, and hundreds of 
people attended his lectures on the religion and traditions of the 
Chinese, Mongolians and Buryats. After returning to Russia, Do rjiev 
asked Russian orientalists to arrange his meeting with the Tsar. 
Prince Ukhtomskiy, whom Do rjiev had first met in Buryatia, went 
with him to the Tsar's summer residence at Livadia in Crimea. 
Do rjiev was granted an audience with the emperor but, being alone 
and lacking documentary authority, he was treated as a private 
person. Without making any particular claims, he drew attention 
to the connections between the 'Russian orthodox church, which 
had good relations with Buddhists in Buryatia, Kalmykia, 
Stavropolie and other places. On Solovetsky Island, guides still 



show tourists the dog-rose bushes which were cultivated from seeds 
sent by the Dalai Lama. 

Soon the Dalai Lama insisted on Dorjiev returning to Tibet. 
His journey took him through Peking, Calcutta, Da rjeeling and 
Sikkim. This was the usual route to Tibet, and even Chinese offi- 
cials followed it because it was quicker and safer than travelling 
overland from China Dorjiev returned to Lhasa on February 28, 
1901. He found that the Dalai Lama had passed his St Petersburg 
correspondence to his ministers. One group of ministers found it 
inappropriate to search for an alliance other than from France, whch 
had been the first to propose establishing relations. Do rjiev wrote 
that, "Others consider that it would be wiser to make friends with 
the English because such neighbors could make a great deal of 
trouble if they became enemies. However, the majority held the 
view that it would be better to address Russia where Buddhism 
prospered freely." Their former uncertainty with regard to the choice 
of a protector had disappeared, and there was a strong view that 
Tibet had at last found a protector more reliable than China.lo 

Thus, Tibet turned to Russia because of the urgent need to ob- 
tain the support and patronage of a large, modern state and after 
reviewing a range of candidates to play this role. The Dalai Lama 
saw that Tibet had no choice but to seek protection either from the 
north or the south: he was determined to choose Russia." 

In recognition of his services Do rjiev was promoted to the rank 
of senior Khamba, and the Tibetan government decided to send a 
second delegation to Russia with a view to conducting official ne- 
gotiations. Do rjiev left Lhasa at the head of this mission on March 
29, 1901. Among others, its members included several high-rank- 
ing Tibetans: Kainchok,12 the second secretary of the Dalai Lama 
and district chief Pintsok. The Tibetans carried a letter to the Tsar 
and gifts from the Dalai Lama in accordance with the traditions of 
Asian diplomacy. 

From India the Tibetans travelled by sea to Vladivostok and 
then up the river Amur. They were deeply distressed at the sight of 
settlements destroyed on the Chinese bank of the river. Dorjiev 
described Aigun, a large Chinese town where all the citizens had 
been killed and the town itself burnt down and destroyed. He felt 
that here human beings had shown themselves more savagely cruel 
than beasts. This encounter strengthened his determination to 
achieve peace and stability in Tibet with the help of Russia. 

Having arrived in St Petersburg, Do rjiev wrote to the Tsar to 



request an audience. He wrote that recent changes in China had 
led some members of Tibet's ruling circle to advise an approach to 
England, "while others found it more profitable to ask France for 
protection, and a third group insisted on the support and patron- 
age of Russia under whose mighty dominion Buddhists had pros- 
pered. The last opinion had triumphed, and all the Tibetans had 
decided to ask the Russian Tsar for protection."13 

The prosperity of Buddhists in Russia could not have been the 
sole reason for Tibet's choice of Russia, since Buddhists also were 
free from oppression in British India and French Indo-China. Their 
preference for Russia was justified by the latter's remoteness. 
Do rjiev later wrote in his autobiography that the Tibetans had cho- 
sen Russia because on the one hand its political might offered pro- 
tection while, more importantly, it was too far away to present a 
direct threat on its own account. Do rjiev did not mention this argu- 
ment in his official dealings with Russia. 

However, one should bear in mind that the decision to approach 
Russia did not come easily to the Tibetans. For centuries their lead- 
ers had saved the country from outside political influence (apart 
from the Ch'ing ambans and the Nepali and central Asian mer- 
chants who maintained traditional trade links with Lhasa). Both 
the Tibetan rulers and the Chinese ambans were hostile to every- 
thing foreign. Schekin, a Russian official who met Do rjiev when he 
arrived in Russia reported to his superiors that "Tibet's reserve and 
aversion towards foreigners is intensified by the Chinese who paint 
the disastrous results of the penetration of overseas barbarians in 
China in dark colors to the local mhabitants."14 

The letter which Dorjiev brought from the Dalai Lama was 
written in Tibetan and Mongolian. It was sent to St Petersburg 
University to be translated, but not to the Russian foreign affairs 
ministry, and this indicates that the ruling circles in St Petersburg 
had decided not to pay much attention to it. The Mongolian text 
was translated but not the Tibetan one because there were no Ti- 
betan linguists in the university. The letter did not contain any di- 
rect requests for protection or political patronage but merely stated: 

Your Majesty does not reject those professing numerous re- 
ligions and in particular you take care of Kalmyks and 
Buryat~.'~ 

The Russian government showed extreme restraint from the very 
beginning of Lhasa's attempts to open relations with St Petersburg. 



The Tsar's memorandum proposed to pay little attention to 
Do rjiev's visit and as far as possible to limit the amount of time he 
stayed in the country: 

Since it would be inconvenient to give Do rjiev a written an- 
swer to the Dalai Lama's petitions, there is apparently no 
reasons to delay the latter's messenger, who hastens to re- 
turn to Tibet. 

In Russia Dorjiev was received with the honor befitting his high 
rank as the Dalai Lama's representative. By imperial command he 
was presented with "free passage by Russian means of transport 
and all possible conveniences during his journey".16 However, 
Do rjiev's mission made little impact in official circles. The double- 
headed eagle in Russia's state emblem looked in both directions 
(east and west), but Russian diplomacy was focused primarily on 
the West. l7 

The Tsar's reply on July 1, 1901 diplomatically informed the 
Dalai Lama: 

It was a pleasure to learn of your wish to establish perma- 
nent relations between Russia and libet, and I have given 
all possible explanations on this subject to your ambassa- 
dors. 

As can be seen, the Tsar's reply to the Dalai Lama was evasive and 
undoubtedly disappointed Do rjiev. But the Tsar's reaction was not 
unexpected given the direction of Russia's foreign policy. In addi- 
tion to the Dalai Lama's letter, the Tibetan mission also delivered 
to St Petersburg a letter from the chief manager of the Dalai Lama's 
palace and the Kalons (Tibetan ministers). This said: 

When the English foreigners began to show hostility towards 
the Tibetan state as well as the Bogdykhan [the Chinese em- 
peror] and with no sympathies and aspirations as regards 
the hostile Englishmen, we specially sent close servants of 
the Dalai Lama with a view to uniting Russians and libet- 
ans in peace and joining them together as though they were 
in one family.18 

The Russian foreign ministry handed Do rjiev a reply declining the 
Tibetans' request to join together in one family. The minister wrote: 

I did not fail to explain in detail, with the assistance of your 
ambassadors, the means of establishing communications 



with Tibet, and I hope that the measures taken and the re- 
sults achieved will fully correspond to your wishes. I do not 
doubt that, according to your wise and careful wishes, no 
harm will come to Tibet given Russia's invariable benevo- 
lence towards it. 

Thus, neither the Tibetans' appeal to the Tsar nor to the govern- 
ment fulfilled their hopes. The foreign affairs ministry's reply was 
as evasive as that of the Tsar. The Russian foreign policy establish- 
ment- as a whole showed no interest in the Tibetan proposal to es- 
tablish official bilateral relations even though Russia would not 
have lost anything by accepting it. The Tibetans stressed that their 
approach to Russia would not have damaged the latter's relations 
with China. 

The Russian government had no intention of deriving benefit 
from Do rjiev's mission. The Russian foreign affairs ministry invari- 
ably informed British officials about the contents of Russian-Tibetan 
negotiations, including the details of Do rjiev's conversation with 
the Tsar. The British Foreign Office in turn informed the British 
press. However, the press was influenced by the stereotype of 
Anglo-Russian rivalry which had been formed in previous decades. 
The Times of London wrote that the mission and the exchange of 
gifts between the Tsar and the Dalai Lama was to Britain's detri- 
ment and the formation of a bilateral alliance would certainly be 
against British interests. Although the question of an alliance be- 
tween Russia and Tibet was not in fact discussed at the meetings, 
British newspapermen already regarded it as a reality. This inter- 
pretation was a response not to real events but to preconceptions 
on the nature of Anglo-Russian relations which had formed in ear- 
lier years. 

However, Times correspondents in Russia attached much less 
significance to Do rjiev's mission. According to its Odessa corre- 
spondent, who witnessed the arrival of the mission, the members 
were welcomed with genuine Russian cordiality and presented with 
bread and salt on a gilded tray, a traditional Russian ceremony to 
welcome honored guests. This made a deep impression on the la- 
mas.19 Do rjiev's mission was described in detail in the Russian press, 
beginning with the newspapers of Odessa where the mission ar- 
rived from Ceylon on board the steamer 'Tambov'. Local newspa- 
pers added their own exotic fantasies. For example, the Odesskiye 
Nouosti wrote that the town's administration arranged a special 
celebration in honor of the mission: 



By the time the mission arrived, all the platforms at the sta- 
tion were overcrowded. An orchestra was playing. Tea and 
refreshments were arranged in the garden, which was full 
of resort visitors. But the members of the mission do  not 
smoke or drink alcohol. At 11 pm there was a brilliant fire- 
work display finishing with the Dalai Lama's initials shin- 
ing in golden letters against the black sky. Before the mis- 
sion left for the town, its leader was presented with a splen- 
did bouquet of white roses with a suggestion that this color, 
a symbol of peace, should be a token of peaceful relations 
between Russia and Tibet.20 

Similarly, the Odessi Listok newspaper reported colorful details, 
surely invented, about one of the Tibetan delegates' impressions: 

We know that in Russia besides tea, fruit and soft drinks, 
there are other national delicacies known as vodka and hors 
d'oeuvre. However, we were not invited to taste them first 
because of the language difficulty and then because some- 
one floated an absurd rumor that Tibetans do not drink any- 
thing but water. These must be dirty tricks played by En- 
glishmen. 

There were some serious newspaper reports in addition to the more 
entertaining ones. The St Petersburg Novoye Vremya, being a semi- 
official organ, wrote much about the mission and discussed its 
implications from various points of view. Some of its articles dif- 
fered from the official line and represented the opinions of ven- 
turesome groups around the government who tried to make capi- 
tal out of the mission. Russia's foreign policy-makers regarded 
Dorjiev's mission as a religious delegation, and had no political 
views on Tibet: they reprimanded the newspaper's publishers for 
broadcasting those articles. However, the foreign affairs ministry 
had no authority to apply any sanctions to Novoye Vremya, and the 
incident came to nothing more than a serious reprimand which 
damaged the newspaper's reputation. 

In spite of the quantity of public information about Dorjiev's 
mission in the Russian and foreign press, historians have tended to 
describe it as 'secret'. For example, the well-known Tibetologist J. 
KolmaS writes: "Do rjiev was entrusted with more than one secret 
mission from the Dalai Lama to Tsar Nich~las."~' However, neither 
the missions themselves nor their contents were secret to anybody. 



The Tibetan side wanted to avoid publicity and fuss on the 
occasion of Do rjiev's missions since they were concerned with im- 
portant state objectives. However, their Russian partners did not 
consider it necessary to conceal anything. The Tibetans knew that, 
because of Lord Curzon's influence, the British press would de- 
scribe the Tibetan initiative in hostile terms, and they wanted to 
avoid any resulting complications. One of the documents reports: 

After the audience, Do rjiev was anxious to return to Tibet as 
fast as possible, because he feared that too long a stay in 
Russia would lead to undesirable comment in the foreign 
press. 

Indeed, not only British newspapers but also the press of other coun- 
tries reported on the mission. A series of articles published in the 
summer of 1901 in the Japan Times attached considerable irnpor- 
tance to it. A Russian diplomat from Tokyo wrote: 

According to the views represented in these articles, Do jiev's 
mission indicates Russia's crafty new plans, and this must 
prompt Japan to pay special attention to Tibet. 

The Buryat Lamas, who belonged to the same stock as Do jiev hirn- 
self, put pressure on him to return to Tibet as soon as possible. The 
lamas occupied an ambiguous position with respect to the Tsarist 
government. On the one hand the Buddhist hierarchy wanted to 
testify its loyalty to the tsars. On the other hand, 19th century reli- 
gious literature published in the Datsangs maintained that every- 
thing 'Russian' was unacceptable. Do rjiev was an educated man 
and therefore was aware of this literature although, as he pointed 
out in his speech to the Tsar, he knew that the Buryats did not suf- 
fer from any form of political oppression. Indeed, the Buryat lamas 
derived considerable benefit from the Russian government's rec- 
ognition of their religion. The fact that the lamas were able to bal- 
ance the Dalai Lama's authority against the Tsar's increased their 
sense of independence. Do jiev's aim of linking Lhasa and St Pe- 
tersburg could have curtailed this independence. 



Curzon S reaction 

Lord Curzon, the viceroy of India, responded sharply to news of 
Do rjiev's visit to Russia even though the St Petersburg government 
had rejected the proposal to establish bilateral diplomatic relations 
and had decided that it was "undoubtedly necessary to preserve 
the status quo in Tibet".' As the American orientalist Owen 
Lattirnore later commented, the British wished to maintain the pres- 
tige of their empire and therefore wished to make sure that their 
Indian subjects did not become aware of another empire compa- 
rable with their own.2 

This was very much Curzon's point of view. In order to frus- 
trate Tibetan plans he again began to propagate the long-standing 
view that the 'Russian menace' threatened Asia. A series of press 
reports supported his opinion, and an extensive diplomatic corre- 
spondence ensued first between Calcutta and London, and then 
between London and other capitals in Western Europe. A back- 
ground of Anglo-Russian rivalry over other issues meant that 
Curzonfs arguments were all the more likely to be believed. 

In April, 1902 the Reuters news agency reported that de Lessare, 
the Russian ambassador in Peking, had suggested to Prince Ch'ing, 
one of the main figures in the politics of the Ch'ing empire, that 
China should grant Tibet independence. Later rumors emerged 
concerning a Russian/Chinese treaty on Tibet. It was said that the 
treaty consisted of 11 articles including the following terms: China 
would give up its rights in Tibet and in return Russia committed 
itself to maintaining the unity of the Ch'ing empire. 

No documents in the Russian foreign affairs ministry support 
this rumor, and even contemporaries doubted the existence of the 
treaty. For example, Sir Ernest Satow, the British minister in Pe- 
king, reporting on yet another variant of the alleged Russian/Chi- 
nese treaty, wrote that he himself had no reason to believe that such 
a document existed. In an interview with Satow, Prince Ch'ing had 
insisted that the treaty was a newspaper hoax." 

However, despite Prince Ch'ing's assurances, statements by 
more junior Ch'ing officials served to reinforce the rumors. For 
example, The British Political Officer in Sikkim reported that the 



Chinese amban in Lhasa had expressed his personal view that the 
Tibetans would again appeal to Russia, which had already offered 
assistance, if the Indian government insisted on demarcating the 
Sikkirnese border in accordance with the 1890 convention. 

In the view of Lord Curzon's government in Calcutta, Do rjiev 
was undoubtedly a Russian agent. Francis Younghusband, a promi- 
nent British official who later led the British military expedition to 
Tibet, drew up a memorandum for the foreign secretary of the In- 
dian government discussing Russian attempts to reach Lhasa. The 
memorandum reported that many Russian military/scientific ex- 
peditions had tried to reach the city over the previous 30 years, 
although none succeeded because they had encountered armed 
obstacles en route to Lhasa and had been forced to withdraw. 
Przhevalsky, Pevtsov, Roborovsky and Kozlov all returned to Rus- 
sia empty-handed even though they had been supplied with offi- 
cial Chinese passports. However, Younghusband concluded that 
the Russian officers remained full of enthusiasm for studying Ti- 
bet.4 

According to Przhevalsky the members of his expedition had 
used "money, whip and bullet" to defend themselves, but had nev- 
ertheless been forced to turn back only 200km from Lhasa because 
Tibetan government officials refused to accept his Chinese certifi- 
cates. This incident testifies to the ineffectiveness of the Chinese 
presence in Tibet. 

Besides the Russian travellers, Buryat Buddhist pilgrims also 
visited Tibet, and this gave rise to rumors that they had been en- 
gaging in espionage. Younghusband referred to the travels of "Si- 
berian lamas" in his memorandum. According to him, one Badrnaev 
had reached Lhasa in 1899 and had given rich presents to the Dalai 
Lama. A Kalmyk called Norzunov, who had a Stavropol certificate 
and an introductory letter from the Russian and French geographi- 
cal societies, had also visited Lhasa and published photographs of 
his travels. Tsibikov, a Buryat, visited Lhasa and returned with 319 
volumes of Buddhist philosophy, an acquisition which was re- 
garded as one of the greatest achievements of the Russian Geo- 
graphical Society. Incidentally, Nurzunov later brought a letter from 
Dorjiev to the Dalai Lama describing his first impressions of his 
visit to St Petersburg. 

The Russians also permitted return visits. The Russian interior 
minister wrote about one such case to Lamsdorff, the foreign min- 
ister: 



Concerning the application by the Tibetan lama Loavsan Jirno 
for permission to stay in the Trans-Baikal region: he arrived 
in the empire's territory to teach the Buryat lamas the high- 
est doctrines of Buddhism on behalf of the Dalai Lama. Ac- 
cording to a report from the Trans-Baikal governor, the said 
lama has been living in the region for two years already, has 
given no cause for complaint, and is permitted to stay in- 
definitely5 

The Russian journeys to Tibet which Younghusband describes were 
far from extraordinary. Travellers from other countries included: 
Bonvalot, Dutreuil de Rhins and Grenard from France; Rockhill 
from the United States; Rijnhardt from the Netherlands; the 
Schlagintweit brothers from Germany; Kawaguchi from Japan; and 
Hedin from Sweden. However, none of these were able to reach 
Lhasa. As Younghusband pointed out, the Chinese passports which 
they carried made no impression on the Tibetans. It should be 
pointed out that these journeys also raised the suspicions of the 
British in India even though the travellers often were furnished 
with letters of recommendation from the governments and learned 
societies of their own countries. 

In response to Curzon's persistent queries, Lord George 
Hamilton (the secretary of state for India) reported that the Mar- 
quess of Lansdowne (the foreign secretary) had asked the Russian 
ambassador about his government's intentions towards Tibet. The 
ambassador had replied that there was no convention between 
Russia and Tibet or between Russia and China concerning Ebet; 
that the Russian government had no agents in Tibet; and that it 
had no intention of sending any. He even expressed surprise that 
the question should be asked.h 

However, Curzon continued to press London on the subject of 
Russian/Tibetan relations. In March 1903, the Russian foreign af- 
fairs minister wrote to his ambassador in London wondering 
whether Lansdowne's queries on Russia's intentions in Tibet were 
some sort of joke designed to conceal his own intrigues: it was dif- 
ficult to imagine that the foreign secretary, who was acquainted 
with conditions in Tibet, could have been seriously worried about 
the imaginary Tibetan convention with Russia.' 

Indeed, London did not take the viceroy's concerns particu- 
larly seriously, and its indifferent response prompted British offi- 
cials in India to take a more aggressive stance. For example, Cap- 
tain OfComor, a political officer, proposed sending a delegation to 



the Dalai Lama together with a military escort. Simultaneously, it 
would notify the Chinese amban of the declaration of war between 
Britain and China with a view to helping Tibet "throw off the Chi- 
nese yoke".8 

Such suggestions could only have come from British officials 
in India rather than their colleagues in London because the home 
government placed a higher value on peaceful relations with China 
than on anxieties concerning Tibet. The idea of assistance to 'Iibet 
was in effect a euphemism standing for Tibet's military usurpa- 
tion. U.B. Robertson, chief assistant to the Indian army's general 
headquarters, estimated that this would be a straightforward exer- 
cise with little prospect of effective resistance either from "power- 
less China" or "the greedy  lama^".^ The Indian foreign affairs de- 
partment reported: 

The so-called Tibetan army consists nominally of 6,000 
people. Only half of them serve in the forces and the others 
are occupied with their own business. They are armed with 
swords and lances. There are several separate Chinese gar- 
risons, but they have no military significance. Many of them 
are armed with bows and arrows; the others do  not have 
arms at a11.I0 

The viceroy believed that the alpha and omega of Russian policy 
was "keeping England quiet in Europe by making it anxious in 
Asia", and he did his utmost to prevent Russia gaining an advan- 
tage in Tibet at the expense of the British. The correspondence be- 
tween the viceroy's staff and London shows that Curzon stressed 
the necessity of establishing a British mission in Lhasa (thus justi- 
fying Do rjiev's observation during his preliminary talks in St Pe- 
tersburg that the establishment of a Russian mission would lead to 
demands for similar privileges by other powers). However, Lon- 
don did not support Curzon in this. 

Despite London's restraint Curzon persisted in his concerns. 
He drew an analogy with the negotiations between Do rjiev and 
Russia, and proposed that the British should enter into their own 
negotiations with Tibet. This proposal marks the beginning of a 
process whereby British approaches to Tibet escalated from diplo- 
matic initiatives to a full-scale military expedition. 

Curzon's proposals were prefaced by an extensive analysis of 
the Tibetan question, with the conclusion that there was only one 
solution. His principal conclusion was that there was little point in 



negotiations with the Tibetans or the Chinese which focused solely 
on trade or the Sikkimese/Tibetan border, since the main issue was 
the status of Tibet. The 'fiction' of Chinese control of Tibet and the 
Tibetan policy of isolation were admissible only if they did not con- 
tain the elements of political and military danger. The possibility 
that Russia might establish a protectorate over Tibet demanded an 
entirely different approach. In Curzon's view it was necessary to 
inform the Chinese that the English intended to open negotiations 
in Lhasa in the spring of 1903, and a properly briefed Tibetan rep- 
resentative should take part. The time was particularly suitable for 
such negotiations since the present Dalai Lama was "neither an 
infant nor a puppet" for the first time for over a century. It should 
be possible to discuss not only the relatively minor Sikkim border 
issue but the whole problem of trade and other relations with Tibet 
and as a result to appoint a permanent consulate or diplomatic 
mission in Lhasa. 

Curzon suggested that the British mission should be accompa- 
nied by a military escort in case of Tibetan attack. It should be pre- 
sented as a trade mission with a view to assuring the Chinese and 
the Tibetans that the British had no intention of establishing a pro- 
tectorate over Tibet or capturing it either partially or completely." 

The London government sympathized with the plan as Curzon 
presented it. His intention to draw the Tibetans into negotiations 
seemed appropriate not only because of Do rjiev's talks in St Pe- 
tersburg but also because experience had shown that agreements 
with China over Tibet had no practical outcome. If the libetans 
participated in negotiations, they would feel bound to stand by 
any subsequent agreements. 

The Chinese authorities did not object to direct negotiations 
with the Tibetans. In January 1903 the Manchu amban in Lhasa 
wrote to J. Claude White, the British Political Officer for Sikkirn, 
suggesting that he come to Yatung for a few days to settle the fron- 
tier question and other issues amicably (Yatung was the only place 
in Tibet to which British subjects had access under the terms of the 
Anglo-Chinese convention of 1890 and the Trade Regulations of 
1893). However, White did not go to Yatung because he had no 
instructions from his superiors to this effect. 

Having received no reply, the arnban sent another letter ex- 
pressing concern that his former proposal had been unacceptable 
and showing his "readiness to come to negotiations at the place 
most convenient for the viceroy". In his next letter the amban wrote 



to the viceroy that the Chinese representatives had frozen their heels 
in Yatung for three months expecting the beginning of negotiations. 
He also offered to come to Sikkim or any other place depending on 
the viceroy's decision.12 

The amban's persistent attempts to enter into negotiations with 
the participation of the Tibetans contrast with later Chinese rheto- 
ric concerning 'imperialist aggression' against Tibet. However, con- 
temporary Chinese historical writing shows that the Ch'ing gov- 
ernment wanted to use foreign powers to achieve its own objec- 
tives in Tibet. It believed that co-operation with foreign powers 
was the best way of maintaining its feudal domination over Ti- 
bet.'Wumerous documents by Chinese officials at various levels 
show that the Chinese side viewed British activities in Tibet rather 
favorably. 

The weakness of the Chinese position was that the Tibetans 
distrusted them and therefore were unlikely to respond to their 
influence. The British minister in Peking wrote: 

I am disposed to think that the Chinese government is really 
desirous of seeing the matter brought to a satisfactory con- 
clusion between India and Tibet, but from Prince Ch'ing's 
(the Chinese foreign minister) repeated allusion to the ob- 
stinate temper of the Tibetans and the difficulty the Impe- 
rial Resident (i.e. amban in Lhasa) experiences in dealing 
with them, they are not sanguine as to the likelihood of Yu 
Tai's being able to expedite the negotiations14 "since the Ti- 
betans always considered the amban to be adherent of the 
English."l5 

The Indian government chose Khamba Dzong, a Tibetan settlement 
near the Sikkirn border, as the site of negotiations. Curzon's plan 
was to send a mission with a military escort to "make the Dalai 
Lama recognize the government of British India and stop his flirta- 
tion with the Russians.'' At the same time it would put an end to 
Chinese claims to command the Tibetan regime. 

However, the London government remained opposed to the 
colonization of Tibet because this would have been inconsistent 
with the wider objectives of British foreign policy. The British gov- 
ernment still considered Tibet to be one of the smallest pawns on 
the international chess board, but nevertheless avoided reckless 
actions. Lord Hamilton, the secretary of state for India, knew 
Curzon well and distrusted his information on the Russian threat. 



Eventually, London and Calcutta reached a compromise: they 
would send a British mission to Khamba Dzong with a view to 
discussing the Sikkimese/Tibetan border as well as trade issues. 

Having received permission to send his mission to Tibet, 
Curzon felt that he had been given the scope he needed. By adopt- 
ing a strong position at the negotiations, and frightening the Chi- 
nese and the Tibetans, he intended to dictate conditions to them. If 
the negotiations in Khamba Dzong failed, he expected that the 
London government would be unable to prevent the mission pen- 
etrating deeper into Tibet. 



The Younghusband expedition 
to  Tibet, 1903-1904 

The British government in London did not at first allow the mis- 
sion to penetrate deep into Tibet: it considered that its purpose was 
the resolution of the Sikkirn-Tibet border question and various trade 
issues rather than the occupation of Tibet. However, Curzon acted 
independently of London's orders. 

In the summer of 1903, Curzon appointed Major Francis 
Younghusband, an old participant in the central Asian 'Great Game', 
as head of a frontier commission to negotiate these issues with the 
representatives of the Dalai Lama and the Chinese amban in Lhasa. 
In order to increase the mission's authority, Younghusband was 
promoted to colonel for the duration of the negotiations. 
Younghusband was a typical British colonial official: he had been 
born in India and had studied first at Clifton College, a public school 
in Bristol, and then at the military academy in Sandhurst.' He was 
19 years old when he began military service in the Royal Dragoons. 
In addition to his military career he fulfilled various political as- 
signments. The range of his interests was very wide: besides the 
exploration of the Himalayas, he devoted much attention to mysti- 
cis~n and he later wrote some 20 books, including several dedi- 
cated to Tibetan issues. 

In theory, Curzon's actions could be explained by a desire to 
take advantage of Do jiev's negotiations in St Petersburg to correct 
the past mistakes of British India in its handling of the northern 
border. This raises the question: if there had been no Do rjiev, would 
Curzon have behaved in the same way? The answer must be that 
he would have done so, possibly even more decisively. And one 
can be sure that Curzon himself did not believe in the Russian 
menace to Tibet. London did not believe in it either: the political 
climate in Europe was beginning to change and within a few years 
England and Russia were to enter a period of entente. Curzon was 
so preoccupied with Asian affairs that he did not appreciate the 
nuances of developments in Europe. Although Curzon did not re- 
ally believe in the Russian menace in Tibet, he wanted to convince 



London that such a menace existed so that the government would 
give him permission to carry out his own policies on Tibet. 

Do jiev's mission helped justify Curzon's plans which went 
beyond trade and border issues-as later became clear from the 
conduct of Younghusband's mission. Even at the beginning it was 
clear that trade prospects were limited given the semi-subsistence 
nature of the Tibetan economy. Referring to Curzon's arguments, 
D. Fitzpatrick, a member of the Indian council in London, wrote 
that the trade was worth nothing and that there was no need to 
know Lord Curzon's opinion on the issue.2 Similarly, Clemm, the 
Russian consul in Bombay, pointed out in his report to St Peters- 
burg: 

The Indian government [i.e. Curzon's administration] hopes 
soon to gain access for Indian goods to the forbidden coun- 
try not so much for commercial profits, which will scarcely 
be significant given the poverty and small population of TI- 
bet, but rather for the expansion of its own influence in the 
country3 

The colonial administration in India actively propagated an anti- 
Tibetan stance. The Pioneer, a prominent Indian newspaper, wrote 
on 13 October 1903: 

Since the time of the Chinese-Japanese war of 1894, the in- 
fluence of Peking in Tibet had diminished and Lhasa has 
demonstrated its independence from its suzerain more than 
once. The Chinese amban the other day complained to the 
Empress Dowager that he was quite ignored by the Tibetan 
officials. He wrote that the "rudeness, ignorance and audac- 
ity of the Tibetans were well-known and he was unable to 
ensure their obedience." It is quite clear that the 'Tibetans 
condemned the 1890 convention, which testifies to the fact 
that Lhasa ignored the Chinese rulers ... There is every rea- 
son to believe that Lhasa, having thrown off the Chinese 
yoke, would like Russia to take the place of the 'son of 
heaven'. Intrigues and pressure (on the part of Russia) to 
win influence are taking place everywhere. St Petersburg 
and Lhasa have exchanged friendly messages. The ultimate 
objective is undoubtedly the Russification of 'Tibet. The Lhasa 
lamas, being ignorant of international affairs, do not under- 
stand the British government. Ln several months they will 



realize that no one will save them from the consequences of 
their own obstinacy. 

When the negotiations in Khamba Dzong were underway in the 
summer and autumn of 1903, the English and the Chinese acted 
with mutual understanding. The English doubted that the Lhasa 
administration would appoint officials with sufficient authority to 
negotiate. In order to eliminate these doubts, the Foreign Office 
instructed the British ambassador in Peking to insist on the Chi- 
nese representatives being accompanied by accredited Tibetan rep- 
resentatives. The Ch'ing government instructed the amban accord- 
ingly, and assured the English that it had done its utmost to fulfil 
this condition while at the same time pointing out the barbarian 
nature of the Tibetans. In an address to the Lhasa Kalons (minis- 
ters) the amban admonished the Tibetan 'barbarians', told them 
that it would be advisable to start negotiations with the English 
and exhorted them not to resist the latter by force even if they en- 
tered Tibet. These exhortations evidently helped, at least tempo- 
rarily, and the Dalai Lama appointed two Tibetan delegates. 

Although Younghusband questioned the seniority of his nego- 
tiation partners, he decided-after hesitating for three days-to 
open the session and to deliver a speech to these 'miserable repre- 
sentatives'. However, before he had done so, the Tibetans put for- 
ward their objections. They objected to Khamba Dzong as the site 
for negotiations: Younghusband's explanation that the place had 
been chosen by the amban and the viceroy made no impression. 
Besides, the Tibetans objected to the Englishman's huge military 
escort: they pointed out that since the negotiations were peaceful 
the presence of the large number of soldiers was incomprehensible. 

The Chinese delegate Ho Kuang-Hsi explained to 
Younghusband that the Tibetans were ignorant and that it was dif- 
ficult to deal with them. However, all his efforts were brought to 
nothing by the Tibetans. The first meeting of the three governments' 
delegates turned out to be the last one. They stayed in Khamba 
Dzong for the next three months but, rather than carrying out ne- 
gotiations, they invariably expressed their wish that the British force 
withdraw from Tibetan territory back into India. younghusband 
asked for permission to use force against the Tibetans, but Curzon 
refused to give it without authorization from London. Curzon wrote 
that they were tied hand and foot by the go~emrnent .~  

From the very beginning, the British representatives were not 



serious about the negotiations in Khamba Dzong: they were pre- 
paring grounds for the advance to Lhasa. One justification for end- 
ing the Khamba Dzong meetings was that the representatives on 
the Tibetan side were not sufficiently senior. Younghusband arrived 
at the negotiations with the rank of major. Even before the negotia- 
tions started, he expressed doubts about the authority of the Ti- 
betan delegation. Now he pointed out that his negotiation part- 
ners were low-ranking and the Chinese should have sent the deputy 
amban and the Tibetan govemment a member of the state council. 

The Tibetan delegates' objections to the presence of British 
armed forces on Tibetan territory in Khamba Dzong and their re- 
fusal to listen to Younghusband's introductory speech were in- 
tended for- the Tibetan government in Lhasa. Even their refusal to 
accept the text of the speech indicated that the Tibetans had no 
plenipotentiary powers. Younghusband's unwillingness to negoti- 
ate with the Tibetans was intensified by the fact that Ho Kuang- 
Hsi, the Chinese representative, had not the slightest influence upon 
the Tibetans: his prime concern was to finish this troublesome busi- 
ness as soon as possible and return home. Although Curzon did 
not authorize Younghusband to resort to force, more and more fac- 
tors appeared to justify such an approach. 

The British cabinet authorized Curzon to proceed into Tibet, 
but subject to several conditions, especially that the proposed ac- 
tion be on a small scale. In an audience with the King, the British 
Prime Minister Lord Balfour expressed the fear that the viceroy 
was cherishing plans of territorial expansion and that this would 
damage Indian interests and the empire's international relations. 

Although Curzon secured authorization for his plans he man- 
aged to antagonize several leading figures in the govemment in 
the process: thereafter his influence began to decline. London's re- 
luctance to approve the Indian government's Tibetan enterprise 
was explained by considerations of its China policy. By contrast 
Curzon and his senior colleagues were guided by narrower con- 
siderations: they saw before them a weak country which could eas- 
ily be turned into a colony and longed to achieve this aim. The 
Younghusband expedition is therefore to be seen as an initiative of 
British India rather than of Great Britain itself. As will be seen, this 
distinction was to have a significant impact on the outcome of the 
expedition and the Lhasa convention which concluded it. 

The Tinzvs of Ceylon newspaper clearly expressed its concep- 
tion of the Anglo-Chinese position. It commented that it was well 



known that Russia was strengthening its position and influence in 
Ebet.5 The present action was necessary to prevent future compli- 
cations. Russia was paving the way to Ebet by sending numerous 
scientific expeditions to the northern part of the country. It was 
time to bring this game to an end. 

Curzon made sure that such newspaper reports were taken at 
face value. He wrote to London that a Chinese customs officer, one 
of the representatives at the negotiations in Khamba Dzong, had 
informed Younghusband that he had every reason to believe that 
the Russians had been on their way to Lhasa. This information had 
recently been confirmed by the Reuters news agency: several hun- 
dred Cossacks had been sent to Tibet.6 

London understood very well the purpose of such informa- 
tion. However, owing to Curzon's insistence, it decided to sanc- 
tion Younghusband's move to the Chumbi valley in Tibet. Lord 
Lansdowne, the foreign minister, explained this move to Count 
Benckendorff, the Russian ambassador, by claiming that the gov- 
ernment had been obliged to take this step because of the Tibetans' 
scandalous behavior. 

Do rjiev's earlier efforts to arouse the Russian government's 
interest in the Tibetan problem had not borne fruit, and St Peters- 
burg reacted indifferently to reports of Younghusband's advance 
on Tibetan territory. Lord Hardinge, the deputy secretary of state 
for India and future viceroy, was in St Petersburg at the time and 
he reported back to London about his conversation with Lamsdorff. 
According to Hardinge, Lamsdorff assured him that the Russian 
government had paid no attention to newspaper reports about an 
agreement between Tibet and R ~ s s i a . ~  He referred to the Tibetan 
mission to Yalta and gave assurances that no political questions 
between Russia and Tibet had been discussed: there were only re- 
ligious links between them because of the presence of a large num- 
ber of Russian Buryats who considered the Dalai Lama to be the 
highest religious authority. Hardinge pointed out that the mission 
from Tibet to Russia and Do rjiev's influence in Lhasa was suspi- 
cious but said that His Majesty's government accepted with satis- 
faction Count Benckendorff 's official protestations on April 8,1903 
that the Russian government had not concluded any agreements 
concerning Tibet either with China or Tibet itself. The Russian gov- 
ernment had no agents there and had no intention of sending agents 
or a mission to Lhasa. 

Meanwhile, Klem (the Russian consul in Bombay) wrote: 



Judging by Calcutta's indifferent attitude to Tibetan isola- 
tion and by the few efforts made in earlier decades to enter 
into relations with it, one can hardly imagine that the ques- 
tion of adding this country to the British sphere of influence 
was projected at the convention of 1890. The present vice- 
roy was at first rather reluctant and almost shook his repu- 
tation as a vehement supporter of a 'forward policy'. But 
when the disreputable war (in South Africa) had been fin- 
ished, England with magnificent speed and cunning again 
assumed the role of the 'ruler of destinies'. 

Although the Russian consul's letter is critical of England, these 
criticisms did not have a concrete impact on practical politics and 
the British began their Tibetan project without fear of interference 
from Russia. At no time did the Russian government act to prevent 
British action in Tibet. 

General-Adjutant Alekseyev, the deputy in the Russian Far East, 
wired to the Russian legation in Peking in December 1903: "Only 
direct influence on England in one of its sensitive points in its Asian 
possessions could prevent the capture of Tibet on which all the 
Buddhist population of Siberia and Mongolia depends as regards 
their spiritual life."B However, Alekseyev could not himself iden- 
tify any 'sensitive points' since in practice Russian diplomacy had 
never used such methods in connection with Tibet, and nothing 
came of this suggestion. 

The invasion of Tibet was not on a large scale. Younghusband, 
the political head of the mission, was accompanied by an armed 
detachment led by Brigadier-General James MacDonald. This con- 
sisted of a mountain battery with seven guns, a machine-gun sub- 
division, two guns from the Gurkha units and half a company of 
field engineers. The sub-divisions consisted of eight Sikh and six 
Gurkha companies. The whole combatant detachment amounted 
to some 3,000. In addition there was a field hospital, a field engi- 
neer team, transport, communication and cartography sub-divi- 
sions. The expedition used local yaks, ponies, mules, bullocks and 
camels for transport purposes, and several thousand male and fe- 
male porters were hired to carry heavy loads. 

Thus, the total number of people accompanying Younghusband 
amounted to some 8,000 people. However, it was feared that the 
Tibetans would offer armed resistance and that military operations 
would then be inevitable: in that case the guns were to be decisive. 



General Macdonald was not an experienced commander, but the 
situation required neither a large number of soldiers nor great mili- 
tary skill since British military training and weapons gave them 
overwhelming military superiority over the Tibetans. 

The first armed clash took place north of Tuna near Guru on 
March 31,1904. On one side were 100 British troops and 1,200 In- 
dians and on the other a large number of Tibetans whose camp 
was near Guru. The Tibetans were almost unarmed and besides 
were unfamiliar with modern warfare: they found themselves all 
but defenceless before the firing of the British soldiers. "That was 
not a battle but carnage, not a doughty-struggle but massacre," 
wrote Edmund Candler, a British journalist who accompanied the 
mission. More than 600 Tibetans were killed and only two British 
troops were wounded. Public opinion around the world and in 
England itself responded to news of this 'battle' with indignation. 

Younghusband himself acknowledged that the Tibetans had 
been treated cruelly, but claimed that the collision was inevitable. 
According to him, the Tibetans lmiscalculated' and 'underesti- 
mated' the inflexibility of the British. Indeed, the Tibetans both 
miscalculated and underestimated, but they were scarcely respon- 
sible for the scale of the killing. Long before the 'battle', Lord 
Hamilton had expressed the view that it would be necessary to kill 
a few hundred Tibetans to restore British prestige and Candler later 
wrote that one could not expect the British to be recognised as a 
great power unless several hundred Tibetans were lulled.9 Thus 
the mass murder of the Tibetans was the result not so much of their 
miscalculation but rather the consequence of a planned strategy 
designed to intimidate them. 

However, the butchery at Guru did not frighten the Tibetans. 
Ten days later the British again came into collision with them. This 
time about 200 Tibetans were killed on the battlefield and the rest 
were scattered. The British did not pursue those who fled because 
there was no time. Thus, as it turned out, neither Tibetan armed 
opposition nor Russian diplomatic protests impeded 
Younghusband's advance. 

The assertions made by Benckendorff, the Russian ambassa- 
dor in London, that Russia had no intention of changing the status 
of Tibet obliged Great Britain to make a similar pledge. In late June 
1904, the British foreign secretary assured Benckendorff that the 
British government would not make any territorial acquisitions in 
Tibet. The two powers reached a verbal agreement to this effect. 



The Russian foreign affairs ministry showed a marked lack of 
initiative just as it had in previous decades when Russia's highest 
military and diplomatic officials (Blarambeerg, Skobolev, Ignatiev 
and others) had sent reports and memoranda proposing to take 
advantage of England's difficulties in Asia to tame it in Europe. 
These memoranda had been filed and the government had not taken 
up the proposals. This lack of initiative is hard to understand. Rus- 
sia had no interests in libet; Do jiev was dispensable; and the Dalai 
Lama's letters were left unanswered. But, given that both parties 
had yet to cool down after their 19th century rivalry in Asia, why 
should Russia not exploit the Tibetan expedition in its relations 
with England? One possible explanation for this disinterestedness 
was the high moral stance of Russian diplomacy. But who would 
believe this? It has become a custom to defame and revile this di- 
plomacy. Whatever the reason, Russia remained indifferent to Ti- 
bet. 

Younghusband later reported to his superiors that the rumors 
about the treaty between China. and Russia on Tibet had not been 
confirmed, though he allegedly had seen a draft of the treaty ac- 
cording to which the Russians had promised to send military in- 
structors to Tibet. The Ch'ing amban informed Younghusband that 
the Russians had sent rifles to the Tibetans, but these had become 
so rusty by the time they reached Lhasa that they could not be 
used. However, Younghusband added that he had not seen those 
rifles himself. lo 

The fuss about the 'Russian menace' in Tibet was created not 
only by Curzon but also by the press. L. A. Waddell's book Lhasa 
and its Mysteries appeared the year after the mission. The well- 
known orientalist S. Oldenburg reviewed the book in the maga- 
zine of the Russian public education ministry in September 1905 
and pointed out that from a political point of view the main fea- 
ture of the book was its extreme Russophobia. For example, he re- 
peats the legend that Russia had sent Tibet plenty of arms." Waddell 
turns G.Ts. Tsibikov into a topographical spy. In fact Tsibikov had 
been sent by the Russian Geographical Society to carry out scien- 
tific research. He did not make any surveys and even avoided leam- 
ing how to do them so as to avoid trouble. 

In his review of events in Tibet, Oldenburg pointed out that 
the Indian government's eloquence had persuaded London to take 
undertake aggression in Tibet. Now that the mission was over, it 
could be stated definitely that the story of Russia sending masses 



of arms to Tibet was no more than a legend. The only such weap- 
ons in the country were a few rifles which had been acquired from 
Mongols and Buryats. Oldenburg undoubtedly underestimated the 
durability of the legends concerning Russian intrigue, which per- 
sist to this day. 



C H A ~ E R  FOUR 
The Lhasa Convention 

Although the Dalai Lama was the banner of resistance, he did not 
himself take part in the defence of Tibet. In his memoirs, Do rjiev 
explains quite definitely that the Tibetan councils favored armed 
resistance. He himself considered that the British were far more 
powerful than the Tibetans and that the latter should therefore avoid 
conflict. Dorjiev's pacifist arguments did not convince his oppo- 
nents. According to him, Tibetan statesmen showed ill-considered 
narrow-mindedness in questions of war, peace and the salvation 
of their country. Dorjiev therefore almost single-handedly had to 
transport animals for the Dalai Lama's escape . 

The Dalai Lama realized that Do rjiev's missions to Russia had 
aroused the suspicions of the British government. Just before es- 
caping from Lhasa he wrote a letter to the British saying that they 
had no grounds for concern. However, he received no reply be- 
cause the British military/political machinery was already gather- 
ing momentum with a view to achieving its objectives by force 
rather than diplomacy. Do rjiev was summoned to the Dalai Lama's 
residence at the Potala, and he and some members of the Dalai 
Lama's retinue set out to the north-east in the direction of Mongolia. 
An escort of 200 horsemen soon joined them. 

As Younghusband approached Lhasa, the amban sent messen- 
gers to the Dalai Lama calling on him to return to Lhasa where he 
would be treated with respect and courtesy. However, the Dalai 
Lama foresaw what would happen if he did so, and continued his 
escape to Mongolia. Having failed to persuade the Dalai Lama to 
turn back, the amban tried to win over the Tibetan dignitaries who 
had remained in Lhasa. In a report to the Chinese foreign ministry 
he expressed his own view that it would be to Peking's advantage 
if the Tibetans suffered another defeat.' He nurtured the idea of 
taking advantage of British military power to strengthen the power 
of the ambans in Lhasa and believed that Younghusband's mission 
would help achieve this. 

The Rbetans were aware of the amban's wish to punish them, 
and reacted accordingly. Perceval Landon, a journalist who accom- 
panied the British expedition, wrote that the Chinese had no real 



power and that the Tibetans deeply distrusted them, regarding even 
their advice as a form of p o i s ~ n . ~  

Younghusband's Anglo-Indian force entered Lhasa on August 
4, 1904, having travelled nearly 600 krn from the Sikkim border 
with interludes in Khamba Dzong, Tuna, and Gyantse. He estab- 
lished his military headquarters in the suburbs of Lhasa. The amban 
hastened to make contact with him, and arranged an official meet- 
ing a few hours after his arrival. He was preceded by an escort of 
forty retainers in picturesque dress and carrying pikes, tridents and 
banners. They were followed by his secretaries and their servants 
and finally by 10 men carrying the, amban himself in a palanquin. 
The description of the amban's procession on his 'state visit' is sig- 
nificant because it demonstrates the importance he attached to cor- 
rect protocol, an attitude shared by Younghusband himself. 

Younghusband returned the amban's visit the following day, 
and indicated that Curzon wished to establish a British represen- 
tative in Lhasa accompanied by a military escort. The amban as 
usual referred to the foolishness of the Tibetans, and was obviously 
concerned about his own status. In spite of the weakness of his 
position he promised to render Younghusband all possible assis- 
tance to persuade the Tibetans of the urgent need to settle the prob- 
lem with the British as soon as possible. In addition, he assigned a 
two-day food allowance to Younghusband's troops as a gift and 
indicated his readiness to feed them in future from his own re- 
sources. This was very opportune as the delivery of supplies from 
India was irregular. The Dalai Lama wrote to the Manchu Empress 
Dowager from exile and blamed the amban for 'various derelic- 
tions' which resulted in the British invasion of Tibet.3 

The Tibetans faced political and military defeat. The Tibetan 
leaders' meeting with Younghusband was particularly humiliat- 
ing when compared with the solemn ceremonies which had ac- 
companied the amban's meeting with Younghusband. Urgyan 
Wangchuk, the Penlop of Tongsa (Bhutan), had accompanied the 
mission as a mediator, and he introduced them to the British. At 
the first meeting they were treated more as trophies put out for 
show rather than as a government representatives authorised to 
negotiate on a basis of equality. 

Before fleeing from Lhasa, the Dalai Lama had appointed the 
Ti-Rinpoche, the head of Ganden monastery, as the regent, and had 
given him one of his Great Seals used to ratify religious dwurnents. 
Younghusband negotiated with him and with the representatives 



of the three great monasteries of Sera, Drepung and Ganden. The 
Ti-Rinpoche duly ratified the Lhasa convention, which resulted 
from these negotiations, with the Dalai Lama's official seal. In the 
later Chinese view, this amounted to a shameful capitulation to the 
enemy at the walls of the capital, but the Chinese representative in 
the capital was to be blamed for this disaster. Not only had he helped 
Younghusband with food: more importantly he had promoted the 
Lhasa convention. The Ch'ing government approved of his actions 
although the Dalai Lama, who was now in Urga (the capital of 
Mongolia), accused the amban of cowardice and betrayal. 

The Lhasa convention consisted of 10 articles, and these re- 
flected the maximum demands which Curzon could inflict on Ti- 
bet without coming into conflict with his own govemment in Lon- 
don. The first articles of the document referred to the original pur- 
pose of the expedition, but the subsequent clauses were more sig- 
nificant. They reflected Curzon's view that the official purpose of 
the mission was insignificant, and the main purpose was to define 
future relations as a whole rather than the frontier disagreements 
or conditions for trade. The most important item in the convention 
was Article Nine. This read: 

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

a) no portion of Tibet shall be ceded, sold, leased, mortgaged 
or otherwise given for occupation to any foreign power; 
b) no such power shall be permitted to intervene in Tibetan 
affairs; 
c) no representatives or agents of any foreign power shall be 
admitted to Tibet; 
d )  no concessions for railways, roads, telegraphs, mining or 
other rights shall be granted to any foreign power. In the 
event of consent to such concessions being granted, similar 
or equivalent concessions shall be granted to the British gov- 
ernment; 
e) no Tibetan revenues, whether in cash or in kind, shall be 
pledged or assigned to any foreign power or the subject of 
any foreign power. 

There is no reason to cast doubt on the authority of the Tibetan 
signatories to the convention. The Tibetan leaders were compelled 
to negotiate but neither the Chinese nor their own compatriots 



questioned their authority to do so. In addition to the Great Seal of 
the Dalai Lama, the seals of the three great monasteries, the coun- 
cil, and the national assembly were attached to the convention. 
Younghusband had little conception of the role of these institutions 
in ratifying state resolutions or treaties. It therefore follows that 
the decision to attach their seals, thus ensuring the validity of the 
convention, was taken on the initiative of the Tibetans rather than 
the British. 

By signing the convention, the Tibetans achieved their imme- 
diate objective of ensuring Younghusband's withdrawal to India. 
At the same time, the fact that they signed an international treaty 
in their own right demonstrated Tibet's independent legal status. 
Tibet had signed similar bilateral agreements in the past, for ex- 
ample in 1842 following a war with the Dogras and in 1856 after a 
war with Nepal. Chinese historians also were conscious of this as- 
pect of the convention: by his actions the Chinese representative in 
Lhasa apparently had recognised Tibet's right to conclude interna- 
tional agreements. 

Although the Younghusband expedition resulted in Tibet's 
military and political defeat, the British did not establish any form 
of colonial power in the country. When signing the convention, 
Younghusband pointed out that the British had not taken posses- 
sion of any part of Tibet, and recognised China's suzerainty. The 
actual results of the expedition were not commensurate with the 
efforts made in undertaking it. In great measure this was due to 
the contrasting perspectives and objectives of the Indian govern- 
ment led by Curzon and the British government in London. 
Younghusband signed the convention in his capacity as the repre- 
sentative of His Majesty's government. Later, on November 11,1904, 
it was ratified by Lord Ampthill, the acting viceroy of India during 
Curzon's furlough, and that was all. It was not formally ratified by 
the British government in London. 

The Tibetan policy of Curzon and Younghusband had in fact 
gone beyond London's official instructions, and this naturally an- 
tagonized the home government. After Younghusband's return to 
India in October 1904, he disappeared from the Tibetan policy- 
making arena-as did Curzon himself a little later. The two men's 
forward policy was not so much a result of indiscipline as extreme 
zeal. The men on the spot felt that they knew better than their su- 
periors in London. Ten years later there were similar conflicts of 
opinion concerning the Simla conference between British India, 



Tibet and China. In both cases the British government in Whitehall 
decided not to take full advantage of the benefits secured by the 
negotiators because these contradicted London's policy towards 
China. 

Soon the Ch'ing government suggested a continuation of Chi- 
nese/British negotiations. Sir Ernest Satow, the British minister, was 
given to understand that the representatives of other western pow- 
ers in Peking were concerned about the implications of Article Nine, 
and hoped that they would serve to justify their own claims to 
special status in certain parts of China: Germany in Shandung; Ja- 
pan in Fujian; and France in Yuman. At the same time Peking pro- 
posed to pay the indemnity imposed on Tibet. The English at first 
resisted this proposal because they feared that the Tibetans would 
ignore the other terms of the convention if Britain chose to deal 
directly with China on the indemnity As The Tinzrs of London wrote, 
the indemnity was in part a punishment and in part a means of 
making the Tibetans understand the need to fulfil their other obli- 
gations under the Lhasa c~nvention.~ 

However, China did finally pay the indemnity as a means of 
strengthening Manchu authority in Tibet.5oon the Ch'ing gov- 
ernment began to take advantage of this to carry out a more ener- 
getic policy of consolidating its influence in Ebet.6 Having received 
the financial compensation for Younghusband's mission, the gov- 
ernment of British India was inched to reconcile itself to its fail- 
ure. 

In addition to paying the contribution, the Ch'ing government 
took other steps to regulate Anglo-Chinese relations concerning 
Tibet. The delegate Tan Shaoi was appointed to the negotiations 
concerning the Lhasa convention. In his conversations with Satow, 
he displayed complete understanding of British concerns. Refer- 
ring to the 'Russian menace', Tan Shaoi informed Satow that not 
long after the signing of the 1890 convention, the Dalai Lama had 
obtained written assurance from Russia of her readiness to protect 
Tibet against India. These documents, three in number, had been 
obtained by the Amban Shen Tai, but at some time during the stay 
of the latter, his subordinates had been bribed to give them up, and 
subsequently it was found that they had disappeared.' Though 
Satow was not inclined to believe this fascinating information, he 
nevertheless thought it appropriate to inform London. 

Meanwhile, Do jiev arrived in China en route to St Petersburg. 
In his statement to the Trans-Baikal military governor, he wrote 



that the Dalai Lama cherished hopes of Russian assistance to settle 
the Tibetan question in favor of the Tibetan people, and this was 
the reason for his journey from Tibet to Urga (Mongolia), which 
was in the Russians' sphere of influence. However, the Dalai Lama 
was uncertain of Russia's attitude to the Tibetan question and had 
therefore entrusted him to travel to St Petersburg to clarify the situ- 
ation. At the same time an official from Troitskosavsk wired to St 
Petersburg that the Dalai Lama dreamt of linking Tibet and Russia 
by telegraph, and that meanwhile he was appointing Do rjiev to be 
his representative in Russia to inform the Russian government of 
Tibetan affairs and to receive information from the Russian gov- 
ernment. 

In St Petersburg, Do jiev presented an official document, en- 
titled "Reasons for appointing the Ambassador Tsanit Hambo 
Labsan Agwan, an official of the Dalai Lama, the head of the Ti- 
betan people." The document included the following: 

We ask Your Majesty to take measures to make the Tibetan 
state inviolable, and prevent the British government from 
encroaching on Tibet. The Tibetan state has until now been 
running its affairs independently and henceforth no one will 
have to interfere with the internal affairs of the state. Hav- 
ing the wish to join the circle of the civilized great peoples, 
we entrust the above Tsanit Hambo to achieve all kinds of 
agreements.' 

However, Do rjiev's negotiations in St Petersburg were fruitless. A 
"Memorandum on the Negotiations with Hambo Do rjiev" on Sep- 
tember 25, 1905 summarized the Russian government's reply to 
Do rjiev's proposal to renew Russia's connections with Tibet and 
appoint an official representative to Lhasa: it was thought this 
would actually harm the Dalai Lama because he would be seen as 
a Russian 

Nevertheless, academic opinion still disagrees on the subject 
of Russian pressure on England in connection with the Tibetan cri- 
sis. Given Russia's evident indifference towards Tibet during the 
negotiations with Do rjiev, one cannot agree that Britain's invasion 
of Tibet and the conclusion of the Lhasa convention caused the 
resistance of the Russian government. The following diplomatic 
exchanges cited in one of the Russian works on the period can 
scarcely be considered examples of Russian pressure: "Sazonov, 
the charge d'affaires, declared in London that the text of the treaty 



had produced an unfavorable impression on the Russian govern- 
ment," or, "The ambassador Benckendorff had a conversation with 
Lansdowne and pointed out that the treaty amounted to a disguised 
protectorate," or, least of all, "Lamsdorff, the foreign affairs minis- 
ter of Russia, set forth his opinion of the Tibetan question to the 
British amba~sador."~" 

After the Lhasa convention was published in the press, the 
Russian foreign affairs minister wired to the Russian embassy in 
London: 

The text of the Anglo-Tibetan Treaty confirms that the En- 
glish have violated their commitments according to the [En- 
glish] memorandum of May 20 of this year. Please convey 
this point to Lord Landowne.ll 

The ambassador was to 'convey this point' and no more. Ln his 
reply from London, Sazonov answered that during his conversa- 
tion with Lansdowne, the British minister denied the justness of 
Russia's objections and could not see any disparity between Britain's 
promises and the conditions of the convention.12 

Similarly, in Peking the Russian ambassador Lessar wrote at 
the end of September, 1904: "I made it clear that England could not 
act in Tibet as she liked. We are busy in other regions, but if China 
is resolute it will turn out that she is not alone." However, China 
was not resolute. Besides, the British ambassador in Peking tried 
to calm down Vaivuba (from the Chinese ministry of foreign af- 
fairs), saying that the convention was a preliminary agreement and 
that the final one would be discussed in Peking. The Ch'ing 
government's position influenced the response of other countries: 
none responded and two months later Lessar informed St Peters- 
burg that "the newspaper rumors about the protests of Germany, 
Italy and America against the Tibetan agreement were ba~eless."'~ 

The idea of the Russian pressure on Great Britain to a ~ u l  the 
Lhasa convention therefore cannot be proved. In theory, Russia 
might also have had economic motives for protesting about British 
action in Tibet: it might have wished to prevent Britain taking pos- 
session of Tibetan wealth. However, Tibet was not another India 
famous for its precious stones. In earlier decades Russian travel- 
lers had with great difficulty travelled across Tibet and realized 
that the country was Alpine, had no forests and little topsoil and 
was thinly populated: there was no proof of rumors about gold 
and rare minerals in the country. British specialists who had been 



able to reconnoitre different parts of the country during Young- 
husband's expedition gave similar reports.14 The 'mine workings' 
mentioned in the Lhasa convention were never realized. In short, 
Russia would have had no economic motive to protest about Brit- 
ish expansion in Tibet. 

One might also suggest that the Russian monarchy might have 
felt a sense of common interest with the Ch'ing dynasty. However, 
the Ch'ing were obstinate, refractory neighbors, and Tsarist diplo- 
macy had little incentive to work in their favor. Moreover, the House 
of Romanov had closer dynastic links with Britain than with China: 
King Edward VII was a blood relative of the Russian Emperor 
Nicholas 11. 

The most important dynastic relations in the present context 
are those between China and Tibet. Relations between Imperial 
China and Tibet were founded on the 'priest/patron' formula. It 
has become a commonplace to assert that the links between the 
two countries were based on the personal interdependence of the 
emperor and the Dalai Lama. But Tibet was not an organic part of 
China from the cultural, economic and administrative points of 
view. Despite this inter-relationship, modem publications referring 
to events at the beginning of the 20th century invariably refer to 
'Chinese interests' in Tibet, without mentioning Tibet's interests in 
China. 

There is one final reason to suppose that Russia might have 
put pressure on G r ~ a t  Britain to give up the Lhasa convention: 
Tsarist Russia's eastern policy. However, Russian expansion into 
Tibet would have contradicted common sense: the acquisition of 
territory in Asia was not an end in itself for Russia since it did not 
wish to over-extend its forces." Russian travellers at the end of the 
19th century had become acquainted with the vast uninhabited 
regions of Tibet and these were scarcely attractive for expansion. 

However, these considerations did not make Russia indiffer- 
ent to the Tibetan problem. The Younghusband expedition and the 
Lhasa convention could not escape the notice of the Russian gov- 
ernment, which brought its views to the attention to the British 
government moderately and clearly. Nevertheless, the Russian 
government's response does not justify describing it as a display 
of Anglo-Russian rivalry. London would no doubt have preferred 
to hear praise of the British invasion of Tibet, but it could not ex- 
pect international approval of its actions designed to obtain one- 
sided profits. It was well-known that even the London government 



did not approve of the actions of the British Indian administration. 
As the Russian Consul Klemm wrote from Bombay: "Curzon's 
shady enterprise was strictly condemned by Liberals in parlia- 
ment."16 The Russian government understood this and instructed 
its staff working abroad accordingly. As a telegram to the consul in 
Urga stated: "The mission to Tibet was planned and carried out by 
the Indian government, regardless of the wishes of the London 
parliament which openly reproached Lord Curzon."" 

Thus, the reaction of Russia can be considered natural and re- 
strained and contained no elements of pressure. Russia's position 
was not indifferent: it was passive. During this period the Tsarist 
government was involved in the Russian-Japanese war and sup- 
pressing the revolutionary movement in its own country: it was 
scarcely surprising that it had no reserves of energy to influence 
events in Tibet. 



The Dalai Lama's escape to Mongolia 

The Dalai Lama escaped to Mongolia intending to wait for better 
times in Tibet. He sent Do rjiev to St Petersburg to persuade Russia 
to help Tibet. In St Petersburg Do rjiev explained the reasons for the 
Dalai Lama's flight from Lhasa in a number of meetings with the 
Tsar and his ministers. He later wrote in his autobiography that the 
Russians had promised help, but that the government had been 
downcast by its defeat in the war with Japan. Nevertheless, Do rjiev 
was promised that Russia would render all possible assistance by 
means of negotiations with the English and the Chinese. 

The Russian government made no attempt to influence Tibetan 
affairs, and this impelled Russian Buddhists to take action on their 
own account. The Russian consul in Urga wrote that Khambo Lama 
Iroltuyev, the head of the Russian Buddhists, proposed to take the 
Dalai Lama to Selenginsk with a view to creating a new Buddhist 
centre under his leadership. Economic considerations played a role 
here in that the money spent by pilgrims travelling to see the Dalai 
Lama would have remained in Russia, instead of being used up in 
Tibet, if the new Buddhist centre had been established. 

While the Dalai Lama was in Urga, Iroltuyev and other influ- 
ential Buryats and Kalmyks tried to persuade him to come to their 
country and in this connection he enquired of the Russian consul 
in Mongolia whether the Russian government could ensure Tibet's 
protection from England and China. However, he received a nega- 
tive reply.' The Russian government wished to avoid becoming 
embroiled in Tibetan affairs and the foreign minister instructed the 
consul to pass over in silence the possibility of a rapprochement 
between Russia and Tibet.2 The Dalai Lama learnt of Russia's in- 
ternal and external problems, and decided that he did not wish to 
add to its difficulties by entering the ~oun t ry .~  

The official Chinese chronicle of these events was compiled 
between 1911 and the 1920s, at a time when the Tibetans did not 
permit Chinese representatives onto their territory. This explains 
the aloofness with which the Chinese chroniclers depicted events 
in Tibet: 



When the English began to advance easily into Tibet, the 
Dalai Lama was very frightened. Having given his seal to 
the Kalon [minister] of Ganden monastery, he hurried to es- 
cape to Qinghai. The Amban Yu Tai demanded that the Dalai 
Lama be deprived of his rank and removed from his post 
since he showed an exceptional rebelliousness and hid him- 
self.4 

Yu Tai's demands reflected the views of the Ch'ing dynasty and its 
officials of the Anglo-Tibetan conflict. Ch'ing-shi Kao states: 

In the 30th year of Guans'ui [1904], the Dalai Lama was in- 
volved in a war with the English. Having suffered a defeat, 
he escaped and settled down in Urga. He intended to seek 
refuge in R u ~ s i a . ~  

The Manchu court declared the Dalai Lama's dethronement for 
failing in his duties. This action was invalid since the Dalai Lamas 
were divine by birth, and no power could either elevate a Dalai 
Lama to the throne or dethrone him. The dethronement therefore 
had no practical consequences. Thus, the Chinese official documents 
confirm that the Dalai Lama could expect no sympathy or assis- 
tance from the Ch'ings in his struggle against foreign invasion. 

Do rjiev's earlier missions to Russia had not resulted in the es- 
tablishment of Tibetan/Russian diplomatic relations, but the idea 
of such links had not been abandoned. Dorjiev was not the only 
one who was anxious to revive the idea, but his views were par- 
ticularly significant since he belonged to the retinue of the Dalai 
Lama. As an exile first in 1904 and later in 1910 (after fleeing to 
India to escape from the Chinese general Chao Erh-feng), the Dalai 
Lama corresponded with the Russian authorities through Do rjiev. 
Do rjiev accompanied the Dalai Lama into exile on the first occa- 
sion, but not on the second because he was afraid of falling into the 
hands of the British. 

However, even after being separated from Dorjiev, the Dalai 
Lama did not give up the idea of rapprochement with Russia. In 
early June, 1905 Pokotilov, the Russian ambassador to China, re- 
ceived Do rjiev (whom he had met earlier in Peking) in Kiachta on 
the Russian-Chinese border while on his way from Russia. In his 
report, Pokotilov wrote: 

According to Do rjiev, the main and almost the only reason 
for the Dalai Lama's coming to Urga was his intention to 



seek Russian protection since misfortunes had befallen Ti- 
bet.6 

At the same time, the Dalai Lama had not given up hope of per- 
suading the Ch'ings to protect Tibet. This seemed especially fea- 
sible during the initial period of the Dalai Lama's stay in Urga. At 
that time, the Russian consul in Urga reported: 

The Dalai Lama intended to ask our ambassador [in Pekmg] 
to facilitate his reconciliation with the Chinese government. 
If Ambassador Pokotilov could influence the Chinese rnin- 
isters favorably, the Dalai Lama could return to L h a ~ a . ~  

However, by the time Pokotilov came from Kiachta to Urga, the 
distance between the Tibetan and Chinese points of view had grown 
to such an extent that there was little hope of a rapprochement. 
Pokotilov's conversation almost repeated Dorjiev's words in 
Kiachta concerning the desirability of a Russian protectorate. How- 
ever, the decisive factor in Tibet's relationship with China was not 
the wishes of the Dalai Lama but the Chinese government's failure 
to look after Tibet's vital interests. 

Since Dorjiev's earlier mission to St Petersburg, the Dalai 
Lama's intentions had been well known to Russian diplomats. The 
Russian consul in Urga reported that the Dalai Lama had come to 
Urga with the sole aim of availing himself of Russian advice and 
assistance. In Urga he found out about a secret instruction which 
had been sent from Peking to all the border chiefs ordering them to 
arrest the Dalai Lama if he appeared on the Russian frontier and 
bring him to the town of Bin-fa-tsian (Bin-fa-tsian is unknown, and 
it was later thought that the name might stand for 'immediate ex- 
ecution'). The Peking government was sure that the Dalai Lama 
was heading for R u s ~ i a . ~  Obviously such a move would have in- 
curred considerable personal risks for the Dalai Lama, and the 
Russian embassy warned that it would be disastrous for him if the 
Chinese discovered "our wish to avail ourselves of his services".' 

The consul in Urga, who was in constant communication with 
the Russian ambassador in Peking, wrote in 1905: "Placing himself 
trustingly under the patronage of the Sovereign [i.e. the Tsar], the 
Dalai Lama would like to know whether Russia could protect Ti- 
bet openly from England and China." The ambassador replied: "It 
is absolutely impossible to give the assurances required by the Dalai 
Lama." At the same time he advised the consul to assure the Dalai 



Lama that he would be cordially received if he came to Russia. 
However, he would receive no more than private assistance.I0 Count 
N.I? Ignatiev, one of the leading supporters of Russia's Asian policy, 
pointed out in a memorandum to the government that the Dalai 
Lama's escape might have consequences of great importance to 
Russia. Ignatiev wrote: 

Apparently, he [the Dalai Lama] counted on direct, active 
Russian support to Tibet, and even on joining Tibet to the 
Russian state. It is rumored that some other lamas also in- 
tended to come from Tibet to Urga, or settle near the Rus- 
sian border with the hope of approaching our Kalmyks and 
Buryats." 

However, neither Do rjiev's negotiations in St Petersburg nor the 
Dalai Lama's personal diplomacy prompted Russia to take any 
action. The Russian government's attitude to the Tibetan problem 
was invariably reserved. For example, in April, 1905, when the Rus- 
sian newspaper Rassvet published an article entitled "The Wander- 
ings of the Dalai Lama", the foreign ministry wrote to the editorial 
board. It said that the article had made quite groundless hints that 
the foreign minister had earlier given the Dalai Lama several as- 
surances but now refused to give him any support when he had to 
leave Tibet and ask for Russian help. 

It added: "As you are aware, the facts absolutely do not corre- 
spond to the statements in the newspaper. It was not the foreign 
affairs ministry but Count Ukhtomskiy who petitioned for the E- 
betan deputation in Russia in 1900, thus reassuring them with some 
unrealizable promises."12 

Thus, from the moment of his arrival in Urga, the Dalai Lama 
persistently sought Russian assistance, either personally or through 
his representatives. Youhghusband's expedition was intended to 
prevent the Dalai Lama from making advances to Russia,I3 but it 
had the opposite effect. It was difficult for the Dalai Lama to com- 
municate with Russia from Lhasa (via India, the Near East, the 
Mediterranean and the Black Sea), but much easier to do so from 
Urga. However, J. I? Shshmaryov, the Russian consul in Urga, wrote: 

It is not very convenient for us to communicate with the Dalai 
Lama at present. This might harm affairs with China and 
Mongolia and cast a shadow on our relations with the Chi- 
nese Imperial government which disapproves of the Dalai 



Lama travelling to Urga and suspects him of seeking Rus- 
sian patronage or even crossing the border into Russia. The 
Dalai Lama must not be allowed to enter Russian territory.14 

In January 1905, Alexeyev, a deputy-governor in the Far East, re- 
ceived a message from his subordinates in Russia saying that: 

The Dalai Lama intended to go to Russia. He felt offended 
that he had been met in Urga not by the Russian consul, but 
only by the secretary of the consulate, and that the consul 

; had communicated with him only by the secretary. He asks 
whether the government will find it possible to appoint a 
special Russian official through whom he, the Dalai Lama, 
may negotiate.I5 

However, the Russian government declined to appoint a represen- 
tative to the Dalai Lama pleading, as usual, that it was preoccu- 
pied with the war with Japan. Thus, the 'Russian menace in Tibet' 
with which Curzon had frightened the London government, and 
the 'Russian intrigues and plots' turned out to be a fabrication. This 
fabrication was accepted by the Ch'ings who throughout the Dalai 
Lama's exile in Mongolia insisted on his leaving Urga for Sining.16 
However, British Prime Minister Lord Balfour and many of his col- 
leagues were far from convinced of the reality of the Russian threat 
to Tibet. Lord Hamilton, the secretary of state for India, while sym- 
pathetic to his friend Curzon's point of view, felt privately that the 
viceroy was being a 'trifle alarmist'.17 However, the London gov- 
ernment did order the despatch of an armed mission to Tibet. Once 
Tibet had been suppressed, London intended it to pass under the 
full control of the Ch'ings which would leave no room for 'Russian 
intrigue' or Russian pressure1. 

The Russian authorities showed respect to the Dalai Lama in 
his capacity as a senior religious leader, but that was all. In six 
months his desire to escape to Russia had begun to wane. In mid- 
June 1905, when receiving the Tsar's gifts, he told Pokotilov that: 

he had arrived in the north in Urga mainly to secure the 
high patronage of the Russian Tsar. He understood that Rus- 
sia had many troubles at present besides Tibet, but he nev- 
ertheless still hoped that His Majesty would not deny his 
merciful attention to him. The Dalai Lama personally asked 
Pokotilov to protect his interests before the Chinese govern- 
ment.18 



Russian diplomats took measures to protect the Dalai Lama. In his 
letter to the Dalai Lama, Pokotilov wrote that in his unofficial con- 
versations with Chinese ministers he had "frequently referred to 
the inappropriate behavior of Yang Chzhi, the Urga amban, towards 
the Dalai Lama. The ministers had promised to reprimand the 
amban."19 

References to the Russian/ Japanese war provided Russian dip- 
lomats with a simple excuse for avoiding participation in Tibetan 
affairs. However, even many years later, when the war was long 
past and the 1905 revolution had been replaced by years of reac- 
tion, Russia maintained its former attitude towards Tibet. Despite 
Dorjiev's renewed efforts to interest the Russian govemment in 
Tibetan affairs and the Dalai Lama's calls for assistance, the Rus- 
sian government again avoided involvement in Tibetan problems. 
It did not even wish to play the role of go-between. The Dalai Lama 
hoped that Russia would find Tibet's lawful demands to be just 
and, together with the other European powers, would discuss and 
settle its demands. One of the Tibetan appeals stated that Tibet had 
appealed to its mighty historical neighbour Russia because it was 
unfamiliar with the laws and traditions of international relations 
and did not trust any other powers and nations: it considered all 
other approaches to contradict its national ethos. 

The Ch'ings, who had dethroned the Dalai Lama for his deci- 
sion to resist the British invasion, hoped in this way to get rid of a 
Tibetan government which was displaying too much independence. 
This action was incompatible with the Dalai Lama's status and the 
history of Sino-Tibetan relations, but its consequences adversely 
affected the fate both of the Dalai Lama and of Tibet as a whole. 
Only Russian assistance offered the Dalai Lama an opportunity to 
improve the situation. In October 1905, Kuzminsky, the Russian 
consul in Urga, wired: 

The Dalai Lama requests the consulate to implore the Rus- 
sian government to take upon itself the task of formally 
mediating between him and the Chinese govemment in case 
they break off relations.20 

This breakdown of relations had become a fact. The Dalai Lama 
had appealed to the Russian representatives, requesting them to 
report to St Petersburg that the Peking govemment had violated 
his rights and the rights of Mongolia. The Chinese opposition in- 
tended to overthrow the Manchu dynasty and restore Chinese rule. 



However, neither Tibet nor Mongolia had ever been under the do- 
minion of the Chinese (as opposed to the Manchus). Rather, 
Mongolia had been master of both China and Tibet, and had sub- 
sequently submitted to the Manchu dynasty more as an ally than a 
subordinate. The Dalai Lama and his supporters decided to sepa- 
rate peacefully from China and become an independent state with 
the assistance and patronage of Rus~ia .~ '  

At that time the Ch'ing dynasty faced increasing opposition 
from revolutionary activity in China itself. In August 1905 Sun 
Yatsen issued the "Declaration of the United Union" which stated: 

Those whom we call Manchus are descended from the east- 
ern barbarian dynasties who lived beyond the frontier forts. 
During the Ming dynasty they often violated the borders of 
our state. Later, taking advantage of disturbances in China, 
they intruded into its territory, abolished our Chinese state, 
seized power and turned us, the Hans, into their slaves. They 
killed millions of rebels. We have been a people without a 
motherland for 250 years. Now the cruelty and evil deeds of 
the Manchu powers has exceeded all measure. The army of 
justice pursues its aim to overthrow the Manchu govern- 
ment and return the Hans to their sovereign powers.22 

Russia's position remained unchanged even though the Ch'ing 
throne had been shaken. Official correspondence between Urga and 
Peking shows that Russian diplomats wanted to keep the Dalai 
Lama and his retinue from what they believed to be ill-considered 
and disastrous actions by involving Russia in their affairs. Ln a let- 
ter to Lamsdorff, Pokotilov pointed out that "it is necessary to make 
the Buddhist chief priest understand that only after his return to 
Tibet will we have the opportunity to undertake greater activities 
with regard to the maintenance of Tibetan independen~e."~~ 

Assistance to the Dalai Lama in upholding the independence 
of Tibet did not become a part of Russian policy either in 1905 or 
later when the Ch'ings sent a punitive expedition to Tibet. The 
Russians cherished the illusion that "the Chinese would by no 
means support their position in Tibet with arms. They would be 
quite satisfied with an agreement giving them a semblance of 
suzerainty. "24 

Thus, the Tibetans' hopes of Russian resistance were not real- 
ized, and at one of his meetings with Russian representatives in 
Urga, the Dalai Lama expressed h s  disappointment. He reproached 



them for the lack of consistency in the actions of the Russian offi- 
cial bodies-the Urga consulate, the Peking embassy and the St 
Petersburg military authorities and ministries. All this put him to 
severe difficulties because he did not know whom to ask for ad- 
vice or to whom he should entrust these most confidential ideas.25 

This situation was the result of extremely weak links between 
Russia and Tibet. Tibet was not one of the main focuses of Russian 
policy: it was primarily of scientific interest. The 1906 Conference 
of Russian Orientalists, in which S. F. Oldenburg, P.K. Kozlov and 
others took part, stated that: 

Russia has no direct interests in Tibet. We are interested in 
Tibet first of all because there are many Buddhists among 
our Russian subjects, and it is advantageous for us to enjoy 
the favour of their religious leader. At the same time we are 
interested ...in scientific research in Tibet. The services of our 
travellers and scientists in this field are universally 
recognised, including by the English. If possible, we should 
assert the rights of Russian science to pursue these avenues 
of 

The Russian state first acquired Buddhist subjects in the 18th cen- 
tury. Buddhism prospered, and the number of monasteries grew. 
By the early 20th century there were 46 monasteries and 15,000 
monks in Buryatia; 105 temples and 5,000 monks in Kalrnykia; and 
33 temples and about 4,000 monks in Tuva. All this gave Russian 
academics an opportunity to make direct contact with Buddhism 
and the study of Tibet. 

As far back as the 1830s Isaak Jakob Schmidt of the Russian 
Academy of Sciences had compiled the first Tibetan-Russian dic- 
tionary. Schmidt's Tibetan grammar had appeared in 1839. By the 
beginning of the 20th century Russia had presented the world with 
scholars such as V.l? Vasiliev, I.P. Minaev, and F.I. Sherbatsky whose 
works revolutionized international Buddhist studies. 

Unfortunately, Agvan Do rjiev's name is not included in the 
list of famous scholars although he was the best-educated 
Tibetologist of all: he left no scholarly works, and even his diaries, 
which were written in Tibetan, have yet to be translated. He was 
not writing history: he was creating it. 

In short, the thesis that Russia took an active stance in putting 
pressure on Britain to give up  the results achieved by 
Younghusband's expedition turns out to be quite groundless. 



Curzon's fantasies are put to an end 

The world's political scientists and historians have created an en- 
during myth that Tibet indisputably belongs to China. This myth 
about the relationship between the two parties has led to a wrong 
interpretation of the Lhasa Convention of 1904 and the P e h g  Con- 
vention of 1906. The former was, in fact, a denial of any form of 
Tibetan dependence on China. It completely ignored the Chinese 
empire. This lack of any mention or implication of the empire re- 
flected the reality of the two states' relationship. 

Such disregard, however, seemed inexplicable to the rest of 
the world because of the notion of these relations that was sup- 
ported and successfully spread by the Chinese state machinery. 
Thus the historians' picture emerged that the European states, out 
of strong rivalry with Britain, began to protest against the Lhasa 
Convention in order to restore a Chinese presence in Tibet, with 
China and Russia being in the first ranks of the protesters. China 
was defending her rights, while Russia was expressing sympathy 
for China and her rights. As a result of those protests, Britain had 
to retreat and conclude the Peking Convention with China, re-es- 
tablishing China's presence in Tibet. 

It would be futile, however, to look for any trace of these statesf 
protests. They did not exist, although fictitious stories about them 
are still repeated in historical articles and in textbooks and lectures 
for students. Russian diplomatic documents observed that infor- 
mation and rumors about protests on the part of Germany, Italy, 
America, and about "the particular protests of the Russian govern- 
ment" had proved to be no more than false rumors.1 No one had 
compelled the London government to renounce the advantages of 
the Lhasa Convention. Acting precipitously, i t  had done so on its 
own initiative. 

Writing at that time, Perceval Landon, in whose presence the 
convention had been signed, noted in his book: "We have acted 
throughout with the cordial assent and advice of the Wai-wu Pu 
(the Chinese ministry of foreign affairs), and China has already 
reaped no small advantage from our vigorous a ~ t i o n . " ~  Landon's 
dispassionate voice has not been heard. Present authors seldom 



manage to appraise the situation soberly and state that Young- 
husband and Curzon's 'libetan enterprise had met with disapproval 
from the London government, which almost immediately then w- 
versed its course and made an agreement with China that Great 
Britain was "to pursue a policy bf self-denial in 

Among the Chinese authors who have supported the "protest" 
version, the voice of She Su has sounded in discord with the rest of 
the chorus: "The fate of the Lhasa Convention was nothing hke the 
fantasies of Curzon and other aggressively inclined figures. The 
primary reason for this was the inner contradictions of British im- 
periali~m,"~ not any kind of protest. Let us also then agree that the 
convention of 1904 was the result of the viceroy's own initiative, 
and did not express the better interests of the British empire. 

The conclusion of the Lhasa Convention did not conform with 
the general line of British policy in Tibet and China. The London 
cabinet, with Balfour at its head, was indignant at the results of 
Younghusband's expedition. Even the kmg of Great Britain, who 
at first had intended to reward "the hero of Lhasa", later had ex- 
pressed his deep regrets about the fact that Younghusband, in con- 
cluding the Lhasa Convention, had acted in "such an extraordi- 
nary way. ..in direct and deliberate defiance of  instruction^."^ 

This insubordination had nothing to do with an anarchic dis- 
regard of state interests. It was caused by the different libetan poli- 
cies of the governments of British India and Great Britain herself. 
"If Younghusband later strayed from the spirit of his instructions, 
he could not be wholly blamed, particularly since he knew that 
Curzon viewed them more as licence to pursue India's destiny as 
he saw it rather than a rigid and ~nhibiting blueprint of policy."' 
Having been admonished by Curzon in a certain way, 
Younghusband merely was doing his best to fulfil the mission with 
which he had been charged. But London took a different view.7 

The British government had been seelung to reach an agree- 
ment with the Ch'ing government. This found its expression in the 
bilateral agreement, the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 1906, which 
appeared as the logical continuation of the "imperialistic deal at 
the expense of Sikltim" laid down in the previous Anglo-Chinese 
Convention of 1890. When the Ch'ing government sent its 
representative Tang Shao-i to Lhasa, it authorized him also to dis- 
cuss with the British issues concerning the Lhasa Convention. 

The failure of the negotiations was quite natural and inevita- 
ble. The viceroy's government had been keen to preserve Article 



Nine of the convention unchanged, as it gave British India power- 
ful means of influence over Tibet. But this was the very article that 
affected the Ch'ing authorities, because in it, China was regarded 
as a foreign state vis-a-vis Tibet. True, immediately after the con- 
vention had been signed, Younghusband had hastily reassured that 
the term "foreign states" in the article did not apply to China. Still, 
his oral assertions had not been reflected in any official documents 
and thus could not cast a shadow on the exciting prospects this 
clause had presented to the colonial authorities of British India. 

Article Nine, together with Younghusband's expedition, were 
the climax of British India's claims on Tibet, although the real ca- 
pabilities of exercising these claims had not been taken into con- 
sideration. Nevertheless, Curzon continued to hold on to it; and 
Younghusband, for his part, made use of his connections in Lon- 
don to establish personal correspondence with the British king in 
order to prove that none of his Lhasa achievements for the sake of 
the Crown should be yielded. 

Aware that Great Britain was not about to quarrel with the 
Chinese empire on account of Tibet, which Britain had suppressed 
in 1904, the Ch'ing government reversed its Tibet policy. It now 
planned to take military-political measures, which had become 
possible due to the recent events in Tibet that British India had 
initiated, directed and enacted. Within a few montlls of the conclu- 
sion of the Lhasa Convention, it already became known that the 
Ch'ing authorities intended to proclaim Tibet a province of China. 
In the bordering Tibetan-populated areas of Batang and Litang, 
the first punitive expeditions were being prepared under the com- 
mand of Chinese general Chao Erh-feng, who later gained the repu- 
tation of being an executioner of the Tibetan people. 

During the negotiations held in Calcutta in March, 1905, Tang 
Shao-i was already slighting the Lhasa Convention as the "SO- 

called" convention of September 4,1904. He alleged that the Ch'ing 
government had nothing to do with it, thus completely ignoring 
the fact that the amban in Lhasa had closely co-operated with 
Younghusband at the time of negotiation with the Tibetans. Refer- 
ring to the Anglo-Chinese agreements of 1890 and 1893, he pro- 
posed to settle the Tibetan problem bilaterally, excluding the Tibet- 
ans themselves. However, in Calcutta, the powerful "pro-Tibetan" 
forces in the British India goverrunent suppressed these attempts, 
realizing that Tibetan issues could not possibly be solved without 
Tibet. 



The above-mentioned incongruity of views as well as the strife 
between the two groups of political figures became vividly appar- 
ent during the Calcutta negotiations. Henderson, the British 
functionary, was included in the membership of the Chinese del- 
egation to the negotiations as Tang Shao-i's counsellor. 

Henderson was an officer of the Imperial Naval Customs Ser- 
vice Office, which was directed in its entirety by Briti~hmen.~ This 
was in keeping with a very important feature of British policy in 
the East, including China, namely that it was to be pursued by 
professional orientalists with good knowledge of local language, 
customs, traditions and so forth. The fact that Henderson belonged 
to this group of British officers in China explains his common view 
with the British government on their role and tasks. These officers 
expressed the interests of the British empire. They were dependent 
on London and suppressed any encroachment upon their rights 
and status on the part of officials of British India. This confronta- 
tion sometimes reached the intensity of conflict. 

No wonder that Henderson did not have the slightest sym- 
pathy for the British India officials who had disobeyed the directives 
of London, as was the case with the recent Younghusband mission. 
Moreover, Henderson considered the Lhasa Convention illegal and 
spoke about this openly when tallung to his Indian partners in ne- 
gotiations. Of course, he did so not because he wanted to protect 
the Tibetans, whom he treated no less haughtily than did his Chi- 
nese colleagues, but in order to support the position of the latter. 

The convention of 1906 was the main consequence of the Anglo- 
C h e s e  mutual understanding and not of the "taking into consider- 
ation the Russian government's attitude towards the Anglo-Tibetan 
agreement of 1904." Settling the Tibetan problem through negotia- 
tions with the Chinese government and renouncing its Tibetan 
"gain" acquired so rashly by British India in defiance of London's 
wishes, will and direct orders, the British government was straight- 
ening its general line of relations with the Chinese empire, which 
the overzealous Lord Curzon had perverted. It also was gaining 
the Ch'ing authorities' gratitude, since they were now obtaining 
the possibility to retain a decorum of command over Tibet and so 
could now prepare to secure their position there with the help of 
military force. The convention of 1906 had paved the way for the 
untiring flow of further Ch'ing expansion. 

Thus, British intervention in libet and the Anglo-Chinese a- 
ments which resulted from it were used by the Ch'ing authorities 



to consolidate their domination over Tibet. This was at first in its 
eastern part. As early as 1904, a second amban was appointed in 
addition to the one in Lhasa. This was to the town of Chamdo. 

The Dalai Lama wrote to Do jiev in Petersburg that "starting 
from 1904, the Lhasa amban, together with the Chinese military 
authorities of Szechuan, were regularly committing robberies, mass 
murders of monks and laymen, destruction of monasteries and simi- 
lar kinds of excesses in the eastern part of Tibet."9 The amban in 
Chamdo likewise treated Buddhist monks quite intolerably. As a 
result, dissatisfaction with him grew into an implacable hostility. 
In April, 1905, an uprising broke out and he was killed. This upris- 
ing was not merely a local phenomenon. Disturbances had spread 
to southwestern Szechuan and northwestern Yunnan. Several large 
monasteries took part in it. Lyuba, the Russian consul general in 
Urga, was informed about the Tibetan uprising and, while meet- 
ing him, the Dalai Lama, "referring to the recently received informa- 
tion from Tibet, told him in detail about the killing of Chinese offi- 
cials by Tibetans in Kham, the province of eastern Tibet next to 
Szechuan.''lo 

However important this uprising was in its scale and con- 
sequences, it was not the first open armed opposition to the Ch'ing 
authorities' domination in Tibet. According to official Ch'ing docu- 
ments, during the very first months of the British invasion of Tibet, 
the Dalai Lama had gathered soldiers from different parts of the 
country in order to rebuff foreign intervention. After arriving in 
Lhasa, the most active group of these soldiers had besieged and 
attacked the amban's residence, and a few dozen of them were 
killed. This assault marked the beginning of armed action against 
the Chinese in Tibet, which later took the shape of the national 
libera tion movement. 

The uprising in eastern Tibet was suppressed by Ch'ing gen- 
eral Chao Erh-feng, the governor general of Szechuan. In the years 
that followed, his name became associated with the Manchu Ch'ing 
repressions, carried out in Tibet on an unprecedented scale. These 
were furthered, to no little extent, by the 1906 Anglo-Chinese 
Convention's recognition of the Ch'ing authorities' special rights 
in Tibet. In the final period of their rule, the Ch'ing authorities 
started actively to pursue in Tibet the "i-xia bien-i" policy, that is, 
the policy of "Sinification and adaptation of the barbarians to Chi- 
nese ways". They ruthlessly suppressed the Tibetans' aspiration to 
rid themselves of the Ch'ing's yoke. The persecution of lamaism 



by the Ch'ing authorities in Tibet caused massive popular revolts, 
marking the beginning of the struggle against Manchu-Chinese 
control. 

In the eastern part of Tibet, populated by semi-independent 
Tibetan tribes, Sino-Tibetan conflict had already started at the very 
beginning of the century. Ch'ing troops, at that time, had set about 
bowing the people to obedience, doing this, of course, in their own 
way. The new deputy-amban, Feng Chen, had made a stop in Ba 
while travelling to his place of appointment in Lhasa. He presumed 
to make a remark that there were too many monks in the monas- 
tery, and that some of them had better return to agriculture. The 
monks were filled with indignation: a stranger had come to their 
monastery trying to impose his own regulations. This led to a seri- 
ous quarrel, and Feng Chen was killed, together with his escort. 

Troops from Szechuan under the command of General Ma T'i- 
t'ai were sent to punish the monks of Ba. The latter had no Tibetan 
troops nearby to defend them, and so were forced to surrender. 
The general arrested 322 monks, whom he suspected to be involved 
in Feng Chen's murder. He had these monks executed, their prop- 
erty confiscated and, at the same time, some monastery buildings 
burnt down. After this, Ma T'i-t'ai returned to Szechuan. 

Soon, however, Chao Erh-feng unexpectedly appeared in Ba 
under pretence of proceeding with the investigation of Feng Chen's 
case. He had four more monks put to death, and the monastery 
heavily fined. Not only opposition, but even the slightest objection 
to Chao Erh-feng's actions was punished with the death penalty. 
Mass executions began, and monasteries were razed to the ground. 
Chao Erh-feng's extremely ruthless repressions stirred up the Ti- 
betans, causing a reciprocal wave of hostility. Many who were lucky 
enough to survive the 1906 summer suppression of uprisings in 
Yunnan, Szechuan and Batang gathered at Sang-chi Ling monas- 
tery in Hsiang-ch'eng district. This monastery soon became a cen- 
tre of Tibetan opposition, in which armed nomad forces were also 
mustered. 

Hsiang-ch'eng district is situated in the mountains to the south 
of the then main road leading from Kanding (Ta-ch'ien-lu) through 
Litang, Batang and Chamdo proceeding west to Central Tibet. From 
here, Tibetans raided Chao Erh-feng's lines of communication. Seiz- 
ing this district thus became a primary objective for his Clunese 
army. In January, 1906 Chao Erh-feng reached the monastery. His 
2,000 soldiers, equipped with German rifles and four cannons which 



were acquired from Krupp's factories, laid into it. From a military 
point of view, the monastery was a formidable installation. Its waUs 
were about a meter and a half thick and more than six meters high. 
It was a strong fortress defended by over 2,000 monks. 

Despite managing to cut off all water to the defenders, Chao 
Erh-feng never succeeded in breaking their resistance during this 
siege that lasted half a year. The Tibetans successfully repelled all 
attempts to take the fortress, and only a war ruse helped in the 
end. The besieged opened the gates of the monastery when they 
saw what appeared to be an advanced detachment of Tibetan troops 
rushing to their help. But these were adherents of Chao Erh-feng. 
Thus the defenders of the fortress-monastery had been taken by 
surprise and were defeated. Almost all of them fell at the hands of 
the aggressors. The monastery was razed to the ground. 

Subduing the eastern districts of Tibet one by one, Chao Erh- 
feng made his way with fire and sword through the country all the 
way to Lhasa. His military campaign against Tibet considerably 
surpassed Younghusband's expedition in its scale and cruelty. 

The above episode of the siege of Sang-chi Ling monastery 
shows that the unco-ordinated, spontaneous revolts of the Tibet- 
ans were undermined by disagreements among various groups of 
Tibetan local rulers. These rulers often followed a pattern of undis- 
guised treachery and never came to the help of these popular re- 
volts. 

Being not only a merciless punisher, but an ardent and ener- 
getic administrator as well, Chao Erh-feng planned to open schools 
in Tibet. Because most of the younger generation of Tibetans looked 
upon the Chinese newcomers with dislike and hostility, he hoped 
that with the help of secular education, he could wean them away 
from the influence of monasteries and monks. The continuing ex- 
ile of the Dalai Lama produced favorable conditions for such 
innovations. Nevertheless, unparalleled cruelty remained his main 
way of "pacifying" Tibet, as even his own superiors blamed him a 
few years later. The system of government he created rested upon 
the presence of military garrisons. 

Tibetan counteraction was unsuccessful because her state lead- 
ers themselves had been misdirected. Due to Do rjiev's influence, 
the Dalai Lama expected Russia to protect Tibet against the Anglo- 
Chinese onslaught. But this expectation had not been justified; no 
help was ever rendered. Where were the Tsar's armies when 
Younghusband approached Lhasa? Where were the Cossacks he 



needed to convey him back to Lhasa, and why had the agitations 
of Russian agents failed to rally Tibetan monks in an effective de- 
fence of Tibet against the army of Chao Erh-feng?" 

The Tsar's government would not interfere in libetan events. 
Sven Hedin, an explorer of central Asia, noted that one of the out- 
standing champions of an active Russian policy in libet, Prince 
Ukhtomskiy, who had a strong influence on the Tsar, had tried to 
convince him that the Tibetans wished Russia to establish a protec- 
torate over Tibet. But at the time of the events described here, the 
Russian emperor, who had granted Hedin a prolonged audience, 
did not have any political aspirations concerning libet, although 
he did have a personal interest in the country. During this talk there 
were no signs of any influence from Prince Ukhtomskiy who, from 
the very beginning when Dorjiev had appeared on the political 
arena, had been suggesting to the autocrat that Russia should turn 
her face to the East.12 

Historians have been convinced that the prince had expan- 
sionist plans concerning Tibet and the Tibetan lobby around the 
Tsar. The above-mentioned small piece of information about him 
contained in Do jiev's autobiography gave ground for seeing him 
as a political figure nourishing aggressive intentions. But the truth 
was quite different. There was nothing threatening about him. 

Prince Esper Esperovich Ukhtomsluy, a philosopher and writer 
of verse, whose head was filled with various Tibetan fantasies, 
belonged to the court circles of St Petersburg. In 1904, he publi- 
shed a book under the title From the Land of Lamaism:,On the English 
Campaign in Tibet, which was written on the occasion of Younghusb- 
and's mission. 

The book begins with an extremely impressive phrase: "We 
have been too late! The English are going to invade imperiously 
the kingdom of the Dalai Lama."'"udging by its beginning, the 
book should be about the political and military struggle of England 
and Russia for Tibet. But there is not a word about it. It is wholly 
dedicated, as the title suggests, to the issues of religion, missionary 
work and, partly, to travels. 

He makes only casual mention of the campaign: "What consti- 
tutes the main danger of the movement of English troops into the 
country of 'burkhans and lamas'? The monasteries of those places 
are extremely rich. They are the true breeding ground of an ancient 
culture, full of highly artistic cultural relics and the most rare liter- 
ary monuments. If merely sepoys reach Tashilhunpo and Lhasa, 



undoubtedly they will, being fanatic heretics and, with their pas- 
sion for robbery so excellently displayed in the days of the recent 
suppression of the Boxer Rebellion, cruelly smash the most sacred 
Lamaist sanctuaries ... Oriental Studies will suffer endless losses." 

Ln the final part of the book, he writes, "Anyone who has at- 
tempted to grasp the historical process of (evolution of) Western 
travellers' learning about Tibet, must surely consider the level of 

(stressed by Ukhtomskiy-N.K.) knowledge and the uncer- 
tainty of our purposes with respect to Tibet to be unpardonably 
miserable.. ." 

And finally, in the concluding phrases of his publication, the 
sense of his first exclamation is disclosed: "We have been too late 
with our vaguely implemented aspiration to enter into more inti- 
mate intercourse with the kingdom of the Dalai Lama. Russia, while 
having versatile experts on Buddhism, will now have to receive 
the most important information about Tibet, which is inclined to- 
wards us, from the hands of those who are nearly 
estranged ... England can take hold, territorially, of the lamas' world, 
but only those who would not lift a destructive hand against Bud- 
dhist holy objects will manage to subdue it spiritually and bring it 
nearer to themselves." 

None of the spirit of this semi-poetic essay contains any belli- 
cose intentions or feelings, or intolerance of the events taking place 
in Tibet. There is no mention of any existing in the closest circles of 
the Tsar, or of any plans to solve Tibetan problems or any attempts 
to work out such plans. On the contrary, it states "the uncertainty 
of purposes with respect to Tibet". This uncertainty of purposes of 
Russia remained unchanged in the times to come as well. 

The exaggerated opinion about the involvement and interests 
of Russia in Tibetan affairs, the primary source for which was the 
British diplomatic corps and the press that served it, could not de- 
ceive the Chinese government, which was carrying out its mea- 
sures of military suppression in Tibet without any fears. In the libet- 
an districts seized by his troops, Chao Erh-feng began to introduce 
new regulations. Thus, in Batang district, it was prescribed that: 

"All inhabitants of the Batang area ... are now subjects of the 
Chinese emperor and subject to the jurisdiction of a Chinese 
magistrate. All taxes are to be paid to the Chinese. All 
hab i tan ts  ... are now subject to Chinese law. In the very near 
future, a Chinese school is to be opened at Batang for the 
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instruction of local Tibetans. Each Tibetan family in the 
Batang area is to select a Chinese surname. The inhabitants 
of Batang are to dress themselves according to Chinese cus- 
tom~," '~  and so on. 

In Chengdu and other larger towns of Szechuan, proclama- 
tions were distributed saying that eastern Tibet was open for Chi- 
nese colonisation and that there were fertile soils which Tibetans 
did not cultivate due to their ignorance. Unmarried Chinese, the 
proclamations declared, could easily find wives there, since it is 
known that, while Tibetan men are inveterately lazy, Tibetan women 
are extremely industrious. 

Only a limited number of Chinese peasants, however, res- 
ponded to the authorities' appeal. This was partly because the fer- 
tility of the soils in fact had proved to be rather grossly overstated, 
and partly because the areas that had been declared to be free of 
Tibetans in reality appeared to be populated by the native mhabit- 
ants. Thus the rigorous climate and ~nhabitance of the eastern Ti- 
bet territory became the obstacles to Chinese colonisation, which 
Chao Erh-feng never succeeded in overcoming. Nevertheless, the 
Ch'ing government never lessened its efforts to turn Tibet into a 
Chinese province, and Chao Erh-feng received ever higher assign- 
ments and wider powers. 



Forward to  a cordial consent 

Military-diplomatic manoeuvres by the British government and 
the colonial authorities of British India, which had led to the con- 
cluding of the agreements of 1904 and 1906, and which had given 
the Ch'ing government the possibility that it readily used for es- 
tablishing its supremacy over Tibet, were now carried out with re- 
spect to Russia as well. The Ch'ing policy of turning Tibet into a 
province and abolishing the ancient theocratic system of state rule 
and the Dalai Lama's authority touched the sphere of international 
relations, where the mutual interests of the parties were somehow 
interlaced. However distant Russia pretended to be from Tibetan 
events, the British diplomatic corps could not ignore her completely. 

The thesis of Anglo-Russian rivalry had become an anach- 
ronism by this time, and could not serve, in this case, as a driving 
force for British diplomacy. Britain therefore aimed to obtain Rus- 
sian consent to what was happening in Tibet: Russia was to give 
recognition to Ch'ing China's Tibetan policy. This would guaran- 
tee support of British interests not only in Asia, but in Europe as 
well, since it would make Russia a British ally in the face of the 
Austro-German coalition. 

Long before the signing of the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 
April 27,1906, British Minister of Foreign Affairs Grey had negoti- 
ated in London for three months with Russian Ambassador 
Benckendorff. The purpose of these negotiations was to prepare 
the ground for the conclusion of an Anglo-Russian agreement on 
Asian issues. 

A month after the Anglo-Chinese Convention had been signed, 
British Ambassador Nicolson arrived in Petersburg to hold talks 
with the Russian government. In an "entirely private note" of Mini- 
ster of Foreign Affairs Izvolskiy dated May 27,1906, it was reported 
that "Arthur Nicolson has expressed his readiness to set about dis- 
cussing first of all Tibetan matters. He has delivered me a text of 
the recently concluded convention with China, having added that 
this text might probably not be quite exact, because the original 
convention had not as yet been received in London."' 

From the very beginning of negotiations between Nicolson and 



Izvolskiy, the Tibetan problem was presented by the British am- 
bassador as being the most important issue in comparison with the 
forthcoming settlement on Persia and Afghanistan. The following 
were the main points, as concerned Tibet, of an agreement with 
Russia that Nicolson was commissioned to obtain: 

1. Russia should recognize Chinese suzerainty over Tibet 
and offer her pledge to respect Tibet's territorial integrity 
and not interfere in her internal affairs. 
2. In accordance with the above-mentioned condition, 
Russia should acknowledge that, due to her geographic po- 
sition, Great Britain has special interests that render it nec- 
essary that no state disturbs Tibetan foreign affairs. 
3. The British and Russian governments oblige themselves 
not to send their representatives to Lhasa under any circum- 
stances. 
4. The British and Russian governments agree not to seek 
to be granted any concessions for themselves or for their 
citizens to build roads, railways, mines or any such similar 
things in Tibet. 
5. The British and Russian govemments agree that no E- 
betan incomes, in goods or currency be paid or pawned to 
them or their citizens. 

The five clauses of this proposed agreement with Russia consti- 
tuted a further development of the conditions set in the Lhasa and 
Peking agreements that Great Britain had formerly signed. Russia 
was now supposed to give her consent to them. The British and 
Anglo-Indian governments were strugghg, then, in talks with the 
Russians, to obtain official recognition of the new status quo cre- 
ated by the Anglo-Tibetan and Anglo-Chmese treaties. 

The Tsar authorized his minister of foreign affairs to conduct 
negotiations on the basis of the British draft. Nicolson was lnformed 
of this as well. From the very start of negotiations, the Russian party 
showed no aspirations to gain any advantage in the Tibetan mat- 
ter. This was actually the only item on the agenda and both sides 
had no disagreements over it. In a letter from Minister of Foreign 
Affairs Izvolskiy informing the Russian ambassador to Peking, 
Pokotilov, about the conditions the British were setting, the only 
doubts he expressed concerned the second paragraph of these 
conditions. 

Izvolskiy wrote: "I told the British ambassador that, first of all, 



it was necessary to explain the true meaning of the second clause 
in the draft. If Great Britain, due to its geographic position, has 
special interests, then it must be acknowledged that Russia too has 
certain interests arising from her Buddhist citizens' religious de- 
pendence on the head of the Tibetan state. This dependence gives 
us ground for dealings with the Dalai Lama that do not have any 
political character and do not constitute any interference with Ti- 
betan internal affairs. Therefore, it is fair to change the wording of 
the second clause. Besides, the subnote to the clauses must not be 
an obstacle for organizing Russian scientific expeditions to Tibet."z 
"The subnote to the clauses" reads that Russian officials could not 
go to Tibet under any circumstances whatsoever. 

In his answer, Pokotilov presented his observations on the pro- 
posed negotiations: "We could have been satisfied with such a state 
of affairs (as existed after the conclusion of the Anglo-Chinese Con- 
vention of 1906) and, for our own part, not being bound with any 
obligations towards Tibet, calmly waited for the development of 
the situation in this country, But, addressing us, the government of 
Great Britain obviously intends to add our consent ... to the clauses 
of the treaty of the 27th of April (the Anglo-Chinese Convention) 
and ensure for itself the impossibility of interference on our part 
into the sphere of Tibetan policy Seemingly there are no similar 
incentives on our part ... All our interest displayed towards Tibetan 
issues in general may be justified only by the observation that any 
standing we achieve in this respect gives us a possibility, when the 
moment is right and for a suitable compensation, to give up any 
further interference in Tibetan affairs, which in itself could hardly 
ever be of any importance to us."3 

Pokotilov, as well as Izvolskiy, also noted the inequality irn- 
plicit in the second clause of the agreement the British party pro- 
posed. He wrote that, in his opinion, it could be interpreted "in a 
sense that is rather unfavorable towards us, and we should avoid 
such a situation by every means possible." He also expressed here 
his supposition that it would be possible to use "the Anglophobic 
tendencies of the high priest (the Dalai Lama), which could be an 
influential factor in our favor in settling our relations with England 
in future." However, he suggested that utiLzation of ths  factor was 
to be limited by very narrow frames and be short-term, also add- 
ing that "there is hardly any reason to regard the high priest's re- 
turn to Lhasa as an event that would be favorable from the point of 
view of active Russian policy in Tibet."4 



Pokotilov's letter reflected the official Russian view on this situ- 
ation quite well. It passed through the bureaucratic staircase up to 
the very top, where the imperial hand inscribed on it: "To my mind, 
Pokotilov's observations are corre~t ."~ 

Not only the diplomatic department, but also other important 
state institutions took the same stand. In September, 1906 Armed 
Forces Chief of Staff Palitsyn, in a letter to m i s t e r  of Foreign Af- 
fairs Izvolskiy, noted: "In the ranks of the enormous number of 
extremely vast and complicated issues to be discussed, Tibetan af- 
fairs are the least urgent for us, that is to say, they affect our essen- 
tial interests to the least extent. The Tibetan issue is almost the only 
one which we, being, so to say, free from English pressure in this 
case, may use in the course of interchanging interests and con- 
cessions ... We are not pampered by England's generosity and are 
rather inclined to believe that, always seelung practical advantage 
for herself, she will accept our pledges regarding Tibet with plea- 
sure, but will not make any concessions as a result, either in Afghani 
or Persian mattersn6 

The Russian orientalists Semyonov, Kozlov, Oldenburg and 
others were asked to express their opinion about the forthcoming 
Anglo-Russian negotiations. In their recommendations, they stated 
that "Russia should try to satisfy her interests, which are not so 
numerous, in a diplomatic manner, because there is no other course 
of behavior, and we have no opportunity to undertake anything 
against England. Be that as it may, we are bound with a certain 
moral obligation with respect to the Dalai Lama and, as such is the 
case, we cannot help but do all we can to guarantee his personal 
security and, as far as possible, to maintain his stature and author- 
ity. It is precisely this that defines the task we are to accomplish at 
this moment."' 

The correspondence of Russian diplomats on the convention 
of 1907 convinces us once more that neither the Anglo-Chinese 
convention of 1906, nor the convention of 1907 itself, in its libetan 
part, were the result of notorious "Russian pressure". Their only 
initiator and almost exclusive compiler and author was the British 
diplomatic corps. The latter was representing the London govem- 
ment, which acted fearlessly and without talung into account any 
external pressure, insistence or demands on the part of the govern- 
ment of British India. British diplomats even pointed out to the 
new viceroy of India, Lord Minto, that Britain could not have two 
foreign policies. The decision to discuss problems of central Asia 



with Russia had been taken, and the government of British India 
was obliged to obey it implicitly: "Be we right or wrong, that is our 
policy. "8 

The Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907, with its recognition of 
Chinese suzerain rights over Tibet in its preamble and its subse- 
quent development of this thesis in its contents, brought to nil all 
Curzon's efforts to "master" Tibet and all the results he had 
achieved in this respect. Everything that he had cherished and re- 
alized while ruling India as its viceroy went to rack and ruin. 

British opposition to this convention consisted mainly of high- 
ranking Indian administrators in London. But Curzon and 
Younghusband's critical addresses against an "incomprehensible" 
renunciation of everything that had been reached in Tibet, their 
stem condemnation of this renunciation, and their characteriza- 
tion of the complete loss of all their Tibetan achievements as a "uni- 
versal failure", could not shake the government in London. 

According to the information of the St Petersburg telegraph 
agency in London on January 24,1908, "The debate in the House 
of Lords on the occasion of the Anglo-Russian agreement was 
opened by Lord Curzon's speech", who declared, in particular, that 
"the treaty, in all appearance, is a complete surrender and great 
humiliation on the part of England." Such a dramatic definition of 
the step undertaken in no way influenced the listeners, however, 
because the question had arisen as part of the personal drama of 
Lord Curzon and his own private policy, not the policy of the Brit- 
ish empire. 

According to the first clause of the British draft of the agree- 
ment on territorial integrity of Tibet and non-interference with its 
internal affairs, the first article of the convention draft read: "The 
two high contracting parties agree to respect the territorial integ- 
rity of Tibet, and to abstain from all interference in its internal ad- 
mini~tration."~ In development of the condition contained in the 
preamble about the rights of China over Tibet, the second article of 
the convention estabhshed: "In conformity with the admitted princi- 
ple of the suzerainty of China over Tibet, Great Britain and Russia 
engage not to enter into negotiations with Tibet except through the 
intermediary of the Chinese g~vernrnent."'~ 

In both cases, when Chinese suzerainty over Tibet is mentioned, 
the text of the convention differs from that of the British draft. If, in 
the draft, this suzerainty was set as a reality, the convention speaks 
only about the right of suzerainty and the principle of suzerainty. 



This discrepancy displays the difference in attitude of the two con- 
tracting parties. If the British party preferred to consider Chinese 
suzerainty over Tibet to be an actual fact, its partner, the Russians, 
recognized merely the right and the principle of such suzerainty. 
This reflected the true situation and implied the possibility that 
Tibetan events might develop in another direction, which would 
be possible in case of stubborn Tibetan resistance to Chao Erh-feng's 
punitive forces. 

The difference in the texts of the draft of the agreement and the 
convention itself, no doubt, was a consequence of a discrepancy in 
viewpoint of the contracting parties during the negotiations. The 
Dalai Lama, who had escaped from Tibet, was in Mongolia, where 
he maintained extensive contacts with Russian citizens. Further- 
more, Russia also took interest in the Dalai Lama and his future 
destiny, as he was the supreme ruler of Tibet and the head of Bud- 
dhism. 

The position of the representative of the Russian government 
at the negotiations, therefore, took into account the Buryat Bud- 
dhists who lived in areas on the Russian side of the border be- 
tween the Russian and Chinese empires. These Russian citizens 
were important from a military point of view: their fighting ability 
was of great significance for the Russian armed forces. They con- 
sidered the Dalai Lama their spiritual head, and it was therefore in 
the interests of the state not to infringe upon those interrelations. 

A tumultuous Anglo-Chinese campaign soon appeared in the 
press in connection with "The Intrigues of the Thirteenth Dalai 
Lama with the Tsar", referring to Do jiev's embassy to Russia. Once 
more this proved to be insubstantial in the light of Izvolskiy's 
announcement during the negotiations that his country's relations 
with Tibet had purely a spiritual character, and that Russia was in 
no way interested in this particular Dalai Lama. If the English 
wished to do so, they could change him for another Dalai Lama 
that would suit them better." 

But, for the British party, such substitution of a Dalai Lama 
would entail a serious interference in Tibetan internal affairs. It 
would have necessitated asking the Ch'ing government for their 
help, which they would hardly have rendered, because this Dalai 
Lama was not an advocate of resistance to Chinese troops in Tibet. 
In fact, later, after his return to Lhasa, he called for his countrymen 
to lay down their arms. 

The British party had neither proof for refuting Izvolskiy's state- 



ment, nor any wish to do  so. Even the government of British India, 
despite being especially sensitive to the "Russian spirit" in Tibet, 
had no objections to visits of Buryat pilgrims to Lhasa in accor- 
dance with the practice of the time. Lack of any reason for seeing 
pilgrims as political agents was established in the convention by 
an agreement between the parties that "Buddhists, subjects of Great 
Britain or of Russia may enter into direct relations on strictly reli- 
gious grounds with the Dalai Lama and the other representatives 
of Buddhism in Tibet; the governments of Great Britain and Russia 
engage, so far as they are concerned, not to allow those relations to 
infringe upon the stipulations of the present arrangement."12 

As has been mentioned above, the Dalai Lama's authority was 
held extremely high in the eyes of Buryat Buddhists, and they were 
ready to assist his return to Lhasa in every way, even to the extent 
of rendering him armed protection on his march to his homeland. 
But this "local incentive", which gave Russia quite a reasonable 
basis for sending her armed detachment to Tibet as an escort for 
the Dalai Lama, was also neither approved nor implemented. 

Noting a certain passiveness on the part of the Russian 
diplomatic corps at the negotiations, in that they did not insist on 
discussing any of the questions raised by Izvolskiy, one can see, at 
the same time, how intent were the actions of the British diplo- 
mats. A special deliberative body was organized under the 
chairmanship of Izvolsluy to discuss issues concerning the planned 
convention. The minister of finance, the heads of all military de- 
partments and the minister of trade and industry were also included 
in the membership of this council. It was the supreme collegiate, 
the body to solve the program issues of the convention. However, 
the Tibetan sections of the convention were never discussed dur- 
ing the meetings of this special council. 

The question about scientific expeditions to Tibet was not refle- 
cted in the text of the convention. But, at Nicolson's suggestion, 
the parties exchanged letters in which they expressed a mutual 
renunciation of sending expeditions to Tibet during the next three 
years. On August 18 (31), 1907, the Anglo-Russian Convention on 
Persia, Afghanistan and Tibet was signed, together with the ap- 
pendix to it (on the Chumbi Valley) and exchange letters (notes on 
scientific expeditions). 

While realizing that the convention was a link in the chain of 
British moves towards Tibet, the Russian diplomats missed their 
opportunity to prevent this chain from being further strengthened. 



Minister of Foreign Affairs Izvolskiy noted that "as a real equiva- 
lent to the stable position that England has persistently striven for 
since 1890 (the year of concluding the Anglo-Chinese Conventiod 
on Tibet and Sikkim - N.K.) and which she has finally achieved 
through a number of international agreements, we can counter- 
poise only the needs of our Buddhists and the scientific achieve- 
ments of our Russian explorers of Ebet. "The London cabinet, cer- 
tainly fully aware of its advantage in status, has displayed an 
indubitable readiness to repudiate its exclusive claims, but we can- 
not consider this circumstance alone to be sufficiently satisfactory 
for us. But then, if the Tibetan affair is regarded as a touchstone for 
determining the sincerity of the mutual Anglo-Russian intention 
to reach asgeneral accord, our answer must exclude any petty cav- 
ils at immaterial details, which may cause only distrust on the part 
of England and difficulties to the affairs of paramount state impor- 
tance on schedule now."I3 

The advantages that Britain enjoyed were not limited to those 
pointed out by Izvolskiy. Her main advantage was an opportunity 
to play first violin in deciding the fate of Tibet. Being master of the 
situation and full of initiative in this field, she could make things 
appear as if she were displaying "a broad view on the subject", 
disdaining "immaterial details", and so on. But wlule setting the 
fashion, in reality she was also compelling her partners, in this case 
Russia, to play into her hand. This detail escaped the attention of 
the Russian diplomatic corps; or, at least, Izvolskiy, having over- 
looked it, was heading straight into the outspread net. Palitsyn, a 
representative of Russian military circles and the recipient of the 
above-cited Izvolskiy letter, was likewise far from a realistic evalu- 
ation of the issue when he wrote in kus answer: "...in the case of 
Tibet, we are, so to speak, free from English pressure."I4 Indeed, 
the pressure was there, but invisible, and the Russian diplomatic 
corps was playing up to the British. 

As opposed to Izvolskiy, who was inclined to ipore  the "needs 
of our Buddhists and the scientific achievements of our Russian 
explorers of Tibet", Palitsyn expressed at that time a somewhat 
different point of view when discussing Tibetan problems: "We do 
not have any direct frontier or military interests in Tibet. But we do 
have certain moral interests concerning Tibet formed in the course 
of our history (implying because of the Buddhists in Russia-N.K.). 
This moral interest in Tibet may probably be spectral, but never- 
theless it does exist and should be taken into con~ideration."'~ 



In the same source, when writing about the absence of British 
pressure, he noted: "England now finds it desirable to obtain from 

AS both confirmation of what she has already actually firmly es- 
tablished through her agreements with Tibet and China, and at the 
same time our promise not to communicate directly with the Dalai 
Lama ... And if this concession is necessary, we should make it only 
in exchange for something real and indeed advantageous for us." 

Palitsyn's point of view on transacting with Great Britain over 
Tibetan issues coincides with Pokotilov's opinion, who also objected 
to the Russian diplomatic corps' "free-of-charge" renunciation of 
its positions in exchange for illusory British "concessions". The lat- 
ter had not been Great Britain's renunciation of her Tibetan plans, 
but merely a natural development of her Tibetan policy regardless 
of Russia's position. Following in the fairway of British policy, 
Palitsyn wrote, "we would reject our moral interests in Tibet in 
return for such English promises as have already been given to 
China."16 

Thus it is evident that Palitsyn had come very close to under- 
standing the role of Tibet in Anglo-Chinese relations. These rela- 
tions were being built at the expense of Tibet and to the prejudice 
of Tibet by mutual consent between Britain and China, while the 
British party was involving Russia in Tibetan affairs only as a cer- 
tain kind of guarantor confirming the Anglo-Chinese deals with 
her authority. 

When one puts the convention of 1907 into sequence with the 
other international agreements concluded by Britain at the begin- 
ning of the 20th century, one may soundly assert that the primary 
goal of the British party was to achieve in this case international 
recognition of Chinese suzerainty over Tibet. On the other hand, 
the head of the British cabinet maintained that the convention was 
aimed at reaching an agreement "about the minor states in order 
to avoid disturbances between the Great Powers"." 

The necessity to avoid disturbances resulted from the tension 
mounting on the European continent, where the polarization of 
forces, outlined by the Anglo-French agreement of 1904, had led in 
the course of its development to the close Anglo-French-Russian 
union under the name of the Entente. The convention of 1907 on 
Persia, Afghanistan and Tibet was removing the last traces of sus- 
picion and "disturbances" between Russia and Britain. 



The dragon by the gates of India 

During the last period of their rule in China, the Manchu Ch'ing 
dynasty pursued a very active policy in central Asia-in both 
Mongolia and Tibet-to subdue these two countries to the status 
they had (in the 18th century) at the time of the Ch'ien-lung em- 
peror. This splash of energy was sometimes difficult for foreign 
diplomats to understand. Why all the fuss about such distant places, 
when there were so many really urgent problems unsolved much 
closer to the capital, which should demand all the attention for 
years to come? 

The process of establishing Ch'ing power in Tibet became pos- 
sible due to British assistance. But it started to develop so success- 
fully that the Chinese felt they did not need any further support. 
Therefore, they attempted to undermine or, preferably, completely 
bring to nil any British prestige in the region, where Britain had 
shown her military force impressively enough. The situation, how- 
ever, turned out to be considerably less stable than expected, to the 
detriment of British interests. 

The Russian threat had never become anything more than an 
un-materialized phantom. As regards the menace to India from 
the other side, China, the Russian diplomatic representative in Sirnla 
wrote that "this time England has come to face no longer an irnagi- 
nary, but a real-though, probably, stdl a very remot-threat."' 
According to this line of thinking, the British policy that had caused 
this threat to appear created the preconditions for its realization 
too. It took the shape of a border war in the Himalayas half a cen- 
tury later. 

British politicians watched Ch'ing ambitions in regions next to 
India grow and cause unforeseen complications. In an article about 
the new threat to India, l? Landon expressed his alarm in corn=- 
tion with such development of the situation. According to him, E- 
bet, instead of being a buffer state, had become a province of China. 
It was governed with inconceivable cruelty by a proconsul pas- 
sessing absolute power and an occupation army that stood at the 
gates of India. The ease of capturing Tibet had inflamed Chinese 
desire, directing them towards domains that were undoubtedly 



Indian. The Maharajah of Nepal was taking the case so seriously 
that he informed the author of the article about the preparations he 
was carrying out to annex, if necessary, the southern part of Tibet 
in order to secure a glacis for his protection. Even Lord Morley 
took the trouble to assure the government of Bhutan that they could 
always rely on Indian troops in defence against any Chinese inva- 
sion. 

Obviously Nepal, true to her traditional policy of surviving as 
an independent state between two great neighbors-British India 
and China-was seriously considering the inevitable necessity to 
stand up for her independence. Sikkirn, according to the Anglo- 
Chinese Convention of 1890, was a British protectorate. Bhutan, 
the third of the minor Himalayan states at which Chinese fists were 
being shaken, was under the influence of British India, starting from 
the second half of the 19th century. 

Now, however, the Ch'ing authorities were trying to change 
things. The amban in Lhasa sent a letter to the Maharajah of Bhutan, 
informing him of the forthcoming stationing of Chinese troops 
within the territory of his country. The official title of Maharajah as 
an independent ruler of state was ignored in the letter, which treated 
him like a subordinate. The British colonial authorities hurriedly 
concluded the treaty with Bhutan, providing for closer links be- 
tween the two parties. Non-interference in domestic affairs was 
guaranteed to Bhutan, while in her foreign policy she was to con- 
sult the government of Britain. Thus the actual British protectorate 
over Bhutan was made official. 

The British authorities would not let Manchu Ch'ing troops 
pass through Indian territory for fear of the influence on India of a 
Tibetan liberation movement. But Chinese officials used this route 
freely. At the end of 1906, Chang Yin-t'ang, the new Ch'ing repre- 
sentative in Tibet, went to Lhasa through India without hindrance. 
Soon the British saw that he was re-organizing the system of Chi- 
nese government in Tibet and, while doing so, was destroying any 
remnants of British prestige and influence to the north of the Hi- 
malayan ridge. 

Chang Yin-t'ang had achieved a marked success in this respect. 
Nothing could have helped him better than the British renunciation 
of the most effective aspects of Curzon's policy in Tibet and, later, 
her negotiations with China (on the convention of 1906) and with 
Russia in St Petersburg. Representatives of the Indian colonial ad- 
ministration and Ch'ing emissaries demonstrated mutual dislike 



when coming into business contact on Tibetan territory. The 
colonialist views of British officers fostered by their prolonged rul- 
ing sway in India, with their estranged attitude towards the native 
population, clashed with the traditional presumption of Chfing 
officials in their relations with foreigners. 

The following notable episode, which took place during Chang 
Ym-t'ang's journey through India to Lhasa at the beginning of 1906, 
may serve as a vivid example. During his stay in a Chinese yamen 
in the Chumbi Valley Chang Ym-t'ang had completely ignored Lieu- 
tenant Campbell. The latter was a representative of British India, 
which occupied the valley according to the convention of 1904. 
Campbell had been sure that the Chinese official would pay a visit 
to him, the ruler of the valley. But he waited in vain. And when he 
had tried to show who was master and had set out for the yarnen 
himself in full dress, he was told by Chang Ym-t'ang's servants to 
enter through the back door for subordinates. Campbell refused to 
do so, at which point the servants told him that Chang Ym-t'ang 
was out. 

This episode was not an exception, and this was well known 
to anyone who had come in contact with Ch'ing officials. Their 
traditional way of behavior was characterized in a message by the 
Russian consulate in India: "Just like his chief (Tang Shaeyi), Chang 
Ym-t'ang belongs to those Chinese who were educated in America, 
speak English and think much of themselves. In all their contacts 
with foreigners, these gentry adhere to an obstructionist tactic in- 
tended to show their countrymen that their foreign education had 
not in the least made them compliant to "overseas barbarians". On 
the contrary, it had armed them with "a reliable weapon for suc- 
cessive struggle with the latter's  solicitation^"."^ 

Nevertheless, these unfriendly relations between Chinese and 
Indo-British officials in Tibet did not prevent the governments of 
both parties from pursuing a mutually beneficial policy. In April, 
1909 the Russian diplomatic mission in India pointed out in a re- 
port based on materials from the local press that "recently China 
has managed to restore her suzerainty over Tibet owing to the com- 
plete neglect of benefits, legally gained due to Younghusband's 
expedition, on the part of the Engli~h."~ 

The Russian diplomatic mission in Peking also noted that after 
the Anglo-Chinese agreement on Xbet had been concluded, "the 
Peking government started unflinchingly to seek the gradual de- 
struction of the vast independence of the Dalai Lama and Tibetan 



up resistance to Chung Ying because, he pretended, the latter was 
marching to Central Tibet in order to perform police duties at trade 
markets. These functions, in accordance with the conventions of 
1904 and 1906, were previously fulfilled by Anglo-Indian troops. 
But by this time, they had left the country, as had been specified by 
the trade regulations of 1908. 

The Tibetan Kashag cabinet, in objection to this, suggested that 
markets could be guarded by their own police, if it became neces- 
sary, These objections were accompanied by demands to withdraw 
Chinese troops from Tibetan territory But these protests and de- 
mands did not impress the amban. He, together with his assistant, 
continued to assure the Tibetan authorities that Chung Ymg posed 
no danger to them. 

At an audience with the Dalai Lama that was also attended by 
the Nepalese representative, the assistant amban stressed again that 
the Ch'ing armed forces were intended only to guard markets. On 
arrival in Lhasa, they would be distributed among the markets and 
not interfere in the home affairs of Tibet. He even promised to give 
proper written guarantees. 

Indeed, written guarantees came from him the next day. But, 
instead of non-interference in home affairs, they contained a state- 
ment about non-interference in the religious affairs of the Dalai 
Lama, which were, as it was, objectively out of Chinese control. 
This was a blunt fraud. As the official Chinese chronicle Ch'ing- 
shih Kao informs us, Chung Ymg's detachment, recruited from the 
Szechuan army was to remain at the command and under the con- 
trol of the amban in Tibet. 

The far-fetchedness of this pretence for bringing troops into 
Tibet was obvious to an outside observer even in those times. The 
newspaper Sankt-Peterbuxgskie Vedomosti wrote: "After the extremely 
deplorable latest events in 'Tibet, when the Chinese, who based their 
Great Power policy in Asia on the external honoring of an archaic 
strange cult, had decided, in this case, to treat the spiritual ruler of 
the Larnaist world stem1 y.. The invasion of the English there in 1904 
gave the Peking government cause and example for stretching their 
hand more imperiously towards the holy city of the Dalai Lama."' 

The amban in Lhasa and his assistant kept on spouting mellif- 
luous speeches. They scarcely could set the Tibetans completely at 
ease and lull their vigilance. Still, they succeeded in achieving their 
main goal-Lhasa did not send out a covering detachment to meet 
Chung Ymg. And when the Lhasa authorities saw that Chung Ymg's 



detachment was twice as large as the amban had told them, and 
that his intentions had nothing to do with police service, it was 
already too late to organize any resistance. 

Chung Yig's soldiers reached Lhasa on February 12,1910. They 
were met by the amban's guard on the banks of the Kyichu River. 
When marching into the city, they started firing their guns at Ti- 
betan policemen, many of whom were killed or injured. They also 
met a gross of lamas on their way to a Lhasa temple, headed by 
one of the most respected Tibetan .ecclesiastics. The Chinese sol- 
diers beat them mercilessly, tore off their robes and then lulled al- 
most all of themS6 They even opened fire on the Potala as well. 

From the very beginning of their stay in Lhasa, Chung Yig's 
soldiers behaved like thugs, committing violence, robberies and 
motiveless murders. This lasted for nearly two years, up to the time 
of the Xin-hai Revolution of 1911, which became a significant land- 
mark in the history of relations between the two countries. 

As soon as Chung Ymg's detachment had reached Lhasa, Chao 
Erh-feng moved his troops to Za-yul district situated to the north 
of Assam, near the Indian border. The English newspaper Morning 
Post wrote on February 10,1910: "A great empire, the future mili- 
tary strength of which no man can foresee, has suddenly appeared 
on the northeast frontier of India. The problem of the northwest 
frontier thus bids fair to be duplicated in the long run, and a double 
pressure placed on the defensive resources of the Indian 
empire" ... China, in a word, has come to the gates of India.' 

Nowadays, this newspaper passage has become a widespread 
citation. It seems to be predicting the beginning of a new stage in 
Sino-Indian relations-the stage we observe at present, when these 
relations are complicated by border territorial disagreements that 
grow to the extent of open conflict. It has resulted in a military 
clash between the two countries in the Himalayan War of 1962. 

This newspaper passage has been quoted by the authors of the 
most significant works on the Sino-Indian border-by A. Lamb, D. 
Woodman, N. Maxwell and others. In all these cases the question 
discussed was the strategic threat to Assarn. Establishing Chinese 
control over the whole of Tibet inevitably meant to them control 
over the southern and southwestern regions, as well as over the 
fertile Indian valleys beyond. 

As previously explained, the Sino-Indian border and territori- 
al controversy that flared up in the mid-50s) resulting in the 1962 
Himalayan War, has caused the active development of the theme 



of our narration. It was quite natural to look to the past for the 
roots of this conflict. History was to give answers to questions 
concerning the present, hence a heightened interest in Himalayan 
processes at the beginning of the century, as that was the time when 
this region attracted attention, for the first time, as an arena of in- 
ternational policy. 

It was also natural that Chao Erh-feng's military actions in the 
Tibetan districts next to India produced the impression of their being 
a rehearsal for the Himalayan War of 1962 and for the capture of 
territories to the south of the main Himalayan ridge. This line of 
reasoning is meant, then, precisely to prove the continuity of ag- 
gressive Chinese policy from 1909 to 1962, thus forming a bridge 
linking the past and the present. 

One would think that a logical and simple explanation of the 
past like this would give a key to understanding the present. But 
we must acknowledge that this would be too simple to be true. It is 
quite evident that such an extrapolation is wrong. First of all, it 
would be a mistake to regard Anglo-Chinese relations with respect 
to Tibet at that time as the relations between hostile parties. There 
is no doubt that the "Russian threat" to Tibet gave England an op- 
portunity to suppress Tibet in 1904. It also helped Ch'ing authori- 
ties establish their supremacy there by means of the Lhasa and the 
Peking Conventions, although this final objective was never at- 
tained in the end. But later, after the Entente had been formed, the 
notorious Russian threat could not serve as an excuse for develop- 
ing the Anglo-Chinese alliance on Tibet any longer. Nevertheless, 
former British policy concerning Tibet and China remained with- 
out change. The Ch'ing position stayed the same as well. Both par- 
ties, Ch'ing China and imperialist Britain, continued in accord to 
pursue the identical policy of suppressing liberation movements 
and aspirations for independence in the region. 

Those were groundless fears, then, that the Mor~zing Star pro- 
voked in its readers, intimidating them with the report that "china 
has come up to the gates of India", as before they had intimidated 
them with a Russian threat to India. Both the Russian and Chinese 
threats to India were a product of imagination brought to life by 
misgivings about the stability of the system ruling the sub-conti- 
nent. But the true threat to this system lay in the factors, not exter- 
nal but internal, that ruined it 40 years later. 

Chinese aggressiveness on the northeastern frontiers of India 
and the accumulation of strength there were, in the opinion of the 



local colonial officers, a challenge to British supremacy, at least in 
the tribal territories. But from the heights of the London govem- 
ment, which did not share their anxiety, it did not look so formi- 
dable. 

The Ch'ing "clenching of fists" over the minor Himalayan states 
did not bring any practical results. However paniclung or sensa- 
tional were reports about Chao Erh-feng's troops emerging on the 
Indian borders, no consequences followed. In the end, the outlined 
threat to the British estates dematerialized completely. The British 
colonial authorities' attention in the direction of the Tibetan bor- 
ders decreased to the point of indifference. Lnterests in Tibet, in 
their own turn, were focused on resisting Chao Erh-feng's troops. 
In this respect, the Tibetans were acting at their own peril and could 
not hope to receive any help from anywhere. 



up resistance to Chung Ying because, he pretended, the latter was 
marching to Central Tibet in order to perform police duties at trade 
markets. These functions, in accordance with the conventions of 
1904 and 1906, were previously fulfilled by Anglo-Indian troops. 
But by this time, they had left the country, as had been specified by 
the trade regulations of 1908. 

The Tibetan Kashag cabinet, in objection to this, suggested that 
markets could be guarded by their own police, if it became neces- 
sary, These objections were accompanied by demands to withdraw 
Chinese troops from Tibetan territory. But these protests and de- 
mands did not impress the amban. He, together with his assistant, 
continued to assure the Tibetan authorities that Chung Ying posed 
no danger to them. 

At an audience with the Dalai Lama that was also attended by 
the Nepalese representative, the assistant amban stressed again that 
the Ch'ing armed forces were intended only to guard markets. On 
arrival in Lhasa, they would be distributed among the markets and 
not interfere in the home affairs of Tibet. He even promised to give 
proper written guarantees. 

Indeed, written guarantees came from him the next day. But, 
instead of non-interference in home affairs, they contained a state- 
ment about non-interference in the religious affairs of the Dalai 
Lama, which were, as it was, objectively out of Chinese control. 
This was a blunt fraud. As the official Chinese chronicle Ch'ing- 
shih Kao informs us, Chung Ymg's detachment, recruited from the 
Szechuan army, was to remain at the command and under the con- 
trol of the amban in Tibet. 

The far-fetchedness of this pretence for bringing troops into 
Tibet was obvious to an outside observer even in those times. The 
newspaper Sankt-Peterburgskie Vedomosti wrote: "After the extremely 
deplorable latest events in Tibet, when the Chinese, who based their 
Great Power policy in Asia on the external honoring of an archaic 
strange cult, had decided, in this case, to treat the spiritual ruler of 
the Lamaist world sternly. ..The invasion of the English there in 1904 
gave the Pelung government cause and example for stretching their 
hand more imperiously towards the holy city of the Dalai ~ a m a . " ~  

The amban in Lhasa and his assistant kept on spouting melhf- 
luous speeches. They scarcely could set the Tibetans completely at 
ease and lull their vigilance. Still, they succeeded in achieving their 
main goal-Lhasa did not send out a covering detachment to meet 
Chung Ymg. And when the Lhasa authorities saw that Chung Ymg's 



detachment was twice as large as the amban had told them, and 
that his intentions had nothing to do with police service, it was 
already too late to organize any resistance. 

Chung Ymg's soldiers reached Lhasa on February 12,1910. They 
were met by the amban's guard on the banks of the Kyi-chu fiver. 
When marching into the city, they started firing their guns at K- 
betan policemen, many of whom were killed or injured. They also 
met a gross of lamas on their way to a Lhasa temple, headed by 
one of the most respected Tibetan .ecclesiastics. The Chinese sol- 
diers beat them mercilessly, tore off their robes and then lulled al- 
most all of them.6 They even opened fire on the Potala as well. 

From the very beginning of their stay in Lhasa, Chung Ying's 
soldiers behaved like thugs, committing violence, robberies and 
motiveless murders. This lasted for nearly two years, up to the time 
of the Xin-hai Revolution of 1911, which became a significant land- 
mark in the history of relations between the two countries. 

As soon as Chung Ymg's detachment had reached Lhasa, Chao 
Erh-feng moved his troops to Za-yul district situated to the north 
of Assam, near the Indian border. The English newspaper Morning 
Post wrote on February 10,1910: "A great empire, the future mili- 
tary strength of which no man can foresee, has suddenly appeared 
on the northeast frontier of India. The problem of the northwest 
frontier thus bids fair to be duplicated in the long run, and a double 
pressure placed on the defensive resources of the Indian 
empire" ... China, in a word, has come to the gates of India.' 

Nowadays, this newspaper passage has become a widespread 
citation. It seems to be predicting the beginning of a new stage in 
Sino-Indian relations-the stage we observe at present, when these 
relations are complicated by border territorial disagreements that 
grow to the extent of open conflict. It has resulted in a military 
clash between the two countries in the Himalayan War of 1962. 

This newspaper passage has been quoted by the authors of the 
most significant works on the Sino-Indian border-by A. Lamb, D. 
Woodman, N. Maxwell and others. In all these cases the question 
discussed was the strategic threat to Assam. Establishing Chinese 
control over the whole of Tibet inevitably meant to them control 
over the southern and southwestern regions, as well as over the 
fertile Indian valleys beyond. 

As previously explained, the Sino-Indian border and territori- 
al controversy that flared up in the mid-5Os, resulting in the 1962 
Himalayan War, has caused the active development of the theme 



of our narration. It was quite natural to look to the past for the 
roots of this conflict. History was to give answers to questions 
concerning the present, hence a heightened interest in Himalayan 
processes at the beginning of the century as that was the time when 
this region attracted attention, for the first time, as an arena of in- 
ternational policy. 

It was also natural that Chao Erh-feng's military actions in the 
Tibetan districts next to India produced the impression of their being 
a rehearsal for the Himalayan War of 1962 and for the capture of 
territories to the south of the main Himalayan ridge. This line of 
reasoning is meant, then, precisely to prove the continuity of ag- 
gressive Chinese policy from 1909 to 1962, thus forming a bridge 
linking the past and the present. 

One would think that a logical and simple explanation of the 
past like this would give a key to understanding the present. But 
we must acknowledge that this would be too simple to be true. It is 
quite evident that such an extrapolation is wrong. First of all, it 
would be a mistake to regard Anglo-Chinese relations with respect 
to Tibet at that time as the relations between hostile parties. There 
is no doubt that the "Russian threat" to Tibet gave England an op- 
portunity to suppress Tibet in 1904. It also helped Ch'ing authori- 
ties establish their supremacy there by means of the Lhasa and the 
Peking Conventions, although this final objective was never at- 
tained in the end. But later, after the Entente had been formed, the 
notorious Russian threat could not serve as an excuse for develop- 
ing the Anglo-Chinese alliance on Tibet any longer. Nevertheless, 
former British policy concerning Tibet and China remained with- 
out change. The Ch'ing position stayed the same as well. Both par- 
ties, Ch'ing China and imperialist Britain, continued in accord to 
pursue the identical policy of suppressing liberation movements 
and aspirations for independence in the region. 

Those were groundless fears, then, that the Morrzing Star pro- 
voked in its readers, intimidating them with the report that "China 
has come up to the gates of India", as before they had intimidated 
them with a Russian threat to India. Both the Russian and Chinese 
threats to India were a product of imagination brought to life by 
misgivings about the stability of the system ruling the sub-conti- 
nent. But the true threat to this system lay in the factors, not exter- 
nal but internal, that ruined it 40 years later. 

Chinese aggressiveness on the northeastern frontiers of India 
and the accumulation of strength there were, in the opinion of the 



local colonial officers, a challenge to British supremacy, at least in 
the tribal territories. But from the heights of the London govem- 
ment, which did not share their anxiety, it did not look so forrni- 
dable. 

The Ch'ing "clenching of fists" over the minor Himalayan states 
did not bring any practical results. However panicking or sensa- 
tional were reports about Chao Erh-feng's troops emerging on the 
Indian borders, no consequences followed. In the end, the outlined 
threat to the British estates dematerialized completely. The British 
colonial authorities' attention in the direction of the Ebetan bor- 
ders decreased to the point of indifference. Interests in Tibet, in 
their own turn, were focused on resisting Chao Erh-feng's troops. 
In this respect, the Tibetans were acting at their own peril and could 
not hope to receive any help from anywhere. 



The heavenly Tsar and the worldly Tsar 

The wanderings of the Dalai Lama after his flight from Lhasa de- 
serve special attention. The Ch'ing emperor's edict of August 28, 
1904, about the Dalai Lama's "dismissal" from his post did not 
have any practical results. In less than two years, the Russian en- 
voy to China, Pokotilov, received a savory offer, which looked more 
like a provocation based on the well-known sympathetic attitude 
of the Russians towards the Dalai Lama. On May 8, 1906 he re- 
ported to St Petersburg: "A person close to the court circles de- 
clared to me that he is capable of carrying out a promulgation by 
the Chinese government of an act that would be desirable to the 
Dalai Lama, namely restoring the latter's prestige in Tibet; but he 
demanded that for this he should be given a bribe of 30,000 rou- 
bles. I replied evasively."' No answer was received to this offer 
from St Petersburg. 

Not only the Ch'ing authorities, but the British imperialists were 
also making efforts to get rid of the obstinate Dalai Lama. By the 
end of 1905, the Panchen Lama had come to India, and the British 
were going to use him for their own purposes. Klemm reported 
from Bombay that Tibetans, headed by the Panchen Lama, were 
sent to Rawalpandi "in time for the conclusion of major 
manoeuvres, so that they should be present at a large military pa- 
rade. Local newspapers are eulogizing this wise decision of the 
government and saying that contemplating an army of almost 
60,000 soldiers at the above-mentioned parade has produced a stun- 
ning, and thus very useful, impression on the Tibetans."* 

Beside psychologically impressing the Panchen Lama by dem- 
onstrating to him British military force and intimidating him, the 
colonial government had tried to influence him in other ways as 
well. In a letter of the Panchen Lama to the Dalai Lama, it was said 
that "the English presented h i ~ n  with a gift of 50,000 langs of silver 
and proposed him to become a candidate to the throne of Tibet 
instead of the Dalai Lama. The money was readily taken by the 
Panchen Lama, but he absolutely rejected the candidature ... . I f "  

Meanwhile, in January of 1905, a delegation arrived in Urga 
from Tibet inviting the Dalai Lama to return to Lhasa. So long as 



p e h g  and London had a negative attitude towards such a return, 
the newly arrived Tibetans together with the Dalai Lama came to 
the conclusion that a return would inevitably lead to the necessity 
of co-operating with the British and, consequently, to acknowledg- 
ing that the resistance offered against them had been illegal. On 
the other hand, the Ch'ing authorities apprehended that "the high 
priest, with his influence, would prevent them from consolidating 
their position in Lhasa, which apparently is the main goal of Chi- 
nese policy with respect to Tibet at the present moment," the Rus- 
sian envoy to Peking wrote. "I considered it my duty to exchange 
thoughts with Chinese ministers about the desirability of promul- 
gating some governmental act directed at restoring the high priest's 
prestige in Tibet. The Chinese replied, however, elu~ively."~ 

The Russian envoy did not subsequently abandon these kind 
of attempts. He informed his superiors about one of his talks with 
the Wai-wu Pu (the Chinese ministry of foreign affairs): "During 
an explanation concerning the Dalai Lama, I met with a great discre- 
tion and evasiveness exceeding the usual on the part of the Wai- 
wu Pu. Prince Ch'ing echoed ignorance about the Dalai Lama's 
decision to go to Lhasa. I managed to obtain only rather uncertain 
assertions that the Chinese government did not mean to hinder the 
Dalai Lama in his choice of route he would use to arrive in 'Tibet. 
But, at the same time, Prince Ch'ing said that the mode of action 
taken by the Chinese government with respect to the Dalai Lama 
would depend on a decision made by the Empress D~wager."~ 

The blank wall of ill-will erected by the Ch'ing government 
remained impenetrable, and the envoy did no more than conceal 
his impatience when he reported: "The Chinese are answering with 
wittingly mendacious assurances that everything is being done in 
accordance with the Dalai Lama's wishesSm6 

An intention appeared within the circles around the Dalai Lama 
to seek the assistance of France and Germany in returning him to 
Lhasa. Khitrovo, the head of the Russian expedition to Mongolia, 
in a detailed message of July, 1906, based on Mongolian sources, 
mentioned that "some parties of Tibetans say that, in view of Rus- 
sian elusion, it is necessary to choose another state, possibly one 
friendly to Russia. But the Dalai Lama has persistently stood his 
ground to rely, for the time being, exclusively on Russia. In the 
Dalai Lama's opinion, support and patronage on the part of Russia 
should manifest themselves in acknowledging the fair character of 
the Tibetan and Mongolian lawful demands,' accepting the ~ a l a i  



Lama's representations on the matter and bringing them up for 
discussion and decision by all the great European powers which, 
the Dalai Lama is sure, cannot but agree with the fairness of these 
demands.'le 

It is impossible to overestimate Khitrovo's role in Tibetan is- 
sues. His long stay in Mongolia gave him an opportunity to obtain 
a profound knowledge of relations between Mongolia and Tibet. 
The Russian command was aware that the Dalai Lama was ac- 
quainted with Khitrovo, and "had sent him presents, which caused 
him to write return letters that had a purely polite character and in 
no way dealt with political issues." Later, in February, 1906 the 
Army Group Commander in the Far East ordered that "contacts 
between Lieutenant-Colonel Khitrovo and the Tibetan high priest 
be interrupted." When informing the minister of foreign affairs on 
this matter, the Chief of General Staff explained that Khitrovo had 
sent "absolutely privately, without any official orders, his officer 
Kostritskiy" on a mission, whom the Dalai Lama had expressed 
his wish to see. "During this meeting, Kostritskiy did not tell the 
Dalai Lama anything on behalf of the Russian authorities, but sim- 
ply listened to what the Dalai Lama had to say, which he reported 
to his chief.+' 

During the Dalai Lama's stay in Peking, Dorjiev was also 
present, having arrived from St Petersburg. This circumstance was 
the focus of attention of the diplomatic corps in Pekmg. Representa- 
tives of the Great Powers understood all the significance of what 
was happening before their eyes. Only the Russian embassy avoided 
any contacts with the Tibetans. 

In the autumn of 1908, State Counsellor Korostovets commu- 
nicated to St Petersburg: "Dorjiev asks me when I contemplate vis- 
iting the Dalai Lama, who reportedly expressed his amazement 
that the Russian representative had not been to him yet, while en- 
voys from France and the United States had paid their visits. I ex- 
plained that I am going to visit the high priest in the nearest future, 
and that superfluous haste could arouse the suspicion of China 
and England. The Dalai Lama apparently cc~nsiclcred envoys' vis- 
its to be desirable for raising his prestige in the eyes of the Chinese 
and as a recognition of an independent status."'" 

The Russian envoy to Peking, invested with the great con- 
fidence of St Petersburg and recolnmended to the Dalai Lama as 
such, was aware of "the intentions among the Dalai Lama's retainers 
to seek help in other places" and did not see any need to make 



obstacles for those who would carry out such a search. "In view of 
our friendship with these states," he wrote, "if the Dalai Lama re- 
ally wished to retum to Tibet, addressing them could only prove 
useful. The success of such an alliance will save us the trouble of a 
rather complicated and difficult rendering of our hospitality to the 
Dalai Lama in Russia, which could be necessary in the extreme 
case."" 

The attitude of the Russian envoy to the Tibetans' intentions to 
address other foreign states had its explanation in the invariable 
position of the Russian government as a whole. He saw that "the 
Dalai Lama now is seriously thinking about an open rupture with 
China, hoping to move to Russia. In the instructions given to me 
on my appointment to Peking, it was stated quite definitely that 
the Russian government regards the Buddhist high priest's retum 
to Tibet as the best way to solve this problem and I was supposed 
to act on this pretext during my forthcoming meeting with the Dalai 
Lama, as well as in my future contacts with the Chinese gover- 
nment. 

"At present, the Dalai Lama considers his return to Tibet to be 
possible only on condition of receiving our rather positive assur- 
ances as regards our active protection of Tibet against aggressive 
plans on the part of England. Admitting the desirability of the Dalai 
Lama's returning to Tibet as soon as possible, we must, as one would 
think, avoid arousing separatist thoughts with respect to China on 
the part of the Buddhist high priest. We must try to convince him, 
little by little, to return to Tibet, because in the case of his absence 
from this country being too long, he is undoubtedly running the 
risk of losing a considerable share of his political influence, which 
is his only possible effective weapon in the forthcoming strife of 
Tibet against the aggressive plans of England."'2 

There is no need to comment on Pokotilov's report. It reaffirmed 
once more the Tibetan policy of Russia, and her benevolent atti- 
tude towards the Dalai Lama as an influential figure in the eyes of 
the Tibetans and all Buddhists, including those who were Russian. 
And this made his return to Tibet indispensable in order to avoid 
loss of influence there. At the same time, the Tibetan policy of Rus- 
sia was neighborly to China. Specifically, she appraised with a great 
deal of restraint the "separatist thoughts with respect to China on 
the part of the Buddhist high priest", although she had to take into 
consideration that these thoughts were, to a considerable extent, 



stimulated by Curzon's aggressive policy and its unambiguous 
support by the Ch'ing authorities. 

However, the plans to address other foreign states were not 
realized despite the positive attitude of Russia, with whose repre- 
sentatives the Dalai Lama had consulted. Neither France nor Ger- 
many were interested in defending Tibetan independence or in strife 
against encroachments upon it. For a year, these plans were re- 
vived from time to time, but finally they were rejected. In an offi- 
cial note to the imperial name it was reported: "As for the thought 
expressed by the Dalai Lama about addressing foreign states for 
the purpose of establishing joint patronage over Tibet, this pro- 
posal, seemingly, does not deserve attention as having any practi- 
cal grounds and thus should be rejected, as well as the project of 
now sending a Russian expedition to Tibet."I3 The above-mentioned 
project of sending a Russian expedition to Tibet originated from 
the Tibetan side. 

At the beginning of 1906, Do rjiev, who continued to perform 
the foreign policy missions of the Dalai Lama, wrote to the Russian 
minister of foreign affairs that "His Holiness the Dalai Lama de- 
sired to point out to me that I should, upon a preliminary agree- 
ment with the Russian government, address the other Great Pow- 
ers in order to establish friendly relations with them and achieve 
their joint patronage over Tibet."I4 But so long as this task remained 
unaccomplished, Do rjiev tried at least to guarantee the personal 
safety of the Dalai Lama. 

In his letter to the minister, Dorjiev "obediently requested to 
be granted a letter of assurance to be dispatched to His Holiness 
the Dalai Lama, and copies of pledges of the Chinese as well as the 
English governments, concerning the inviolability of the Dalai 
Lama's person and his prestige in Tibet ... For my part, considering 
the Dalai Lama's return to Lhasa to be desirable, I cannot at the 
same time pass over in silence the question of sending an expedi- 
tion to Lhasa on the part of Russian government (at least, incog- 
nito). This expedition could become a witness of possible acts of 
violence in Tibet." 

Dorjiev backed his request for sending an expedition by al- 
luding to "the best and influential persons in Tibet, who fully 
sympathise with it." Dorjiev's fears were caused by information 
he had received that "the attitude of the Chinese government towa- 
rds the Dalai Lama is becoming abusive. To all appearances, one 
may expect violent  measure^."'^ 



This expedition was also to perform scientific functions, in 
which respect Do jiev pointed out that "the urgent need for send- 
ing Russian expeditions (to Tibet) is evident. Their aim is to gather 
collections and information on both natural history and ethnograp- 
hy. Gathering information and collections on ethnography is time- 
consuming, and that is why the expedition should last a long time. 
In view of this, it is desirable that in connection with an expedition 
to Central Tibet, a permanent station should be organized in a 
mountainous region of Tibet, to last for the entire period of the 
expedition, where meteorological observations important for ex- 
ploring Tibetan climatic conditions might also be carried out. It is 
desirable that the expedition should set out already in the spring 
(of 1906)."16 Thus Do rjiev was trying to use the scientific interest of 
Russian orientalists in Tibet for political purposes as well. 

Plans to encourage the Russian government's interest in the 
religious circles around the Dalai Lama were also being worked 
out. This could be achieved by convoking a Buddhist ecumenical 
council for solving various religious questions. Pokotilov, however, 
wrote about it: "I dare think that the very fact of convokmg such a 
council is scarcely of particular importance for the Dalai Lama. He 
and his counsellors are undoubtedly interested only in provoking- 
even if artificially-some act, in the development of which our 
government should have to operate jointly with the Buddhist high 
priest, and this to prove in public a certain community of common 
interests. I put this project on the same level with the high priest's 
solicitations to make official the affair of sending a Russian escort 
on a mission with him, of appointing an official Russian agent (rep- 
resentative) to Lhasa, of expressing on our part guarantees for his 
personal safety, and so on. In view of the extreme persistence of the 
Dalai Lama and his counsellors in this direction, I have taken the 
liberty to propose to you a measure that could satisfy the hgh priest, 
while being entirely inoffensive at the same time. That is to thank 
the Dalai Lama officially, on imperial behalf, for his beneficial in- 
fluence on Buddhist pilgrims who have thronged from ~rans-Baika- 
lya to see him."I7 

Of course, the "measure" proposed by Pokotilov did not in the 
least meet the expectations of the Ebetan exiles. Nevertheless, they 
did not abandon their plans to involve the Russian party with li- 
betan affairs, as well as to procure guarantees for the Dalai ~ a m a ' s  
personal safety. Official restraint on the Russian part was being 
displayed against a background of streams of Buryat pilgrims from 



Trans-Baikalya gathering in Urga in huge numbers. When it be- 
came known that the Dalai Lama intended to set forth on his way 
back to Ebet, "some of his most devoted followers", according to 
Do rjiev's information, "expressed their resolve to accompany the 
high priest all the way to his place of permanent residence in order 
to serve as his guard."18 

The persistence of the Tibetans in securing his safety had its 
own reasons. The attitude of Ch'ing government functionaries to- 
wards the Dalai Lama was not becoming any less hostile over the 
course of time. The most influential Ch'ing dignitary, "the stron- 
gest person except for the Empress Dowager", Prince Ch'ing, had 
demanded from the Tibetans a bribe of 260,000 langs of silver for 
"an intercession in Tibetan affairs for settling issues with the En- 
glish and with his own government.'' 

The Tibetans, however, refused to give the bribe, considering 
that "the expense would be an entirely aimless waste, because it is 
impossible to rely upon any support or help, either on the part of 
Prince Ch'ing, or from any other Chinese dignitaries. And most 
convincing in this respect is the Chinese attitude the Dalai Lama 
has experienced in Tibet and later on his arrival in Mongolia."19 

Ambans, sent to Mongolia from Peking to negotiate with the 
Dalai Lama, behaved arrogantly and overbearingly. A Russian con- 
sular official, Kuzminskiy, stressed the hostility of h e  Chinese to- 
wards the high priest. At the same time, in his memorandum on 
his visit to the Dalai Lama in July, 1906, Kuzminskiy reported that 
he had brought to the Dalai Lama's notice "the guarantees of in- 
violability, that seemed weighty enough, repeatedly expressed by 
Prince Ch'ing in talks with our envoys."20 

The British threat was no less than that of the Ch'ing. This was 
a matter of particular concern for the Russian ministry of foreign 
affairs. Figures well known in connection with Tibetan problems 
such as I? P. Semionov, A. P. Ignatev, F. F. Palitsyn, S. F. Oldenburg, 
E. E. Ukhtomskiy, I? K. Kozlov and others, took part in the confer- 
ence, where the minister of foreign affairs pointed out the reasons 
for such concern: "We have information about an extremely hos- 
tile attitude towards the possible arrival of the Dalai Lama at his 
former residence on the part of the English, who, apparently, are 
ready to undertake extreme measures. It goes without saying that 
any misfortune that might befall the Dalai Lama, who is supposed 
to be going to Lhasa with a Russian escort-under the Russian flag, 
so to speak-would cause serious harm to our pre~tige."~' 



From the moment of the high priest's arrival in Urga, the Dalai 
Lama's safety and concern for his "future settlement" were always 
in the sight of the Russian foreign ministry. In this connection, a 
suggestion was made to take the opportunity of using the services 
of the Russian traveller, I? K. Kozlov, who was also in Urga at that 
time. It was proposed that he, with his escort, accompany the Dalai 
Lama to the borders of Tibet. 

The ministry realized, however, that sending a Russian detach- 
ment through Chinese territory could give rise to some "misunder- 
standing or censure on the part of the government of China", so 
the Russian envoy to Peking was authorized to discuss the matter 
with Chinese ministers. As a result of bilateral consultations, "the 
consul in Urga has been instructed to tell the Dalai Lama that, in 
view of the categorical guarantees of his safety during the journey 
expressed by the Chinese government, the government of Russia 
does not consider it possible to send Captain Kozlov on the mis- 
sion. The letter concerning this matter, which was delivered to our 
envoy by Prince Ch'ing, gives us the right to make the Chinese 
government fully responsible for the slightest misfortune that might 
occur on the way."22 

Kozlov's appearance in Mongolia and his meetings with the 
Dalai Lama were not the result of some Russian government plan. 
The minister of war, in March, 1905, wrote about it to the foreign 
minister: "The chairman of the Russian Geographic Society has 
informed me that the Tibetan expedition of 1899-1901, headed by 
Captain Kozlov, to a considerable extent owed its success to the 
patronage and benevolence towards Russian travellers to Tibet on 
the part of the Dalai Lama himself. Presently, the Geographic Soci- 
ety, profiting from the occasion of the Dalai Lama's stay in Urga, 
regards it as its moral duty to express in some way its sincere ap- 
preciation to the ruler of Tibet for such a friendly attitude towards 
representatives of Russia, and solicits for Captain Kozlov to be sent 
on a mission to Urga in order to greet the Dalai Lama."23 

Kozlov had given the Dalai Lama regards on behalf of the Rus- 
sian Geographic Society during a meeting with him. As for his fur- 
ther scientific expeditions to Tibet, according to a record of the talk, 
"the Dalai Lama asked to communicate that there would be no 
obstacles on the part of the government of Tibet for an open jour- 
ney of Russians to Tibet for scientific and commercial purposes. 
On the contrary, they would be met with accustomed hospitality 
and assistance. For all matters concerning Tibet, Tsannyit ~ h a m b o  



Agvan Do jiev will be left in Russia as charge d'affaires, and the 
Dalai Lama asks to render him favor with appropriate confidence 
and attention. The Dalai Lama also asks for permission to avail 
himself of 25 Buryat-Cossacks (for his return to Lhasa) with a disci- 
plined senior Cossack combat sergeant at their head. The cost of 
maintaining this detachment would be paid by the Dalai Lama out 
of his own funds, but he asks to accept the time of their service in 
Tibet as active 

Kozlov's expedition itself included only a few persons: N. Ya. 
Kozhevnikov, a portrait painter and instructor at Real school in 
Troitsesavsk; I? Teleshov, a technical scout and Cossack sergeant of 
the Trans-Baikalyan Cossack troops; G. Badmazhapov, a collector 
of insects; and Ya Afushin, an interpreter. In March 1907, Kozlov 
sent a note to the Russian foreign ministry and general headquar- 
ters requesting permission for one more trip, which read: "As a 
geographer, ethnographer and naturalist, I am most allured by a 
journey to that place. Carrying on with the mission I once took 
upon myself--exploring central Asia-I regard it as my moral duty, 
not to mention my passionate desire, to set off to that same place 
once again and to work there with all my energy and ability for the 
sake of the sciences of geography and natural history".25 

The military administration, to which Kozlov was directly 
subordinate, did not object to such a trip. General headquarters 
commander F. Palitsyn wrote to Foreign Minister Lamsdorff: "This 
expedition, organized by the Geographic Society at its own expense, 
with political or military purposes being totally alien to it, has, as 
its exclusive task, the scientific investigation of hitherto poorly ex- 
plored regions ... Taking into consideration all the above-stated, and 
with deep sympathy for the task of the expedition, I have the honor 
to ask Your Excellency not to refuse to inform me of your resolut- 
ion."26 

The government of Russia did not establish official relations 
with the Dalai Lama. They apprehended that "an appointment of 
a Russian functionary could have the most serious consequences 
for him on the part of the Peking g~ve rnmen t " .~~  They could not 
even render the Dalai Lama financial assistance, considering that 
"granting him a subsidy, which would be impossible to conceal 
from the Chinese, could only do him harm, not to mention that it 
would be difficult to forward such subsidy to him, and it would 
probably be used by some outside persons."28 

At the same time, they were attempting to promote a happy 



termination of friction between the Dalai Lama and the Chinese 
government. The Russian embassy in Peking reported to St Peters- 
burg that, in reply to its request "to permit the Dalai Lama to stay 
in Urga for some time to receive our Buryat pilgrims,"B Chinese 
ministers answered with the same assertions that the government 
of China did not put restraint on his freedom and that he might 
stay in Urga or go to Tibet at his own pleasure. 

It is clear, however, from a telegram sent by Lyuba, the Russian 
consul in Urga, that "these assertions were mendacious, and that 
the ambans Yang Chih and P'u Shou were demanding in Urga the 
most quick departure of the Dalai Lama. Any insistence in the face 
of the Wai-wu Pu would be to no avail and could lead only to his 
forced dispatch and probable incarceration in some monastery in 
Inner China. The matter becomes still more complicated due to the 
fact that messengers from 10 Mongolian princes have visited Pe- 
king with the mission of asking for the Dalai Lama's return to Ti- 
bet. Of course, this embassy had been initiated by the Khutughtu 
(Bogdo Khan), whose incomes decreased with the Dalai Lama's 
arrival. The messengers brought presents for Prince Ch'ing, and so 
the Chinese government will undoubtedly be considerate towards 
their application. "" 

But, in fact, the ambans in Urga, Yang Chih and P'u Shou, 
started to act persistently and unceremoniously. A report was re- 
ceived from the Russian consulate in Urga that the two ambans 
"came to the Dalai Lama's residence without any warning and 
demanded a meeting with him. The Dalai Lama, despite ill health, 
received them. Throirghout the entire audience, the ambans be- 
haved proudly and haughtily with respect to the Dalai Lama, and 
P'u Shou even provocatively. The ambans did their best to make 
the Dalai Lama leave Urga. Having been questioned about his 
departure, he answered in the negative, pleading illness and an 
absence of an answer from Peking to his numerous addresses to 
the Ch'ing government .'I3' 

The Dalai Lama, in turn, demanded an answer as to what rea- 
sons made the ambans regard his stay in Urga with such hostility 
The ambans alleged that it was difficult for the local population to 
maintain him with his numerous retainers, although it was well 
known that immediately on arrival in Urga, the Dalai Lama had 
declared his refusal of any material help. 

The talk was far from friendly and, according to a report of a 
consular official, "The Dalai Lama, sharply interrupti~lg the con- 



versation, said in an excited voice: "In my 12 years of ruling Tibet, 
I have made a close enough study of you Manchus. I know you 
well, and I will not let you mock me any longer."32 

Special messengers came from Peking at last. At a meeting with 
them, the Dalai Lama "sincerely expressed his opinion about the 
present regrettable status of Ebet, caused rather by a policy of 
Chinese ambans in Lhasa and by an indifferent attitude of P e h g  
than by actions of the govemment of England." Pokotilov, in his 
message about the dispatch of messengers from P e h g ,  noted that 
"in Peking they have decided to improve, as far as possible, the 
attitude towards the Dalai Lama and make him forget old misunder- 
standings. At any rate, the very fact of the arrival of a Chinese 
embassy with a letter from the Chinese emperor has a great signifi- 
cance for the high priest."33 

The words about "old misunderstandings" had been taken by 
Pokotilov from the letter mentioned above, of which the Dalai Lama 
did not make a secret. This letter also read: "...from the moment 
misunderstandings in Tibet began, the Dalai Lama has experienced 
not a few truly difficult days; and so it is perhaps not without rea- 
son that he has expressed displeasure with our g~vernment . "~~  

The Ch'ing government's compelled, but very limited, ac- 
knowledgment of guilt did not, however, promise the Dalai Lama 
any guarantees of a happy settlement of the situation. He contin- 
ued his attempts to find a way out in other directions. Since the 
Russian consulate in Urga was expressing an "amiable, but ex- 
tremely restrained attitude", the Dalai Lama and his retainers were 
inclined to think that "the consul in Urga finds contacts to be bur- 
densome and is avoiding meetings with the high priest and his 
confidants in every way. ..Having interrupted contacts with the con- 
sulate, he (the Dalai Lama) chose to communicate with St Peters- 
burg through the Russian functionary, Mr. Bimbaev, a Buryat whose 
role was that of a totally private i n d i ~ i d u a l . " ~ ~  

But, in the end, this way also proved to be of little effect. And 
as for the Ch'ing messengers, the consul Lyuba wrote to the envoy 
Pokotilov that "their mutual relations (with the Dalai Lama) threat- 
ened to end with a complete break-off. The Dalai Lama's retainers 
themselves decided to ask the high priest not to annoy the envoys 
of the Chinese emperor, pleading, among other reasons, the advice 
repeatedly conveyed by the Russian govemment to maintain as 
correct relations with the Chinese as possible ... From the very first 
meeting, the Dalai Lama started to insist on his acquaintance with 



the complete text of the treaty (the Anglo-Chinese Convention of 
1906). At first, the Ch'ing messengers agreed to satisfy his demands, 
but during subsequent meetings they declared to the Dalai Lama 
that they had not been authorized to do 

News about conclusion of the Anglo-Chinese agreement 
stopped preparations for the Dalai Lama's departure from Urga, 
which were, as it was, being carried out very unhurriedly even 
before that. According to a report by the consul Lyuba, the Dalai 
Lama, "animated by memories of Chinese intrigue and English in- 
sidiousness he had had to strive with over the course of the last 
few years, defended, with heat and conviction, his view on an out- 
ward, purely nominal dependence of his country on China. With 
bitterness, he spoke that China had less than passively reacted to 
the English infringement of the inviolability of Tibetan territory; 
that the government of China had remained completely indiffer- 
ent to his fate after his exile from Tibet; that this time again the 
Chinese had not bothered to inform him about their conclusion of 
the treaty with England--of a treaty sealing the fate of Tibet ... And 
presently, the Dalai Lama reports that international relations and 
circumstances have not altered so much in favor of China that she 
could assume the rights, belonging exclusively to him, the Dalai 
Lama, regarding the matter of Tibet's destiny. Basing himself on 
this proposition, the high priest does not recognize also this treaty, 
as in its time he did not recognize the convention of the 90th 
He does not recognize it as having for him, the ruler of Tibet, any 
juridical ~a l id i ty . "~~  

The convention of 1906 had been concluded in a way similar 
to that of the convention of 1890-that is to say, without knowl- 
edge or consent of the Tibetans. The deal made at the expense of 
Tibet aroused the indignation of the Dalai Lama and his circle. Be- 
ing out of reach of the ambans, they had made an attempt to obtain 
"the irnrnedia te protest" of the Russian government. This protest 
was to contain the demand, on behalf of the Dalai Lama, to abolish 
this convention and conclude a new one with the Dalai Lama's 
knowledge and consent, as well as to recall the amban from U~asa. 
Such protest on the part of Russia, however, did not follow. It had 
to be not quite unexpected for the 'Tibetans, but nevertheless it had 
a dispiriting effect on them, as they had lost their last hope of op- 
posing the convention. 

"The heavy burden binding the will and decision of the high 
priest to return to Lhasa", Kuzminskiy wrote at that time from the 



Russian consulate in Urga, "is the secrecy cloaking the recently 
concluded agreement on Tibetan affairs between England and 
China, as well as the mutual rights of the above-named powers in 
Tibet. Having received from dignitaries specially sent by the Chi- 
nese emperor much less information than was reported to him 
confidentially by Russia, which does not take part in the named 
treaty, and having substantial reasons to suspect that in the com- 
plete text of the treaty, stubbornly concealed from him by the Chi- 
nese government ... and at least in the contents of those parts of the 
treaty that have been communicated to him, there is absolutely no 
information as to how England and China guarantee the inviola- 
bility of his person and protect his rights over Tibet that have been 
consecrated by time, the high priest is inclined to conclude that the 
English ignore his person as ruler, just as they did before."39 

The reaction of the Dalai Lama to the Anglo-Chinese Conven- 
tion of 1906 as an agreemex~t, to a considerable extent binding for 
Tibet, was unerring. That is why the Ch'ing government, being one 
of the parties, exerted efforts to conceal its contents from the Dalai 
Lama. "Being very much surprised," Kuzminskiy continued, "by 
the caution of the Chinese dignitaries who dared not confirm in 
writing assertions about restoring the Dalai Lama to the rights of 
supreme ruler of Tibet that were repeatedly expressed in talks with 
the high priest ... the Dalai Lama long ago began to hesitate in his 
decision made on the advice of our government to return to Lhasa 
immediately, not having at his disposal exact information about 
the agreement so strongly affecting his personal interests and the 
fortunes of his country."40 

Staying in Mongolia, the Dalai Lama enjoyed immunity from 
the Ch'ing authorities. That is why they were trying to make him 
leave. Accordingly, the Ch'ing dignitaries sent to him "left no stone 
unturned to achieve the desired goal, m a h g  use of all possible 
means from flattery, unrealizable promises and requests to threats." 

Such threats were also coming from the Ch'ing functionaries 
serving permanently in Mongolia during the entire period of the 
Dalai Lama's stay in Urga. "The local administration", the consul 
Kuzminskiy wrote, "cannot accept the fact of the high priest's stay- 
ing close to the Russian borders. Out of fear of weakening his power 
in Mongolia, the amban in Urga declared that forcible measures 
would be undertaken against the high priest, if the latter will refuse 
to leave Mongolia." All this made it necessary to be on the alert. 
Even the Dalai Lama's adherents among the Mongolian princes 



recognized "the necessity to maintain good relations with China 
due to the impossibility of expecting Russian help in the nearest 
future and for lack of any other source of influential interces~ion."~~ 

And indeed, St Petersburg was not encouraging hopes in this 
respect. At the end of February, 1906 Agvan Dorjiev had an audi- 
ence with the Tsar. It had been promoted by Minister of Foreign 
Affairs Count V. N. Lamzdorf. Informing him about it, Dojiev 
wrote: "Yesterday I was happy to be introduced to His Majesty, the 
Emperor, in Tsarskoye Selo. His Majesty, the Emperor, deigned to 
accept a personally written letter from the Dalai Lama and gifts 
from His Holiness." The audience was arranged at a high diplo- 
matic level, solemnly, with its contents accurately fixed in writing 
by Do jiev. 

Addressing the Tsar and offering him the letter and presents, 
Do jiev spoke on behalf of and on commission from his monarch: 
"His Holiness hopes that henceforth Your Majesty will also take to 
heart the interests of Tibet, the country connected by religious links 
with many of Your Majesty's subjects ... His Holiness well realizes 
that only care for many other matters have, for the present, pre- 
vented Russia from expressing concern with Tibetan affairs to the 
extent that would be desirable for Russia. His Holiness has com- 
missioned me to express once again his devotion to Your Majestyu4* 

The Tsar's answer was highly courteous, but did not contain 
any definite commitments or promises expected by Do rjiev. (It is 
to be supposed that Do rjiev was seeking an audience with the Tsar 
not for an interchange of politenesses.) It was said by way of reply: 
"Let me be believed that I, and Russia with me, are always ready 
to help Tibet in so much as we have power and resources. I hope, 
some time later, we shall render His Holiness an assistance even 
more potent and desirable for Tibet. Once again I repeat for His 
Holiness to believe me and always count on my good offices. I sin- 
cerely wish His Holiness good health in the kmd governing of his 
country and for the benefit of R ~ s s i a . " ~ ~  

In his record of the audience, Do rjiev apparently was not quite 
exact when reproducing the Tsar's words. It is doubtful whether 
the Tsar spoke about "more potent and desirable assistance" in such 
a non-concrete way and about the "benefit of Russia" (what had 
Russia to do with it?). The Tsar's position on the Tibetan matter 
was expressed much more exactly in the "Imperial Telegram of the 
Sovereign Emperor to His Holiness the Dalai Lama, the Supreme 
Head of the Tibetan People", in which there was no mention of any 



promises. The question was simply that the Buddhists who were 
Russian subjects have the opportunity to make pilgrimage to neigh- 
boring Mongolia in order to offer devotions to the Dalai Lama: 
"Rejoicing in the fact that my subjects may receive beneficial 
spiritual influence from Your Holiness, I ask you to believe my feel- 
ing of sincere gratitude and my respect for The Dalai Lama, 
also in a telegraphic message, thanked the Tsar "for granting an 
audience to my representative Do rjiev and your highly gracious 
attention" to him, especially precious in such hard times for 
Tibet.45 

The tenseness of the situation was due to the fact that Russian 
assistance was needed for a fundamental political restructuring of 
states in this part of Asia, which was to have serious repercussions. 
Preparations for it were being carried out in profound secrecy, whch 
neither the Dalai Lama nor his adherents could entrust to letters or 
any other documents, however high their destination might be. 

In the midsummer of 1906, Lieutenant-Colonel Khitrovo of 
general headquarters had presented to his chiefs detailed infor- 
mation on this matter, which has already been partly quoted above: 
"...Being guided exclusively by justice and meeting the needs and 
natural historical desires of a vast Lamaist flock, the Dalai Lama 
and his confederates-the Mongolian princes and influential 
khutughtu-gegens-have, in principle, irrevocably decided to 
separate from China and form an independent union, having real- 
ized this action under the patronage of and with support from 
Russia, thus avoiding bloodshed; and in case of Russia's refusal, to 
perform this action under the patronage of some other great power, 
even England in the last resort ... The Russian support and patron- 
age, in the Dalai Lama's opinion, should take the form of acknowl- 
edging the fair character of Tibetan and Mongolian lawful demands, 
accepting the Dalai Lama's representations on that matter and 
bringing them up for discussion and decision by all the great 
European powers. . ."46 

A drastic enough historical turn in the restructuring of states 
by interested parties correspondingly demanded decisive, 
"drastic1' executors. Khitrovo realized it very well, and that is why 
he considered it necessary to give a brief character sketch of the 
Tibetan ruler. "I consider it necessary to give some description of 
the Dalai Lama's personality. According to the vast information 
about him at my disposal, the common opinion from very differ- 
ent sources, without any exceptions, is that the present Dalai Lama 



represents an amazingly outstanding person. Starting from the 13th 
century, i.e. from the time of the first incarnation of the Dalai Lama, 
only one other of all the high priests (Ngawang Losang), who reign- 
ed at the beginning of the 17th century, was also prominent as an 
enterprising political figure ... The present Dalai Lama is considered 
to be highly educated, with an innate outstanding intellect, invin- 
cible, persistent energy and tempered health. In the person of the 
Dalai Lama, the Mongolians see incarnate genius similar to that of 
the immortal Chingis Khan and the famous Khubilai Khan. Judg- 
ing by his everyday way of life, the Dalai Lama is engrossed exclu- 
sively in persistent, stubborn, purely political activity, using his 
spiritual force in religion as a means for fulfilling his political tasks. 
He is extremely interested in European culture, desiring to become 
acquainted with it, starting from railroads ... Even for his personal 
self, the Dalai Lama has commissioned Khambo Do rjiev to buy in 
St Petersburg the very best revolver. For his wintering, the Dalai 
Lama has built in Wang Hureng a small wooden house of Russian 
type, for which purpose Russian and Buryat carpenters have been 
engaged in Kyakhta, and the necessary materials have been 
bought.. .The extent to which the forthcoming events in Mongolia 
and Tibet may be important, provided the Dalai Lama will not be 
poisoned or killed, is obvious for anyone."47 

This restructuring project, in its Tibetan part, could not be real- 
ized with the help of Russia, because the latter remained indiffer- 
ent to such plans. As for "performing this action under the patron- 
age of England in the last resort", this intention was even less real- 
istic, since the balance of her relations with China and Tibet was 
initially and definitely not in favor of the latter. Besides, the Tibet- 
ans had a negative attitude towards her. 

Khitrovo himself noted in his message: "One may judge about 
how persistent, consistent and independent the Dalai Lama is by 
his attitude towards the Chinese government and the English. The 
English repeatedly tried to get into correspondence with the Dalai 
Lama, but the Sovereign thus far returns English mail ~ n o p e n e d . " ~  
As is generally known, from the very beginning of his rule as vice- 
roy of India, Lord Curzon made substantial efforts to establish re- 
lations with Lhasa, but none of his letters were ever read there, 
having been returned unopened. 

The Dalai Lama stayed in Urga for the entire year of 1907 as 
well, after which he left for Kokonor, where he resided on the way 
at a monastery at Wu-t'ai-shan. He called for Do rjiev to come there 



and soon gave him a new commission which, to fulfil, required his 
going to St Petersburg. Do rjiev brought with him a letter from the 
Dalai Lama to the Tsar and a khadak (ceremonial gift scarf). 

On May 29, 1908, the Dalai Lama's messenger addressed the 
Russian foreign ministry with a written summary of his commis- 
sion. Its first item was "to present the deep appreciation of His 
Holiness to the Sovereign Emperor for the highly gracious patron- 
age of His Majesty in the happy settlement of the Tibetan matter 
marked by the Anglo-Russian Convention, and to present to His 
Majesty a sacred image of Buddha and a khadak, as a way to ex- 
press the unlimited devotion of the Dalai Lama."49 

Such a high appraisal given by Do rjiev and the Dalai Lama to 
the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907 as "the happy settlement of 
the Tibe tan matter" originated from scantiness of information about 
its contents. The request in the same summary "to hand to the Dalai 
Lama a certified copy of the Anglo-Russian Convention, possibly 
in Russian, English and Chinese languages" speaks for this as 
well. 

Presenting similar gifts to the Russian foreign minister, Do rjiev 
testified to him "the deep gratitude of the Dalai Lama in connec- 
tion with the conclusion of the aforementioned convention recog- 
nizing the international status of Tibet." Subsequent first-hand ac- 
quaintance with a text of the convention might have disappointed 
the Tibetans with its clause on the recognition of Chinese suzerainty 
over Tibet, though that "suzerain" status was still more preferable 
for them than the former condition, which had not been qualified 
at all. Besides, resting upon this convention, the Dalai Lama had 
asked already "not to refuse to show the way for Tibet to achieve 
the complete evacuation of the English from the Valley", though 
there was practically no need for these directions since the occupa- 
tion of the Chumbi Valley had already been terminated as an effect 
of obligations previously undertaken by the British party. 

Considering that the convention had essentially improved the 
international status of Tibet, the Dalai Lama hurried to return there. 
The corresponding item can be found in Do rjiev's address: "Tak- 
ing into consideration that the Chinese may, under various pre- 
texts, delay an audience with the Chinese emperor in order to pre- 
vent the Dalai Lama from returning to Lhasa before long, His Ho- 
liness hopes for possible support in Peking on the part of the Rus- 
sian g~vernment."~' And finally, the summary included the invari- 
able item: "To point out to the Dalai Lama what measures may be 



undertaken for the closer. rapprochement of Tibet with Russia." 
Certainly, the government of Russia could not have any objections 
to the Dalai Lama's return to Lhasa, and the embassy in Peking 
was of the same opinion. 

Besides the political issues, Do rjiev was to be engaged in prac- 
tical affairs aimed at developing cultural ties between Russia and 
Tibet. He had been instructed to carry out personally both the pm- 
sentations to His Majesty and one more commission, which was 
no less important. Namely, he was to ask for permission from the 
Russian government to construct a Buddhist temple in St Peters- 
burg in order to satisfy the religious needs of the Russian Bud- 
dhists-Buryats, Kalrnyks and others. The Dalai Lama had in- 
structed him to buy for this temple a plot in St Petersburg and au- 
thorized him to spend 50,000 roubles for initial expenditures. 

At the same time, he sent a request to the Russian govemment 
to admit Tibetan bursary students into various educational institu- 
tions in Russia, as well as to let Buryat specialists in electrical engi- 
neering, mechanical engineering, mining and similar disciplines 
come to Tibet to educate the Tibetanss2 

Both tasks were difficult to fulfil. There were very few Buryat 
nationals who were technically educated specialists, and even fewer 
who wanted to go to Tibet. That is why the request to send those 
specialists had no results. As for the temple, it was constructed 
finally at the Dalai Lama's expense, though the very beginning of 
this undertaking seemed not so promising. The heads of the Rus- 
sian orthodox church continuously laid obstacles to its construc- 
tion in the capital of the state. 

Although orthodoxy had been the state religion and one of the 
foundations of the state system (the official doctrine included the 
triad: autocracy, orthodoxy and national character), state policy had 
always been tolerant of different denominations and religions. It 
was not forbidden to build mosques and synagogues in the capital 
itself, and their existence in St Petersburg created the precedent for 
erecting a Buddhist temple there as well. However, the church au- 
thorities ("the long-haired Popes", according to Do rjiev's expres- 
sion, as opposed to the shaven-headed Buddhist clergy) did not 
want to reconcile themselves with the construction of yet another 
heterodox temple in the city. 

It was not without the efforts of the "long-haired" that the 
Russian foreign ministry reprimanded Do rjiev severely on account 
of the illegality of collecting money for building the temple among 



Russian subjects in Russia itself. As a result, Dorjiev had to give 
explanations and proof that he was not collecting any means. 
his autobiography, he notes that he then mentioned the enormous 
sum he had received from the Dalai Lama for that purpose. Ortho- 
dox authorities in their rage demanded that Do rjiev should be with- 
drawn from the capital, and that he should be completely deprived 
of the right of entry. 

Later Dorjiev wrote that the letters rained down upon him 
containing threats to kill him and to ruin the temple. One cannot 
but see an exaggeration in these words, since murder and ravage, 
as far as one can remember, have never been an instrument of or- 
thodoxy in its strife against heterodoxy, except perhaps those let- 
ters that have been written by obscure fringe elements, of which 
there is never a lack in any religion. 

The Tsar's permission to build the temple did not remove all 
the obstacles, but it did allay and smooth away the conflict. In 
August, 1915 the Buddhist temple in St Petersburg was completed 
and inaugurated. It was not a common construction, but the larg- 
est Buddhist temple in Europe. The finest marble, bronze and gold 
gilding were used. Twenty lamas were attached to the temple. Be- 
ing the initiator of its construction, Do rjiev attracted to it the atten- 
tion of the most outstanding Russian orientalists-Radlov, 
Shcherbatskoy, Oldenburg, Roerich; and he bound all his further 
fortunes on it. 

Meanwhile, the Dalai Lama in Wu-t'aishan was tormented 
with hesitations about the vaguenesses of the Anglo-Russian Con- 
vention and awaited an audience with the emperor. His stay in the 
monastery lasted for an entire year. Finally he received the 
emperor's invitation, and on September 28,1908 His Holiness ar- 
rived in Peking by train. Here he was to face further trials. He re- 
sided at the same Hsi-huang monastery that had been built to the 
north of the capital for the first visit of a Dalai Lama at the begin- 
ning of the Ch'ing dynasty's rule in China. However, this time even 
mere politeness was not displayed towards him. He was treated 
like a subject who had committed an offence. 

"The degraded hierarch has submitted to rites which hurnili- 
ated his dignity and confirmed his vas~alage."~~ He had been gran- 
ted with a new title indicating, however intricate it was, that his 
status was that of a subject.% A decree was also issued that stated: 
"On return to Tibet, His Holiness must strictly follow the laws of 
his sovereign state of China. He must inform everyone about the 
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kindness of the Chinese emperor's court. He must call upon the 
Tibetans to be obedient and to follow the path of high morals. He 
must follow the ancient rites, obey the amban and respectfully ex- 
ecute our 

The obedience of the spiritual ruler and his submissiveness to 
temporal authorities, executing the will, not of the emperor even, 
but of his representative, the amban, all constituted a demand con- 
tradictory to the whole of the Buddhist universe. It drastically 
changed the character of the interrelations between the Dalai La- 
mas and the Chinese emperors. The point that as a spiritual per- 
son, a monk is a figure equal to an emperor, was the pivot of the 
treatise written 1,500 years before by the founder of the first Chi- 
nese Buddhist school, Shih Huei-yiian, entitled "A Monk Should 
Not Show Respect Towards An Emperor" ("Sha-man Pu-ching 
Wang-chih L U ~ ' ' ) . ~ ~  This canonical "lun" (treatise, sutra) was the 
basis of an alignment between temporal and spiritual spheres that 
had lasted all the past centuries, without in the least losing its signi- 
ficance. And the status of the Dalai Lama, including the 13th, was 
fully based on this thesis. The same prerogative was enjoyed even 
by less high-ranking hierarchs of the Buddhist church. 

One event is known that happened during a solemn reception 
on the occasion of the enthronement of Emperor Nikolai the Sec- 
ond. The Nikolaevskiy Hall in the winter palace was filled. Among 
the guests of honor were representatives of the Buryat delegation. 
Nikolai the Second came in, and everyone knelt. Only two stand- 
ing figures remained in the hall: the Tsar and the Buryat Lama 
Lubsan Sandan Tsidenov. ..The Buryat delegation had to pay a fine, 
and Tsidenov to explain why he had acted in such a manner. "The 
spiritual Tsar does not kneel to the worldly Tsar," was the answer. 
The incident was settled. 

The independence of the spiritual Tsar was also stressed in 
Do rjiev's contacts with Russian officials. In his "Memorandum" of 
February 27,1906, that is during the period of the most dramatic 
changes in fortune for the Dalai Lama, Do rjiev made a kind of "rep- 
rimand" to these figures: "...it should be very desirable if, in fu- 
ture, in written addresses of the emperor's government to the Dalai 
Lama, the words 'Your Right Reverend' were not used, as it was in 
the last minister's letter to His Holiness. This is because the ~ a l a i  
Lama, due to his high status in the Buddhist hierarchy, deserves 
the title corresponding in Christian terms to the Pope of the Ro- 
man Catholic Church, and not that of a bishop."57 



This was the way it was in Russia, but in China things were 
different. And this difference constituted an additional basis of no 
small importance to the Dalai Lama's preferences and orientation 
in his foreign policy actions. The humiliations the Dalai Lama had 
experienced on the part of the Ch'ing emperor's authorities did 
not serve to improve Sino-Tibetan ties. An American envoy in Pe- 
king, who met him in those days, stressed when reporting on these 
meetings that the Dalai Lama's dignity had been extraordinarily 
affected by his stay in Peking, and that he was leaving with an 
increased enmity towards the Chinese. The envoy believed that 
the Dalai Lama would not assist the C h e s e  in their measures 
planned to govern Tibet as a Chinese province. He also expected 
serious complications for his friend the Dalai Lama.S8 



On a visit to the viceroy 

After his return to Lhasa in December, 1909, the Dalai Lama did 
not stay there for long. Soon witnessing the excesses committed by 
the Chinese soldiers, he was compelled at the beginning of the next 
year to flee from the capital once more. The Dalai Lama thus began 
the years of his second exile, this time in India. There, however, 
everything was different. While staying in Mongolia, he had en- 
gaged in energetic activity to draw Russia into settling Tibetan prob- 
lems, and the local authorities never hampered such efforts on his 
part. In India, however, when he tried to continue seeking Russian 
support, the colonial authorities began opposing his actions and 
even attempted to deprive him of any links with the external world. 

His flight from Lhasa had been noticed immediately. A mes- 
sage was sent to Peking via the British telegraph that linked Tibet 
with India. It informed that "the Dalai Lama, without any wam- 
ing, in secrecy, escaped from the city in an unknown direction on 
the night of the 30th of January. Measures have been ordered at 
once to undertake his return."' The amban Lien Yu proposed that 
volunteers from the Chinese garrison in Lhasa secure and present 
him with the Dalai Lama's head. Three hundred riders took off in 
pursuit, and soon a fight began in which the pursuers suffered se- 
rious losses. 

The route of the Dalai Lama's flight passed through Phari, 
where a British trade agent stood with an armed escort. The Tibet- 
ans asked the agent to call bodyguards for the Dalai Lama from 
India by telegraph. The colonial authorities, however, had ordered 
to offer the Dalai Lama nothing more than a place to stay. AS for 
guarding his life, the orders for the agent's escort were, in case of a 
clash between Tibetans and Chinese, not to become involved in 
fighting under any circumstances whatsoever.' 

At the very border, in Yatong, the head of a small Chinese gar- 
rison (frontier post) asked the Dalai Lama not to cross the border, 
but to write a complete report on the events to the Manchu Ch'ing 
emperor and the amban in Lhasa. But the approach of the pursu- 
ers interrupted the short stop in Yatong, and the Dalai Lama rushed 
to cross the Indian frontier. 



The inevitability of the flight from Lhasa was obvious. The only 
question was in which direction to run. Russian officers in Kashgar 
knew that a number of officials from the Manchu administration 
had been given the task of capturing the Dalai Lama, and that they 
had sent reconnaissance detachments for that purpose. A report 
was received from the consulate in Kashgar that read: "The local 
tao-t'ai has received information that the Dalai Lama has escaped 
in disguise and is making his way for Russia through Khotan and 
Yarkand. "3 

But the Dalai Lama had chosen another route and had informed 
Dorjiev about it in detail. The Ch'ing government, he wrote, "to 
prevent our possible departure to the north from the capital, has 
sent a detachment of several thousand soldiers in the direction of 
Nagchu. So, obviously, it will be impossible to steal through to the 
north (to Mongolia, as in 1904-N. K.) There remains only one pos- 
sibility: reaching India and relying on the present friendly rela- 
tions between Russia and England. If destiny happens to lead us to 
reach English territory, you must immediately present assertions 
of our deep and unwavering faithfulness to Russia before the 
government of Russia and explain the true circumstances that have 
prevented us from breaking through to the north, in the direction 
of Great R ~ s s i a . " ~  

Some time later, being already in India and expressing in a 
letter "our unwavering faithfulness to Russia", the Dalai Lama 
wrote to Do rjiev: "With special zeal, you should tell the high Rus- 
sian government that I hope His Majesty's government already 
knows the conditions and events owing to the force of which I was 
compelled to make my way to India and not to the north, to Rus- 
sia. May the high government believe me that my deep devotion 
to Russia has been pure and unwavering from the very beginning 
and shall remain so in future. It is exclusively due to the temporary 
conditions in which I find myself now that I cannot express my 
devotion in a more substantiating manner. At present, finding moral 
uplift in my being situated in the sacred land of India, I hope that, 
through the grace of the Supreme Buddha, I shall finally manage 
to lead my country out of its embarrassing situation with the assis- 
tance of Great Russia alone."" 

Passing the original of the Dalai Lama's letter, with its transla- 
tion, to the Russian foreign ministry, Dorjiev at the same time 
brought the contents of the Tibetan regent's message to the notice 
of governmental representatives. In this document, the situation 



was depicted somewhat allegorically: "To cure our country from 
temporary ailments that have befallen her, we have hitherto made 
all endeavors to rely on our customary physician (Russia); none- 
theless, her ailments have been growing in strength. As before, we 
insistently beg you to take the most energetic measures that may 
cure the patient once and for all, and give her the possibility to live 
independently on her own, without subjection to the old poor phy- 
sician (China)."6 This time again, Do rjiev appended the original of 
the regent's letter to his translation. 

On his own behalf, Do rjiev wrote to the Russian foreign minis- 
ter: "His Holiness is far from thinking about reconciling himself to 
his present state of affairs. His Holiness turns his eyes towards 
Russia. It is my strong conviction that it depends only on Russia 
undertaking the appropriate steps there (in Tibet - N.K.) in order 
to consolidate His Holiness's position once and for all and save 
Tibet from being completely seized by China. This would have great 
moral significance for the prestige of Russia in the eyes of millions 
of Buddhists: Mongolians, Tibetans and others."' 

There were numerous similar letters of appeal. Written in cal- 
ligraphy on huge sheets of paper of distinctive Tibetan make, with 
large, bright red seals instead of signatures, they were courteous to 
the utmost and often touching and tragic in their unanswered calls 
for help. Do jiev translated them all into Russian and passed them 
over to the Russian foreign ministry, even those that were not ap- 
peals, but instructions from the Dalai Lama to Dorjiev himself. 
Apparently in this way, Do rjiev sought to strengthen the govern- 
ment officials' confidence in him and win their favorable disposi- 
tion towards his capacity as the Dalai Lama's messenger. 

Do jiev's role in Russia was extremely complex and rather dif- 
ficult. His contribution to the establishment of friendly relations 
between Tibet and Russia has not been duly recognized as yet. And 
his role indeed had nothing to do with that of a spy or conspirator. 
In his "Memorandum on the Status of Tibet" presented to the RUS- 
sian minister of foreign affairs in February, 1913 Do jiev wrote: "In 
former times, I was considered an agent of the Russian govern- 
ment, a man who had been bribed by Russia to h d l e  enmity be- 
tween Tibet and England. A high reward had been fixed for my 
capture, and I nearly fell into the hands of Indian police at the 
Nepalese border. 

The colonial authorities of British India hunted for Do rjiev. The 
circumstances of his departure on his second embassy to Russia 



were memorable to him. He and his party stole through to Colombo 
under the guise of being Nepalese pilgrims, while British police- 
men stopped them every now and then and demanded their docu- 
ments. On his way back to Tibet, he did not even venture to travel 
by sea and across Indian territory, fearing for his life. Instead, he 
returned by way of the Mongolian steppes and deserts during the 
late autumn season when, due to bad weather, no ordinary cara- 
vans ever travelled. This journey took a very long time, and he 
reached Lhasa only after three months' travel. 

But it was the Tsar who was least interested in Do jiev; and, if 
we may still use the term, Dojiev was rather the Dalai Lama's 
"agent" in Russia than the Tsar's "agent" in Tibet. True, he had not 
been officially recognized as the Dalai Lama's representative. The 
St Petersburg newspaper Rech wrote in those days: "The Russian 
government considers these letters (meaning the Dalai Lama's let- 
ters that Do jiev was passing on to the foreign ministry-N.K.) to 
be a private correspondence, all the more so because it does not 
recognize Do jiev as the Dalai Lama's representative. In Peters- 
burg, Do jiev is merely a representative for spiritual affairs for the 
Russian bury at^."^ 

Indeed, he was much occupied with religious matters, striving 
to build a Buddhist temple in St Petersburg. However, his main 
tasks were not religious but political issues, which he endeavored 
to solve in the name of the Dalai Lama. In this respect, the state- 
ment Do jiev made at a meeting with the Russian foreign minister 
in March, 1910, was characteristic. "I assure you with confidence," 
he said, "that the deep devotion of His Holiness the Dalai Lama 
and the government of Tibet towards Russia will remain hence- 
forth as well, and I apply once again for the intercession of Russia 
on behalf of His Holiness and the Tibetan government. The eyes of 
Tibet, which is experiencing hard times now, are fully turned in the 
direction of Russia. In the eyes of millions of Buddhists honoring 
the Dalai Lama and Tibet, it would be of the highest importance to 
Russia's prestige (for her) to exert influence on China, in one way 
or another, in order that the latter should stop its cruel policy in 
Tibet, cease the ravages, robberies, murders and desecration of sanc- 
tuaries being committed by the Chinese now, and finally, for the 
sake of science, put an end to the destruction and plundering of all 
things of historical value in Tibet. The Dalai Lama has directed his 
steps towards India because of the physical impossibility of flee- 
ing to Rus~ia.."'~ 



However, Do rjiev's unyielding indefatigability was fruitless. 
There was no evil intent behind this-the ministry leaders were 
just very reserved in their 'Tibetan policy According to a record of 
the conversation that took place at Do rjiev's meeting on March 7, 
1910, the minister answered in reply to Do rjiev's question that he 
had no exact information about events in libet, and thus he could 
not define the attitude of the Russian govemment towards those 
events. "Anyway," he said, "the Russian government continues 
treating the Dalai Lama with complete benevolence ... Of course, it 
is impossible for Russia to take an active part in libetan affairs, 
but, having a benevolent attitude towards the Dalai Lama, the 
Russian govemment will not deprive him of its moral support." 
When asked by Do rjiev whether the Dalai Lama might be received 
by the Sovereign Emperor, the minister answered that "he would 
take this request into consideration and give him his answer later."" 

Thus the position of Russia in Tibetan affairs was limited to 
the Dalai Lama's person. But even within the bounds of this nar- 
row approach, St Petersburg officialdom was not binding itself with 
any obligations, alleging lack of information about Tibetan events. 

Non-governmental bodies, on the other hand, spoke more un- 
equivocally on the question. The newspaper Rossiya wrote in those 
days in connection with the Dalai Lama's flight ("this time not to 
the north, to the Russian borders, but south, across the Indian ones"): 
"Just say, for goodness' sake, what do we care for Tibet with its 
Dalai Lama? For, in order to display an active interest in it, one 
should have some rights or at least some exclusive real benefits 
that could justify such interference and such interest. But in this 
case, we have neither one nor the other."I2 

As a non-governmental body, the newspaper had the right to 
reason about the lack of rights or interests in Tibet. But the govern- 
ment had another point of view, because its status as a great power 
made it impossibIe to simply brush aside any events in any corner 
of the world. I t  was natural, then, that the Russian envoy to Peking 
visited the Chinese foreign ministry in February, 1910, where he 
made a statement, according to which "Russia cannot be indiffer- 
ent to the destiny of the Dalai Lama, the spiritual head of numer- 
ous Russian Buddhists, and to such violations of the foundations 
of the Lamaist religion as could give rise to fermentation among 
our Buddhists."13 

A report on the visit pointed out: "The dignitaries declared 
that China did not intend to change the internal structure of Tibet 



or undertake any restrictive measures with respect to lamaism."14 
Such an answer may be regarded only as a supercilious excuse and 
unwillingness to discuss the substance of the matter, because the 
previous years' actions of Chao Erh-feng, Ch'ang Ym-t'ang and 
other Ch'ing officials were directed exactly at changing the inter- 
nal structure of Tibet. And as for the measures taken with respect 
to lamaism, it is impossible to call them "restrictive": they were 
barbarous. As Chinese sources state, "the dignitary Chao Erh-feng 
and detachment head Chung robbed property, killed population, 
burned down chapels, and put ecclesiastics to death in K'ang-pa 
district. They also melted down copper Buddha images for copper 
coins and mortar shells, as well as threw sacred Buddhist books 
into the dirt and dung, burned down over 1,000 chapels and pri- 
vate buildings, and killed over 1,100 monks and laymen."15 And 
this was only the beginning. 

Nevertheless, the Russian diplomatic corps did not try in any 
way to obtain a more intelligible answer. Proceeding from the fact 
that there were millions of Buddhists in Russia, for whom the Dalai 
Lama was the supreme religious authority, they pursued a Tibetan 
policy that limited their diplomatic interest within this frame, de- 
spite having the opportunity to solve the entire Tibetan problem at 
their own discretion with the consent of the Dalai Lama and his 
government. 

One may suppose that pursuing a more active policy with re- 
spect to Tibet, not to mention rendering help and patronage to this 
country, threatened the Tsar's government with a serious increase 
in the Dalai Lama's prestige to the detriment of that of the Tsar. 
Although such consequences were, judging from appearances, 
never considered anywhere on the official level, they seem to be 
the most reasonable explanation for the government's refusal to 
take part in Tibetan affairs, despite it not requiring from Russia 
either financial expense, deployment of soldiers or the exertion of 
any particular diplomatic effort. 

The Dalai Lama's representatives managed to contact the Rus- 
sian consulate in Calcutta. Owing to this fact, the circumstances of 
the Dalai Lama's stay in British India became better known, de- 
spite the difficulty in maintaining communication with the consu- 
late. The very first Russian consul to India, Klemrn, wrote at this 
time: "The English authorities view us with extreme suspicion, and 
all members of the consulate are under constant and vigilant PO- 

lice surveillance. Letters and postal parcels bear signs of offhand 



unsealing. Specially commissioned detectives are filling whole 
volumes with notes about every trip of ours ..."I6 Yet still the Dalai 
Lama's confidants maintained communication. 

By the end of 1910, one of these confidants informed consulate 
representative Arseniev that "the Dalai Lama is distressed by the 
prison-like conditions the English have created for him. Not one 
foreigner may have access to him without special permission of 
Bell, who supervises him. They do not let him communicate with 
Tibet. Letters received or sent by him pass through the hands of 
English authorities. Isolated from the entire world, he is completely 
in the dark about events in his native country and about the cur- 
rent phase of Anglo-Chinese negotiations'concerning his fate."" 

By comparison, in the years of his first exile in Urga, the Dalai 
Lama regularly received reports from his agents based on foreign 
newspapers. At least once or twice a week, he received mail from 
Tibet, as well as reports from his agents in Peking. He thoroughly 
discussed, considered and summarized all this information in his 
decisions. The Dalai Lama sought permission to proceed to Calcutta 
to obtain an audience with the viceroy and learn something about 
his future lot. They told him that Lord Harding would be busy 
throughout that winter and would have no opportunity to receive 
him. Not directly forbidding him to go to Europe, Bell, pleading 
the difficulties and dangers of travelling by sea, persistently ad- 
vised the Dalai Lama not to undertake such a distant journey. 

"Not having any particular hopes that London will display 
more sympathy to his bitter fate than Calcutta, he sets all his ex- 
pectations on an intercession by the Russian government. In the 
meantime, he would llke to live not on English territory, where 
everything is alien to hun, but in Russia, for which he has always 
felt sincere friendship and deep affection.'"' 

At the beginning of April, the newspaper Sankt-Peterburgskiye 
Vedomosti reported that in the near future the Dalai Lama, who re- 
sided in exile in India, was going to travel to Europe by sea, so that 
he might visit his devotees in Russia. Other newspapers also wrote 
about it later. However, the colonial authorities kept a tenacious 
hold on the Dalai Lama, and the above-mentioned journey never 
took place. 

The negative British attitude towards the Ebetans compelled 
the latter to address the Russian government over and again. At 
the end of December, 1910, the Russian consulate in Calcutta re- 
ported that a confidant of the Dalai Lama had asked for a swift 



reply whether or not the Dalai Lama might count on support from 
the Russian government, and what would it think about his com- 
ing to Russia from London, where he was going to travel.19 The 
Dalai Lama's intention to seek support in Europe, and primarily in 
Russia, had remained immutable from the very start of his exile. It 
had become especially strong after the fruitless Sino-Tibetan nego- 
tiations in September. 

Yet there was no hopeful news from St Petersburg. In March, 
1911, Prince F. I. Shcherbatskoy returned from his journey to India 
and brought Do jiev the Dalai Lama's letter to the Tsar. The Dalai 
Lama wrote in it: "From the moment when friendly relations were 
established between Russia and Tibet, we, remembering your ad- 
monition exactly, have maintained most peaceful and loyal deco- 
rum, with obedience and respect, towards the Chinese up until the 
end. But despite this, the Chinese have taken away all rights from 
Tibet and have driven us into the condition in which we, the head 
of the country, with our retainers, are deprived of the opportunity 
to remain in our land ... It is impossible to watch passively what is 
being done daily by the Chinese in TibetmUZ0 

In his letter, the Dalai Lama proposed contacting the British 
government and making, together or separately, representation 
about this matter to the Chinese government. If it became neces- 
sary, he also suggested referring the matter for international 
consideration. His other proposal was for the Tibetans to address 
some other government which, in the opinion of the government 
of Russia, would be most suitable for this purpose. The Dalai Lama 
himself was ready to come to St Petersburg, if St Petersburg agreed. 
In conclusion, he said: "We turn to your intercession in order that 
the country might be rid of the Chinese and become free.'l2' 

The high-ranking Tibetans attached to the Dalai Lama in 
Da rjeeling also sent a letter full of anxiety about Tibet's future. Since 
the Chinese "are intending to deprive the Dalai Lama of temporal 
power, to subordinate the Tibetans completely, to place Chinese 
rulers everywhere, to station Chinese troops, to seize all lands and 
waters, and so on, in a word, to destroy our religion and state ... it is 
necessary that Tibet exist as an independent nation, without fear 
of capture, either by China or England."22 The mail brought by 
Shcherbatskoy included detailed instructions from the Dalai Lama 
for Do jiev concerning ways of realizing the task he had been set, 
and ended with the words: "For the sake of truth and virtue, you 
must keep in the depth of your heart that you, as before, will direct 



all your diligence and wit to finding wise means for resolving our 
cause."u 

There were no serious divergences of view, in St Petersburg, 
concerning Tibet at the various levels of foreign policy managem- 
ent. In the process of preparing the Tsar's answer to the Dalai Lama, 
a memorandum was presented that recommended giving a reassur- 
ing answer, but necessarily confining it to possibly only more gen- 
eral expressions, "so that exaggerated hopes might not be 

The Tsar's actual letter was not only reserved and reassuring, 
as had been recommended in the memorandum, but edifying as 
well. The Tsar added a maxim in favor of England: "I consider fol- 
lowing a policy of consent in Tibetan affairs with the Great British 
government to be one of the important conditions ... for the most 
swift and happy solution of the present confusing situation."15 

Throughout the time that the Dalai Lama was proceeding from 
P e h g  to Lhasa and then, after a short stay in his capital, going 
into exile in India, Dorjiev remained in St Petersburg. But there 
were no interruptions in communication between them thanks to 
special messengers sent by the Dalai Lama from India, despite all 
the difficulties in organizing their travels. Finally, after three years' 
stay in St Petersburg, Dorjiev was to go to the Dalai Lama in an- 
swer to a summons by His Holiness. 

Before his forthcoming departure, Do rjiev sent a detailed let- 
ter to the Russian ministry for foreign affairs, in which he set forth 
his views on the correlation between the forces and interests of 
each of the parties involved in Tibetan affairs, as well as outlined 
some prospects for finding a solution to the situation. He stated in 
his letter that, in view of Tibet's remoteness, Russia did not recog- 
nize any presence of her political and economic interests there. Her 
interests were purely religious, and concerned only the Russian 
Buddhists. At the same time, the author noted, Britain's interests 
were mostly political. From this, he concluded that Tibet's foreign 
policy must be based on a foundation of friendliness and peace 
with Great Britain. It would be necessary to come into various agree- 
ments of a political and economic nature with her. 

Traditional ways of thinlung, Do rjiev continued, were rather 
strong in the Tibetan people, with their patriarchal way of life. 
Having once taken root, their ideals, traditions and sympathies, as 
well as their antipathies and estrangements, become set and yield 
to outside influence only with great difficulty. The long-standing 



benevolent attitude of Russia towards Tibet, which had been proven 
more than once in reality and confirmed in writing, has caused all 
Tibetans, regardless of class distinction, to believe that Tibet's prote- 
ction from her grasping neighbors would come from the direction 
of Russia. This faith had struck a deep root in all Tibetan people 
and was mystically haloed. 

On the other hand, the Boer campaign, Younghusband's expedi- 
tion and riots in neighboring India have strongly impressed the 
minds of both educated Tibetans and the lower strata of Tibetan 
society. A prejudice against the British has acquired an historical 
coloring and has become fixed in the people's consciousness. 

Living in St Petersburg for many years and observing the grow- 
ing Anglo-Russian mutual understanding within the limits of the 
Entente, Do rjiev nevertheless had the courage to counterpoise these 
countries one against the other-so different were they, he stres- 
sed, in the eyes of the Tibetans. 

Further in his letter, Dorjiev set forth, without ceremony, his 
intentions to cultivate an Anglophile attitude of mind in Tibet after 
his return there. "Apparently, my task in Tibet will be, together 
with His Holiness the Dalai Lama, to try to annul the strictly oppo- 
site aspirations and feelings of the Tibetans, and convince them of 
the necessity of holding a loyal attitude towards the English-that 
is to say, to destroy what has been created before. This is a highly 
difficult task. Even the tremendous prestige of the Dalai Lama can- 
not neutralize (the feelings of) the people at large. (Even if we suc- 
ceed, the danger is that) this may lead the Tibetans to the perilous 
assumption that Russia has ostensibly left Tibet to the absolute ar- 
bitrariness of England for some  concession^."^^ 

Here, Do rjiev intrudes into the field of Anglo-Russian relations. 
As for the Tibetan policies of these two countries, modem histori- 
ans, both foreign and native, have viewed this aspect of their rela- 
tions on the basis of the undoubtedly false conviction that Tibet 
served for Russia as a means of achieving British concessions, even 
if they granted that it had not been an object of her territorial ex- 
pansion. 

True, in official correspondence it sometimes was suggested to 
use the Tibetan factor in dealings with Britain. Thus Nabokov, tM 
Russian consul to India, imitating, consciously or not, the British 
functionaries' methods of conducting the diplomatic game due to 
his regular contacts with them, wrote: "If I may be permitted to 
express my personal opinion, the time has come, one would think, 



finally to arrange things with England and, maybe by dint of rec- 
ognizing her primary interests in 'Iibet, to obtain satisfaction of 
more urgent political benefits in other spheres, where our interests 
come in touch with the English ones."27 

Co-operation between the British and Chinese governments in 
Tibetan affairs and in their relations with Russia at the time of the 
Russo-Japanese War (of 1904-05) gave grounds for Khitrovo, the 
head of the Russian expedition to Mongolia, to note the positive 
role of the Dalai Lama during that period. Nevertheless, in what 
was similar to that indisputable occasion, Khitrovo did not sug- 
gest using him in the capacity of an object around whom to make 
Anglo-Russian deals. "I dare not judge whether or not the Dalai 
Lama may be useful for us, the Russians, but I know and firmly 
report the one thing I am aware of: during the war, the Mongolians 
all ignored the Chinese government's orders not to sell cattle and 
horses to the Russians thanks exclusively to the Dalai Lama."= 

There is not a single document that can bear witness to the 
approval of some proposal to use the Tibetan problem to the ben- 
efit of the Russian government. Besides, Britain was seeking "to 
finalize an agreement" concerning Tibet with the Ch'ing authori- 
ties and to build her relations with Russia according to the results 
of this arrangement. No author, alleging that Russia used Tibetan 
problems to her benefit, has ever adduced any data in favor of this 
claim. Dorjiev spent many years near the kitchen of Russian for- 
eign policy and so his knowledge of the true state of affairs in detail 
gave him grounds to deny "that Russia left Tibet to the absolute 
arbitrariness of England ostensibly for some concessions." 

In his letter to the Russian foreign ministry, Dorjiev, foreseeing 
difficulty in filling the Tibetans with loyalty to Britain, assumed 
the possibility of achieving the totally opposite results: "There is 
but a single step from here to constant sharp opposition to England, 
or to something even worse (possibly, opposition to Russia her- 
self-N.K.)." To avoid this, Dorjiev returned to the idea of a Rus- 
sian involvement in Tibetan affairs, even if jointly with Britain 
which, in his opinion, would not be too burdensome for Russia. 
"According to my deep conviction," his letter read, "the above- 
stated and highly possible complications might be successfully 
paralyzed by establishing the joint patronage of Russia and En- 
gland over Tibet, based on one or another contractual agree- 
ment ... This measure may completely assuage the public opinion 
of Tibet and bring about the desired results. The presence of both 



Russian and English repfesentatives in Lhasa might inspire con- 
viction in the Tibetans not to fear any forceful  measure^."^^ 

Having addressed the Russian government for many years and 
not having received any Russian help in solving libetan problems, 
the Tibetans started to make plans for a joint Anglo-Russian 
protectorate over their country, as can be seen from Do rjiev's letter. 
Russian participation in such a protectorate could dampen the 
"sharp opposition to England" in Tibet, since the Tibetans regarded 
the former participant as a guarantor of goodwill. Besides, in this 
way the Tibetans, expected to disrupt the unity of British and Chi- 
nese actions against their country, that had existed over the past 
seven years. 

In view of these plans, the Dalai Lama's behavior during the 
period of his stay in India becomes clear. Having found himself in 
the position of being a captive of the British colonial authorities, 
who might deliver him at any time into Ch'ing hands, he neverthe- 
less tried to avoid straining relations with them as the possible fu- 
ture ally of Russia in this planned joint protectorate. 

The Russian diplomatic corps, however, was extremely far from 
planning any protectorate over Tibet. At the same time, they did 
not make a secret out of the interchange of letters between the Dalai 
Lama and the Tsar, nor out of the contents of those letters. The 
ambassador of Russia in London, Benckendorff, in December, 1911 
informed Foreign Minister Grey that the Tsar was going to answer 
the Dalai Lama in general, "non-political" terms. Since the Dalai 
Lama was on Indian territory, the assistance of British authorities 
was necessary to pass the letter to its addressee. 

The British party tried to delay as much as possible delivery of 
the letter, which took place only a few months later. Russian Con- 
sul Revelioti noted in his message to Deputy Foreign Minister 
Neratov that, having received the order to pass on the letter, "I had 
immediately informed Sir ~ e n r ~ h c ~ a h o n ,  Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs of the Indian government, about my intention to visit the 
Dalai Lama and report to him the contents of what had been sent 
to me. Sir Henry promised to notify at once the political agent of 
Sikkim, Bell, of my arrival in Da jeeling, and apparently he had no 
objections to my meeting with the Dalai Lama. However, half an 
hour before my departure for Da jeeling, I received a letter from 
Under-secretary for Foreign Affairs Wood (i.e. McMahon's assis- 
tant-N.K.), who asked me to delay my journey for a few days, 
because it was unknown where the Dalai Lama was, and also in 



view of the absence of Mr. Bell, who had gone to Gangtok situated 
at a distance of three days' journey on mule from Da rjeeling. 

"Knowing for certain that the Dalai Lama did not leave his 
residence," the consul continued, "I answered Wood that I preferred 
to wait for Mr. Bell's return in Da jeeling ... My information about 
the Dalai Lama's whereabouts proved to be correct. If I had ful- 
filled Wood's request and delayed my departure for several days, I 
could hardly have managed to hand the letter to the Dalai Lama, 
which is, to all appearances, what the local government had ex- 
p e ~ t e d . " ~  

Revelioti's visit to the Dalai Lama was just a protocol one. 
However, the Dalai Lama had tried to use it for his more important 
purposes: "delving into questions concerned with upholding 'Tibet's 
independence", according to Revelioti. In this connection, the Rus- 
sian consul asked an interpreter to say that his visit "by no means 
had the character of a political mission and consisted only in deliv- 
ering the letter, and that thus it would be difficult to say something 
definite about a joint policy with England concerning Tibet."31 

After the procedure of presenting the letter was completed, 
the Dalai Lama's ministers expressed their wish to speak to Reveli- 
oti separately. But this attempt was undermined by Bell. In his re- 
port to Harding, he wrote, "I judged that the courtesy due to a 
representative of the Russian government required my presence at 
this interview also." Under such conditions, the 'Tibetan ministers 
could merely inquire about the possibility of a joint Anglo-Russian 
discussion of Tibet's future.32 

Summing up the results of this meeting with the Dalai Lama, 
the consul reported that he had followed to the letter the strict pro- 
cedures prescribed to him by the ministry and had stressed the 
absence of any political nature in the task with which he had been 
entrusted. At the same time, he remarked that "it would be very 
useful, in terms of the future, to maintain the hope of our care in 
these people who are far from alien tous. Our prestige in Tibet is 
high, while the proximity of 'Tibet to India, populated" in his opin- 
ion, "with timid and defenceless Indians, cannot be conducive to 
the idea of British grandeur among the 'Tibetans, who view the Brit- 
ish supremacy in this country from a close distance. Conscious- 
ness of the fact that in Russia they do not forget about the Tibetan 
people's destiny constitutes for these people a much stronger moral 
support than the 1,000 rupees a month that the government of h- 
dia presents to the deposed spiritual sovereign of libet." 



As for the Dalai Lama's status, in the first place Revelioti noted, 
"The Tibetan high priest, who never sympathized with the English, 
is compelled to reckon with them against his will, being on the one 
hand their subsidized guest, not to say captive, and on the other, 
someone pressed by their promises of support, albeit rather vague 
 promise^.''^^ 

While the Xin-hai Revolution of 1911 overthrowing the ChJing 
emperor's regime with its bureaucratic state system was growing 
imminent in China, something quite contrary was happening in 
Tibet. The power of the Ch'ing officials in Lhasa was now at its 
height, and the excesses of the Chinese soldiers in abuse of the 
Tibetans were boundless. The Dalai Lama's absence plus the 
Chinese soldiers' support gave the amban Lien Yu an opportunity 
to attain to a power more absolute than the ambans had ever posses- 
sed before. Moreover, that power was used not for governing the 
country properly, but for personal mercenary purposes, and mostly 
to prove to the Tibetans that they were nonentities. For example, 
Lien Yu arrogantly humiliated the Tibetans, for his own pleasure, 
by introducing the order that even the highest Tibetan officials were 
to kneel in his presence. As Russian diplomats informed about 
Tibetan events noted, "The population has repeatedly submitted 
collective petitions (of protest) to Lien Yu, but he never pays the 
slightest attention to them."34 

The same is witnessed by Chinese sources. When rendering 
the circumstances of the Tibetan break with China, Se Pin stated 
quite firmly, though mildly, that when Lien Yu "settled down in 
Lhasa as amban, he started to base lus actions in his relations with 
the Tibetans on threats and fear, not on peaceful terms."35 Thus 
arbitrariness, lawlessness, robbery and excesses committed by 
Chinese officials and soldiers constituted the gloomiest pages of 
Sino-Tibetan relations, casting a sombre shadow over their further 
development. 

As has been mentioned, the government of China made no 
secret of its intention to turn Tibet into a Chinese province. Later, 
in fact, after the Xin-hai Revolution of 1911, the nationalist Chinese 
government formed the administrative unit "the Frontier District 
Ch'uan-pien" out of the eastern part of Tibet. After 10 more years, 
in 1924, they renamed it part of Szechuan province, which never 
was the case before, as this district had previously been governed 
from Lhasa. 

The Xin-hai Revolution of 1911 gave a new impulse to anti- 



Chinese actions in libet. It produced a debilitating effect on the 
Chinese soldiers fighting there, which was supplemented by their 
weariness from countless clashes with the Ebetans, being badly 
maintained in outfits, food and money, their isolation from their 
homeland, and similar factors. A British trade agent in Gyangtse 
noted "the growing uruvliness of the Chinese soldiers", who had 
become completely out of hand. Even Chinese officials, both civil 
and military, were afraid of their soldiers and hurried to escape to 
China through Indian territory. 

As a result of the soldiers' excesses, a long smouldering revolt 
broke out in Lhasa. The Chinese garrison under the command of 
Chung Ymg dwindled away. Finally Chung Ymg completely lost 
all control of events, and only his personal bodyguards were left 
obeying him. Other soldiers in different parts of the city were fend- 
ing for themselves. Sino-Tibetan negotiations began, but were in- 
terrupted now and then by recommenced fighting. 

In the middle of 1912, the president of the Chinese Republic, 
Yiian Shih-k'ai, asked the government of British India to assist in 
evacuating the remainder of the Chinese troops in Tibet. In Sep- 
tember, a British mission was established on the Tibeto-Sikkirn bor- 
der for repatriating the Chinese. More than 2,000 soldiers had 
passed through the mission by March of the next year. The Russian 
consul in Calcutta reported: "The last remainder of.Chinese troops, 
representing a mob of wretched ragamuffins, in whch one cannot 
possibly recognize soldiers, have been chucked out from Calcutta 
the other day."36 Not a departure, but a "chuck out", was due to 
their turbulent behavior causing numerous troubles for the police. 

Later, in one of his letters to St Petersburg, Do rjiev wrote that 
when he came to Lhasa it looked like a heap of ruins. According to 
the Dalai Lama's order, it was forbidden to slaughter the rest of the 
Chinese. They were to be sent in parties to the Indian border, from 
where they would be forwarded to China through Calcutta by sea." 

Up to the very last moment, Yiian Shlh-k'ai feigned that noth- 
ing particular was happening in Tibet. Everything was taking its 
normal course and the old Ch'ing order was to be preserved. Chung 
Ymg was told to stay on in Lhasa. But when all his soldiers scat- 
tered, he had no alternative but to leave the city. Nepalese guards 
escorted him on his way to the Indian border. In the Chumbi Val- 
ley, he attempted to hang himself in the local custom-house, out of 
a fit of despair. On return to Peking, he was arrested, ~rosecuted 
and beheaded on presidential decree for having left Tibet. 



The subsequent relations of being neighboring states stabilized 
between China and Tibet. As the Chinese historian Hua Ts'e-yu 
put it at the beginning of the 1930s, it was based on the indisput- 
able fact that "the Chinese troops quartered in Tibet were defeated, 
and the Dalai Lama has returned to Lhasa and proclaimed the in- 
dependence of Tibet."38 

Nevertheless, starting from the first president of the Republic, 
Yiian Shih-k'ai, and during all 40 years of nationalist rule in China, 
attempts continued to restore relations between Peking and Lhasa 
to a state similar to the old one. At times, those attempts looked 
miserable and tragi-comic, but the Kuomintang govemment had 
no other means for establishing this. 

Some Chinese historians have'appraised the political course 
of Peking objectively, stating that impotent, corrupt, reactionary 
rulers were invariably pursuing a policy of Chinese nationalism, 
oppression and dissidence with respect to Tibet. Just like the Ch'ing 
government, they adhered to a reactionary policy with respect to 
national minorities, making use of local cut-throat detachments 
(obviously, numerous Chinese militarists of the 1920s and 30s are 
meant, who had their own military formations-N.K.), and acting 
with lies and fraud. They aimed at parcelling out the Tibetan na- 
tion in order to spread their supremacy over the ti bet an^.^^ 



"If only i t  is done sub rosa" 

The fall of the Ch'ing dynasty in China as a result of the Xin-hai 
Revolution of 1911 coincided with a radical turn in the develop- 
ment of events in Tibet. Prospects for the Dalai Lama's return to 
Tibet and his restoration to power there began to show. The tradi- 
tionally close Tibeto-Mongolian ties caused aspirations for inde- 
pendence in Mongolia to strengthen as well. Regardless of any 
Russian or British plans for central Asia, the Tibeto-Mongolian re- 
gion was maturing for separation from China. 

On the eve of these drastic changes, the Ch'ing military-bu- 
reaucratic regime was looking for external enemies to explain the 
devolvement of the empire towards its collapse. The Russian news- 
paper Rech wrote that the amban in Lhasa "reported to Peking, 
'The Russians are provoking a Lamaist riot in 'Tibet and Mongolia'."' 

Do rjiev immediately responded to this newspaper report. "By 
what means and through whom," he asked as a rhetorical question 
in his letter to the Russian foreign ministry, "could Russia pursue 
her projects now, such as provoking a riot among the Lamas? It 
may be assumed, with high probability, that China has the evil in- 
tention to recognize as political agents of Russia the Russian Bud- 
dhist subjects staying in Tibetan monasteries, as well as Russian 
pilgrims, so that, based on this, she can stop Russian contacts with 
Tibet amdesirable for her.. .'I2 

It is useless to deny that Russia took part in establishing inde- 
pendence in Mongolia. But her participation never took the shape 
of intrigue or armed invasion. "The Russian threat" existed to an 
even lesser degree in Tibet acquiring her independence, which was 
the cherished goal of the Dalai Lama. If such a threat were real, the 
British party could easily have avoided it by merely not losing its 
hold on the Dalai Lama. His two years of actual captivity could 
have been turned into three, five or more without diffimlty. HOW- 
ever, there were no obstacles of such a nature. The Ch'ing authori- 
ties, with whom its mutual understanding had existed, were de- 
throned, while the new power in China did not as yet show its 
loyalty to Britain clearly enough. So the Dalai Lama was set free- 

Dojiev's reunion with the Dalai Lama, due to take place in 



1911, was delayed because of the indefinite situation in China re- 
sulting from the Xin-hai Revolution. Concerning this, Do jiev wrote 
to the Russian minister for foreign affairs that His Holiness the Dalai 
Lama is deeply worried over what is happening, and feels anxious 
about Tibet, "which is in many respects connected with Mongolia. 
Tibet's proximity to India makes the Dalai Lama alarmed over the 
possibility of an occupation of his country by the English in case of 
further complications in China. The question arises, whether it will 
be recognized as possible to save Tibet from complete abolition of 
her independence by means of some negotiations now, while the 
situation is still indefinite. As long as the Russian state has inter- 
ests in neighboring Mongolia, Tibet's destiny cannot be indifferent 
to the Russian govem~nent."~ Thus did Do rjiev push the Russian 
government to act in favour of Tibet, while he himself already was 
sitting on his trunks about to depart from St Petersburg, where he 
had settled down rather thoroughly by that time. 

The return address on Dorjiev's letter was "St Petersburg, 
Staraya Derevnia, the Buddhist Temple", where he stayed on for 
some time more while its construction continued, corresponding 
further with Russian officials. He asked the latter to give him an 
armed escort, since his planned route through Mongolian territory 
"lies across country with an outlaw population". Though the route 
by sea and through India was faster and more reliable, Do rjiev was 
more apprehensive of the British authorities than "an outlaw 
population". 

Leaving Russia, he did not sever his links with her. In his offi- 
cial correspondence, Do rjiev explained that he was not going be- 
cause his goal was unachievable: "In view of the imminence of 
important changes in the inner structure of the Chinese empire, 
the Dalai Lama has now decided to return to his throne. In his last 
letters, he asks me to proceed to Tibet immediate1 y... If the Russian 
government shares the opinion that it would be desirable to main- 
tain the feelings of faith and friendship that the Tibetan people 
entertain towards Russia, I request it to indicate to me which mode 
of behavior I should follow in Tibet." 

Dorjiev's preparations for departure were not a secret. But they 
became protracted and the colonial authorities in India displayed 
their impatience with this delay. In the middle of June, news came 
from the Russian consulate in Calcutta that one of the local news- 
papers had published an article dealing with this matter, which 
read: "The intransigent Do rjiev is still active. Latest rumors have it 



that in Petersburg he keeps on pretending to be the Dalai Lama's 
agent; and Russian diplomats are clever enough to take advantage 
of the Tibetans' mistakes and force concessions out of Great Britain 
in other fields, even if they do not deal with Tibet directly."' 

The groundlessness of such assumptions and accusations was 
obvious. Nevertheless, the anti-Russian strain in Indian newspa- 
pers was not getting any weaker. A message from the Russian con- 
sul, received in St Petersburg after Do rjiev's arrival in Tibet, noted 
that "organs of the local press, whose tenor is fear of 'Russian in- 
trigues' in Tibet, fall into an hysterical tone at the slightest hint of 
Do rjiev's presence in the camp of the Dalai Lama or, in general, at 
any indication of his contacts with Rus~ia . "~  

The unseemly tone of newspapers lapsing into hysterics in con- 
nection with Do rjiev and Russia shared nothing in common with 
the realistic appraisal of Do rjiev's role that was given in secret cor- 
respondence by the British colonial administration. A British trade 
agent in Yatung reported to the state secretary for foreign affairs of 
the viceroy's govemment in July, 1912, that Do rjiev was waiting in 
Phari to meet the Dalai Lama on his way back to Lhasa, and that 
this meant the probability of the Dalai Lama pursuing an indepen- 
dent foreign policy on his return home.6 

But British colonial authorities did not mean to lose their con- 
trol over the march of events. The Russian consul wrote from Simla, 
where the viceroy's govemment went in summer: "Though I do 
not have direct indications of this, it seems obvious to me that agents 
of the local government will be on the alert for the Dalai Lama's 
actions, and will not be too keen to encourage his movement from 
Gyangtse to a place where it would be much more difficult to carry 
out surveillance over him."' 
Staying in Darjeeling by the Tibetan border for a long time, the 
Dalai Lama was restricted in his links with the outside world. This 
most probably was the reason why one of his letters to Russia was 
delivered in English translation: 

"TO His Majesty, the Emperor of Russia: 
Your Majesty, 
I am most thankful to receive Your Majesty's kind letter and 
khadak (silk scarf) at Da rjeeling from the Russian Counsellor 
to Calcutta. Your Majesty has been so kind and helpful to 
the religious and secular powers of Tibet, for which I am 
ever grateful. At present, myself being in British India, I am 



consulting about Tibetan affairs also with the British gov- 
ernment. 
I beg to state to Your Majesty that ever since we have been 
furnished with a treaty, we have been strictly observing the 
conditions laid down in it, whereas the Chinese troops in 
Tibet have been quite contrary and have been dealing with 
the 'Tibetans very rudely. 
I, therefore, request the favour of Your Majesty to kindly re- 
fer to the treaty and direct the Chinese troops in Tibet to 
conduct themselves according to its conditions agreed upon 
by both the Russian and British powers, and therefore to 
evacuate themselves from the country as soon as possible, 
leaving it independent under me. 
I remain Your Majesty's true priest, 
Dalai Lama 
Kalimpong, Da rjeeling Camp India 
The 14th of February, 1912"8 

The Dalai Lama also had no proper communication with Lhasa or 
Tibet in general, since the British authorities forbade him to be in 
correspondence. Only a few of his letters and, at that, only those in 
code, were received by the authorities in Lhasa. Lack of informa- 
tion from Tibet made him not hasty in returning home. Finally, 
however, when he had overcome all doubts about his safety, the 
Dalai Lama crossed the Tibetan border. 

Do rjiev had set forth much earlier from Mongolia to meet the 
Dalai Lama. In Tsaidam, Do rjiev learned that fighting was still go- 
ing on in Lhasa. However, that did not stop him. Having arrived at 
Phari, he sent letters and telegrams to the Dalai Lama, informing 
the latter of his arrival. Soon they met on Tibetan territory at 
Samding, four days' march from Lhasa. There, in Samding, and 
later in Lhasa, the Dalai Lama handed to Do rjiev 50,000 silver coins 
for the construction of the temple in St Petersburg. Precious gifts 
were also collected to be delivered in St Petersburg to the Tsar and 
his ministers. 

The stop at Samding turned out to be a prolonged one, be- 
cause fights in Lhasa continued. Later, the Dalai Lama halted for 
the same reason seven kilometers away from the city and stayed 
there until the end of the year. Only at the very end of 1912 could 
he return to the Potala. By that time, Dorjiev had already left him 
and gone north, to Mongolia and beyond, with new missions. 



Meanwhile, Mongolia's independence had been accomplished, 
revealing itself in the formal enthronement of a native sovereign. 
The Dalai Lama sent a delegation to conclude a treaty. The Tibetan 
delegation was headed by Do rjiev, while negotiations on the side 
of Mongolia were conducted by the great Lama Rabdan who was, 
at the time, performing the duties of foreign minister. The negotia- 
tions were not disregarded by the press. The newspaper Novoye 
Vrmya wrote: "Do rjiev is now in Urga where he has declared Tikt's 
independence and his powers to conclude a treaty between Tiet  
and M~ngolia."~ 

At the very beginning of January, Chinese newspapers pub- 
lished information concerning the Tibeto-Mongolian negotiations. 
Shun-ch'in Ribao, distorting the truth just as the English newspapers 
did, pointed at Russia as the real cause of Tibet's aspiration for 
independence: "It is possible that now that Do rjiev has arrived in 
Urga, he will begin negotiations with the Russians, so that Tibet, 
like Urga, might proclaim her independence." 

Be this as it may the materials published by the newspaper 
were, in fact, indicative of the Tibeto-Mongolian negotiations, al- 
though not of Tibeto-Russian ones: "Urga and Tibet, acting in ac- 
cord with each other, evidently display their wish to separate from 
China. The Chinese amban in Lhasa is unable to restore the lost 
power and significance of China in Tibet. Tibetan troops treat the 
Chinese army with contempt and disrespect, and it might not be 
possible to eradicate ttus Sino-Tibetan conflict. Lhasa occupies a 
protected position and fears nothing. The fact that Tibet has pro- 
claimed independence, and the Dalai Lama has acceded to the 
throne, indicates that the Tibetans have overrated their own 
strength. But if Tibet establishes contacts with Urga, then who stands 
behind her?"1° 

The undisguised threat to Tibet "overrating her strength" and 
hints about those who allegedly stand behind her, served as a 
leitmotif for the Chinese press. British newspapers also repeated 
it. At the beginning of January, the Russian consul in Calcutta re- 
ported to St Petersburg: "The local English press has not been slow 
in responding to the news that Do rjiev is in Urga, and that he has 
announced Tibet's independence and declared his powers to con- 
clude a treaty between Tibet and Mongolia. 

"The Daily Telegraph has reprinted a dispatch from Peking stat- 
ing that the Chinese government is fully aware and absolutely sure 



that each step of the Dalai Lama during the last few months has 
been undertaken in concordance with Russian agents in Urga ... 

"I have every reason to believe that the following editorial com- 
ment from the Pioneer newspaper reflects the Indian government's 
point of view on the Tibetan problem: "Last events have shown 
that it will be very difficult to settle this question," the Pioneer has 
written, meaning the settlement of the problem with the par- 
ticipation of Russia, as was sought by Do rjiev. "This cannot be al- 
lowed by either England or China. Our two governments prefer to 
discuss the issues concerning Tibet without outside interference." 
It seems beyond doubt to me that England does not want to lose 
the chance to reserve for herself a predominant position over what 
is happening in Tibet."" 

The very first publications of the Tibeto-Mongolian Treaty 
aroused a distinctly negative reaction to it on the part of oppo- 
nents of an independent Tibet that had allegedly taken her cue from 
Russia. According to Sir Charles Bell, "This 'treaty' was concluded 
on behalf of Tibet by the Russian Buriat, Do rjieff, tireless as ever in 
the work of drawing Russia and Tibet together. His authority was 
based on a letter given him by the Dalai Lama, when the latter was 
fleeing from the British expedition to Lhasa. But the Dalai Lama 
denied that his letter-which enjoined Do jieff to work for the Bud- 
dhist religion, a not uncommon request-justified anything in the 
nature of a treaty."12 

There are no reasons for doubting Do rjiev's powers. Do rjiev 
was the only foreign representative of the Dalai Lama and had the 
authority to act on behalf of His Holiness. Do rjiev's correspondence 
with the Dalai Lama and with Russian officials indicates that he 
enjoyed the Dalai Lama's total confidence for many years and had 
high official status in Tibet, which allowed him to carry out nego- 
tiations of national importance and to sign corresponding docu- 
ments. 

The Tibe to-Mongolian Treaty on mutual recognition of indepen- 
dence by both parties, concluded by Do rjiev, befittingly crowned 
his selfless activity as a diplomat and an outstanding political fig- 
ure in the field of Tibetan statehood. Do rjiev, however, did not con- 
sider the conclusion of the treaty to be his personal achievement, 
as can be understood from his comments on this matter during his 
meeting with the Russian consul in Urga. 

This very consul wrote to St Petersburg in his report on the 
conclusion of the Tibeto-Mongolian agreement: "Handing me the 



tenor of this document, Dojiev explained that the initiative for 
this agreement had come from the Dalai Lama (sic!-N.K.), who 
always sought to achieve spiritual and political unification of the 
two CO-religionist and like-minded countries, similarly burdened 
by Chinese supremacy. The separation of Mongolia from China and 
the proclamation of the Khutughtu as Khan had made this aspira- 
tion of the Tibetan high priest stronger still. It had suggested to 
him the idea to give form to the planned rapprochement with a 
written agreement that made their mutual recognition of indepen- 
dence the foundation for it. 

"The Dalai Lama's proposal received a sympathetic welcome 
at Urga, where the text of the agreement was then drawn up in 
accordance with directives received by Do jiev and the desires of 
the Mongolians, who used the Treaty of the 21st of October as a 
pattern ... The Khutughtu, who stands lower in the spiritual hierar- 
chy could not but be flattered by the proposal to conclude the agree- 
ment-moreover, an agreement on equal terms-that came from 
the libetan reincarnate whose authority in matters of faith is con- 
sidered peremptory.. . 

"The rapprochement of Tibet and Mongolia will make an even 
more unfavorable impression in Peking because the well-known, 
ancient rivalry between the Dalai Lama and the Khutughtu, which 
sometimes had a rather sharp character, had been supported by 
China. This rivalry, one should hope, is now eliminated for the sake 
of the more important common goal-the national unification of 
the two kindred peoples and their mutual assistance against C h -  
nese domination."13 

In fulfilment of its commitments, the Russian foreign ministry 
acquainted the British ambassador to St Petersburg with the con- 
tents of the treaty and the Russian consul's telegram about its con- 
clusion immediately after the receipt of the documents. As the con- 
sul had expected, the Tibeto-Mongolian rapprochement did pro- 
duce an unfavorable impression, but its impact was far beyond his 
expectations. Yiian Shih-k'ai's regime was more preoccupied with 
its home affairs. British imperialism, however, did not wish to let 
the development of world events slip out of its hands. This rap- 
prochement did not coincide with British policy. Both the Foreign 
Office and the India Office considered Tibet's complete withdrawal 
from under Chinese influence absolutely out of the question. 

A number of treaties had been concluded during the previous 
decade stipulating Tibet's inclusion in the sphere of tfus influence. 



and now the British government laid obstacles to changing the sys- 
tem created by it in central Asia on the strength of those treaties. It 
is quite natural that Do rjiev's activity was regarded as alien to the 
British interests. The Russian consul in Calcutta wrote: "Here they 
hate Do rjiev and fear the influence he has on the Dalai Lama."14 

Meanwhile, Dorjiev went from Urga to St Petersburg. In the 
middle of February, he handed the "Memorandum on the Status of 
Tibet" to the foreign minister. This document had been drawn up 
after discussions with the Dalai Lama and his counsellors about 
the situation in Tibet and about her attitude towards China, Russia 
and Britain. After a series of such deliberations, the Dalai Lama 
had confirmed Dorjiev's powers, "thanks to which," the latter 
wrote, "I have been the only actual go-between in Tibet's contacts 
with Russia for 20 years already. I was provided with a letter and 
orders to conduct negotiations with the minister for foreign affairs 
for the purpose of learning whether Russia had completely aban- 
doned all intercourse with Tibet."15 

In his "Memorandum", the author summarized the events of 
the last years and linked them closely with events in Mongolia: "In 
1907, China decided to destroy all traces of self-government in Ti- 
bet, having sent a detachment of well-armed troops with machine- 
guns under the command of Chao Erh-hsiin for t h  purpose.16 The 
forces began their actions in eastern Tibet in a distinctively Chi- 
nese way: they turned monasteries into ruins, desecrated sanctu- 
aries, plundered precious objects, killed half the local population 
and caused the other half to scatter. 

"The Chinese government, obviously greatly delighted with 
Chao Erh-hsiin's activity and considering his task in Tibet fulfilled, 
transferred him to Mongolia and commissioned him to deal with 
the Mongolians with the same methods he had employed in Tibet. 
Luckily for the Mongolians, the Chinese revolution has radically 
called a halt to this enterprise. There is no doubt that if it were not 
for this, the Tibetan horrors would have been repeated in Mon- 
golia. Due to its close proximity to the Russian borders, such ac- 
tions would have compelled the Russian government, by force of 
circumstances, to armed intervention. During all this struggle, the 
English remained mute witnesses and did not help the Tibetans in 
any way." In Do rjiev's opinion, the moment was rather a favorable 
one for "the adjustment of relations between Russia and Tibet".17 

Apart from this "Memorandum" handed to the foreign minis- 
ter, Do rjiev delivered two letters from the Dalai Lama to the chair- 



man of the council of ministers. In the letters, the adjustment of 
relations between the two parties was concretized with the request 
to recognize the political independence of Tibet. 

The first letter gave consideration to cultural relations. Con- 
cerning Dorjiev, it said that he is "authorized to watch over the 
true faith. That is why we ask you to render him all gracious pa- 
tronage." Here, the Dalai Lama also asked permission to have 15 
lamas attached to the Buddhist temple in St Petersburg, "who will 
have the duty to offer prayers for Russia's prosperity for the dura- 
tion of a hundred kalpas." (One kalpa equals 432 million years.) 
Another request was to admit specially commissioned young li- 
betans to Russian educational institutions. 

The Dalai Lama's other letter dealt mostly with politics. It in- 
formed the chairman that the noble and disinterested intercession 
on the part of Russia "was discussed by the supreme council of 
holy men, princes and dignitaries of Tibet, and it was decided to 
register it in the state annals and to establish inviolable, eternal 
accord and links between the Russian and Tibetan peoples." 

Furthermore, the letter stated that, at the present occasion, li- 
bet "would like to declare, for general knowledge, the proclam- 
ation of our independence and about the election of us to be the 
sovereign supreme ruler of Tibet. England, however, opposes this, 
insisting upon Chinese suzerainty. Under these circumstances, we 
have grounds to be apprehensive about an intrusion into our bor- 
der territory, not without England's leave, of Chinese, Bhutanese 
and Nepalese troops, against which we shall be unable to offer 
resistance. Thus China may interfere with our affairs again and 
destroy our independence, which has been achieved finally after 
such blood-filled events." 

In this connection, the letter confirmed that Do rjiev had been 
authorized to conduct negotiations of enormous political sic- 
cance, that is "on the establishment of friendship between libet 
and England with the assistance of Russia; on the recognition of 
our independence by both states; on the dispatch of diplomatic 
representatives of Russia and England to Lhasa-if it turns out that 
this is impossible due to the Anglo-Russian Agreement of 1907, 
maybe Russia and England will find it possible to enlist the CO- 

operation of other great powers as well or alter the afore-mentioned 
agreement, which does not conform to the present situation, so that 
they might assure Tibet's inviolability; and on the accreditation of 
our representative, Tsannyid Khamchen Agvan Dojiev- 



"Remembering the most gracious patronage of Your Majesty, 
the Emperor," the letter concluded, "I hope for the settlement of 
the above-mentioned issues, for the everlasting friendship between 
Russia and Tibet."18 

The reserve of the Russian party towards the Tibetan plans 
described in the letters made Lhasa undertake even further steps 
in the same direction. The new circumstances demanded forcing a 
reaction from Russia. Tibet needed international recognition, and 
Russia could take the first step on the way. 

After two months, another letter from the Dalai Lama addressed 
to the Tsar was received in St Petersburg. The Tibetan leader pointed 
out that the relations between the Manchu dynasty and Tibet were 
purely of a religious character, namely, the relations of a religious 
devotee towards his lama-teacher. But since "the Chinese have dis- 
played the obvious aspiration to seize Tibet in one way or another, 
the former relations are broken off completely and cannot be 
restored ... Presently, reckoning on assistance from the great pow- 
ers, Russia and England, the Tibetans have unanimously proclaimed 
their independence and have chosen us, the Dalai Lama, as the 
sovereign ruler of the entire country. 

"Informing you of this, we ask the two great powers, Russia 
and England, to recognize our independence and to declare their 
recognition to other states. 

"In view of the possibility of military and diplomatic measures 
against Tibet on the part of China, we ask both great powers, hav- 
ing discussed the issue jointly, to make China cease her claims and 
to render us help henceforth." 

The letter also contained the request to attach a larger lot to the 
Buddhist temple being built in St Petersburg, as well as to provide 
His Majesty's patronage in every matter to the Senior Tsannyid 
Khamba, Agvan Dorjiev."' 

The great powers were still the hope of the Tibetans, but the 
powers themselves had a diffcrcnt point of vicw. Distant Tibet did 
not sway their feelings and intentions, and they adhered sternly to 
the course of policy that had been worked out in the previous de- 
cades. 

The Tibe tansf request for recognition of their independence 
produced no reaction on the part of Russia. This was not the case 
on the part of Britain. But the result was quite contrary to what the 
Tibetans had expected, although it was nothing new for Britain. 
Since recognition of an independent Tibet would contradict the 



policy of Anglo-Chinese consent, measures were outlined h Lon- 
don to eliminate this butdensome independence. 

Before long, the Tibetans had the opportunity to satisfy them- 
selves that this was SO. They, too, had no wish to remain passive 
and tried to come to an understanding with Great Britain througfi 
Russian mediation, in other words, to change her orientation from 
China to Russia in her Tibetan policy. These attempts were mason- 
able enough, since cordial consent between Russia, Britain and 
France-the Entente--was by this time not an unimportant factor 
in international life. Also Britain, in those days, was preoccupied 
mostly with the situation in Europe, not caring that much for Asia. 
This might make her waive Chinese friendship in favour of gain- 
ing some profit in Europe. And she might have waived it, but in 
fact she never did. There was no point in doing so, since the li- 
betan motives did not touch Russia. 

A true-to-life reflection of the circumstances was included in 
the Dalai Lama's next letter, dated August 18, 1913, and also ad- 
dressed to the Tsar. In it, the Dalai Lama wrote that the libetan 
people "have the great desire to promulgate, so that it be generally 
known, the proclaimed independence of Tibet and our having been 
chosen as the supreme ruler of Tibet. But, taking into account that 
the English wish us to remain under Chinese rule, and in view of 
the serious apprehensions, based on the information at our dispo- 
sal, of possible intrusion with England's leave of Clunese, Bhutanese 
and Nepalese troops into our border territory before we can pre- 
pare an armed resistance, which might give the Chinese a chance 
to interfere with our affairs and to bring to naught everything we 
have achieved by means of bloody s t r i f e in  view of all this, we 
commission the Tsannyid Khamchen, Agvan Do jiev, to seek the 
advice and gracious decision of Your Majesty, the Emperor, on the 
following issues." 

The first number on the list of issues was the request to assist 
in establishing friendly relations between Tibet and Great Britain 
through Russia's mediation. Next, the Dalai Lama requested the 
dispatch of diplomatic representatives of Russia and Britain to 
Lhasa and the grant of guarantees of Tibet's inviolability and neu- 
trality. Also in this letter, for the first time in the short but intense 
correspondence between Russia and Tibet, the Dalai Lama asked 
for weapons for armed resistance to a Chinese onslaught that might 
come directly from China or via Nepal and Bhutan: "(We request) 
the sale of weapons and the dispatch of military instructors on a 



mission. And if buying arms in Russia will be considered inadmis- 
sible, we seek permission to transport them through her territory 
and by her roads." As before, the Dalai Lama reminded the Tsar of 
the necessity "to accredit our representative, Tsannyid Khamchen 
Agvan Dorjiev" and of his aspiration "to maintain friendly links 
between Russia and Tibet unshakeably forever, and to establish 
lively trading and economic ties between them by means of special 
contractual agreement."20 

To execute the Dalai Lama's orders, Dorjiev presented the 
above-mentioned to the chairman of the Russian council of min- 
isters. The chairman, Count V. N. Kokovtsov, however, passed this 
note over to Foreign Minister S. D. Sazonov to take a decision on 
the Tibetan inquiry, thus burying it safely since the ministry main- 
tained its old position of complete aloofness towards Tibet. Rus- 
sian weapons were not delivered. 

The Dalai Lama thus strove for recognition of his supreme 
power in Tibet and of Tibet's independence from China. In this 
situation when, as the Tibetan ruler had put it, Britain was "oppos- 
ing herself against it, insisting upon Chinese suzerainty", there re- 
mained, however, discrepancies between the British India govern- 
ment and Great Britain herself as to the methods for keeping Tibet 
under control. Colonial officials saw as the most effective way to 
maintain control the sending of an armed detachment to Lhasa, 
even if under the pretence of securing the Dalai Lama's safety. Lon- 
don did not share such a view. 

As before, the discrepancy originated not from a lack of un- 
derstanding of the British empire's goals by one of the parties, but 
simply from a disagreement about tactics. The colonial government 
in India was indeed a part of the empire's state machinery; but it 
was a part that was, to a certain extent, independent. Thus this 
goverrunent ventured to deviate from instructions from London 
about the measures to be taken with respect to Tibet. 

For example, Younghusband, in his time, had considerably 
exceeded the limits of what London had permitted. Similar diver- 
gence displayed itself again when the police officer Laden-la was 
attached to the Dalai Lafia on his departure from India, having 
accompanied the high priest in Darjeeling and Kalimpong. 
Previously, Laden-la had taken part in Younghusband's expedi- 
tion. He knew both English and Tibetan, and professed Buddhism. 
The viceroy's administration hoped to plant him as its agent. It 
reckoned to have in the person of Laden-la some kind of equivalent 



to Do jiev, who could serve the Dalai Lama as an intennehary with 
Britain in the way that the latter did with Russia. 

But, while it was quite clear to the Dalai Lama that Dojiev 
served the cause of Tibet faithfully, and that is why he asked the 
Russian government to recognize "the Tsannyid KhamchenM offi- 
cially as a plenipotentiary of Tibet, he also knew it was impossible 
to count on Laden-la's services to Tibet. This is because there was 
no doubt about his loyal inclusion in a different service; and soon 
this inclusion was confirmed in a most unambiguous manner. 

Laden-la's dispatch in the capacity of British representative 
attached to the Dalai Lama was negatively received in London. 
Despite the pretexts from India that it was too late to change any- 
thing, since "the representative" was already on Tibetan temtory, 
the definite order to return him was given from Britain. Telegrams 
were sent to the British trade agent in Gyangtse, ordering him to 
detain Laden-la; but the latter, nevertheless, continued h travels. 
The explicit order to return caught up with him just 40 kilometers 
from Lhasa, and only this small distance separated the Indian 
government's plan from being realized. But again, he did not re- 
turn from there so soon, because the viceroy's government did not 
insist on his immediately coming back although, even in the Dalai 
Lama's eyes, Laden-la was most probably a spy and so there was 
no need to keep him in Tibet. 

Since Ebet's independence contradicted the Chinese policy of 
the British empire, the London government sought to restore the 
formerly existent situation, in which it could impose Chinese 
suzerainty on Tibet without interfering in Tibetan affairs directly 
This persuasion thus entailed a different tactic from that conceived 
by the British Jndia government, and underlay Britain's plan to 
convene a conference on Tibetan issues. 

On August 17,1912 the British minister in Peking, Sir John Jor- 
dan, passed a memorandum of his government to the Chinese for- 
eign ministry, the Wai-wu Pu. In this document, the British govem- 
ment pointed out the possibility of solving the problem of Tibet 
easily, not through military measures but by means of negotiation. 
It alluded to the recent talks between Jordan and Yiian ~hih-k'ai, 
during which the Chinese armed expedition against 'Tibet had been 
mentioned. 

The British government further set forth its views on ways of 
reaching this solution. According to the memorandum, Yiian Shih- 
pails government was to abstain from any active interfemce in 



Tibetan affairs, that is to say by military means, and in general 
from sending Chinese troops there again. It expressed objection to 
the fact that Chinese officials had tried to concentrate Tibetan rule 
in their own hands during the past two years. Laying down these 
conditions, the memorandum actually warned Yuan Shih-k'ai 
against repetition of the mistakes made by the Ch'ing authorities. 

The main condition of the settlement, according to the memo- 
randum, was the acknowledgment of the suzerain rights of China 
in Tibet. This was supplemented with the recognition of the indis- 
putable right of China to have her representative (i.e. the amban) 
in Lhasa with an appropriate escort. 

The defeat of the Chinese military forces in Tibet made the 
government of Yuan Shih-k'ai try to restore, through political 
manoeuvres, the kind of Tibetan dependency that had existed dur- 
ing the rule of the Ch'ing authorities. Towards the end of October, 
1912, Yuan Shih-k'ai promulgated a decree that read: "...the ex- 
Dalai Lama, being moved by a feeling of sincere devotion, wishes 
to restore links with China, All the slips and blunders he had com- 
mitted in the past are to be forgiven, and he is to be reinstated in 
his high dignity being given the honorary title "Ch'en-hsiin Tsan- 
hua Hsi-tien Ta-shan Tse-tsai Fa" ("The Sincere, Submissive, 
Furthering Enlightenment, Great, Virtuous and Blissful Tibetan 
Reincarnateu)." Granting the Dalai Lama a new .title, Yuan Shih- 
k'ai's government acted in accordance with a tradition that had 
long since been formed in the Chinese empire. What was remark- 
able, in this case, was not just the very act of conferring the title, 
this act being similar to that performed by the Ch'ing authorities in 
1908, but the absolute disregard of the real situation with its actual 
circumstances. The Dalai Lama did not need either a title or decree 
about his reinstatement. 

The decree contained the words of the Dalai Lama that served 
as a ground for Yiian Shih-k'ai to issue it: "From the past winter up 
to the present moment, order in Tibet cannot be restored. In view 
of this, wishing to countenance the Buddhist religion, I ask to bring 
this to the notice of the president of the Republic, hoping that he 
will see that the appropriate measures are undertaken for it."21 But 
there is not a hint of submission nor a wish to restore links in these 
words, no matter how they might be interpreted in the decree. The 
Dalai Lama spoke only about the necessity of recalling Chinese 
troops who were committing excesses in Tibet, and not about any 
reinstatement of himself. 



In fact, most probably, there had never been any such address 
to the president on the part of the Dalai Lama. The words he had 
supposedly spoken are to be found only in this decree by Yuan 
Shih-k'ai. When and through whom they were to have been 
communicated is not known. But it is well known that the Dalai 
Lama never sought any opportunity to communicate with Yuan 
Shih-k'ai at the time. 

Contemporary observers of Tibetan events have noted that 
Yuan Shih-k'ai's decree was totally unfounded. Russian diplomatic 
documents contain the appraisal, according to which this decree 
was "quite unexpected and difficult to understand. Judging by it, 
it appears that the Dalai Lama himself addressed the president to 
express his loyalty. Such a turn of events would have been com- 
pletely contradictory to everything that had happened before."22 

The Russian newspaper Novoye Vremya wrote at the same time, 
alluding to eyewitness information: "After their heroic year-and- 
a-half struggle the Tibetans, who fought almost with bare hands, 
have gained victory. Tens of thousands of Tibet's best sons have 
fallen in this unequal fight. All the more offensive for all of Tibet, 
then, seems the recent representation made by England in Pekmg- 
at their expense, but without their leave. Without any knowledge 
of the Dalai Lama and the Tibetan government, the English envoy 
has proposed to the government of China maintaining suzlerainty 
over Tibet. It has rung all over the country as a disgraceful and 
outrageous i n ~ u l t . " ~  

Yiian Shlh-k'ai's decrees and telegrams about the Dalai Lama's 
reinstatement were aimed at disguising the concealed plans of his 
government which were, however, not long in becoming evident. 
As early as January, 1913, the newspaper Beijing Ribao wrote that 
"the temporary president of the Republic has proposed to the Com- 
mittee on Mongolian and Tibetan Affairs that it draw up a draft of 
articles about 'Tibetan policy. The draft has been discussed by the 
council of ministers. It has been resolved not to consider Tibet a 
vassal domain, to sanction the right to govern her territory to con- 
fer titles, to pay wages, to abolish the post of amban, and to estab- 
lish a special administrative bodyu2' 

Although the Dalai Lama had every reason to take the above- 
mentioned manoeuvres negatively at the same time he could not 
ignore the aspiration of a certain faction of Tibetan monasteries 
and dignitaries to restore the Sino-Tibetan relations that had ex- 
isted under the Ch'ing authorities and which had guaranteed a 



stable, elite position for them. As a sober politician, he had to take 
into account the possibility of a new Anglo-Chinese arrangement 
on Tibetan affairs, which might restore the former status of 'Tiht. 
His misgivings arose because of the previous 'Tibetan policy of the 
Powers. The proposed negotiations might give him the opportuni- 
ty to try at least to dampen the war in eastern Tibet, even if by 
means of an agreement between the 'Tibetans and the Chinese. 

The Anglo-Chinese negotiations in Peking led to the agreement 
about the necessity to hold a conference based on the memoran- 
dum of August 17. The question of the parties to the conference 
was finally settled: China, Britain and Ebet were to take part. The 
participation of the 'Tibetans was all the more necessary, because 
the 'Tibeto-Mongolian Treaty of 1913 restricted the arbitrariness of 
'Tibet's opponents in the field of international rights. Thus, Britain 
approached the conference with an eye askew to the treaty. 

The Chinese delegation to the conference was headed by Ch'en 
I-fan, appointed by presidential decree and filling the post of "Chief 
of the Rbetan Frontier District". He was assisted by Wang Hai- 
p'ing, holding the post of "Deputy Chief of the 'Tibetan Frontier 
District". These official ranks had been conferred on purpose. They 
were to show that the officials' membership in the conference was 
just a short-term errand from the president, and that their main 
task was to proceed to Lhasa and to gain a foothold there in their 
new positions. 

At the head of the British delegation was Sir Arthur Henry 
McMahon. By the time of the conference he had been working in 
the political administration of British India for nearly a quarter of 
a century, and attained the position of state secretary in the viceroy's 
government in 1911. He had previously been preoccupied with the 
demarcation of the Af ghan-Beluchi frontier and the investigation 
of the borders between India and 'Tibet. Frontier issues had became 
his "favorite" field. He saw as his main task at the conference the 
establishment of a frontier line such as would clearly separate un- 
quiet Tibet from the Indian estates. Later, this line gained the name 
of "the McMahon Line", and nowadays is known as the 'hotline' 
of the border between India and the People's Republic of China. 

During the preparation period for the conference, British For- 
eign Minister Grey asserted to his Russian counterpart, Sazonov, 
via the Russian ambassador to London, Benckendorff, that the gov- 
ernment of Russia would be kept fully informed about the progress 
of negotiations. However, these assertions remained mere words. 



The viceroy's government ignored Russian consul general Nabokov 
throughout the conference. It did not even agree to such a trifling 
point as the consul's presence in Simla, venue of the conference. 

Nabokov reported to St Petersburg in this connection: "Under 
the present conditions of openly and distinctly displayed unwill- 
ingness of the viceroy's govemment to keep me informed about 
the course of negotiations, my further stay in S d a  might only be 
interpreted in the sense of my aspiration to obtain the tidings in a 
roundabout fashion. I dare say that, staying here, I would have 
thus been simply deviating needlessly from the position I have 
adopted from the very beginning, the dignity of this position being 
incompatible with any 'roundabout ways'.'lZ5 

Further reports from India to the Russian foreign ministry bore 
the signs of obvious annoyance at the reticence of British colleagues, 
whose only answer to the most hamless questions was, "I don't 
know." Resenting them, Nabokov left Simla. Only the concluding 
documents of the conference were subsequently sent by diplomat- 
ic channels. But this lack of information about the course of the 
conference and the consequent impossibility to alter its results did 
not perturb the Russian foreign ministry. 

To make the impression complete, let us quote the British au- 
thor who elaborated upon the theme in detail and summed up the 
opinion of the highest-ranking British diplomatic officers in Lon- 
don: "Sazonov was really implying that 'It does not matter what 
we (British) do in Tibet, if only it is done sub r o ~ a ' . " ~ ~  This dictum 
may serve as a final chord to the entire Tibetan policy of Russia. 

While Ch'en I-fan was dragging out the acceptance of deci- 
sions on the issues discussed, hoping for a change in the situation 
more favorable for his government, and hence for more beneficial 
results of the conference, an Anglo-Tibetan agreement on the bor- 
der between British India and Tibet was achieved. On May 24 and 
25, the British and Tibetan plenipotentiaries exchanged notes fix- 
ing the adoption of the McMahon Line as the border between In- 
dia and Tibet. In his note to McMahon, Lonchen Shatra informed 
him that the map of the border had been considered by the Tibetan 
government in Lhasa, which gave the instruction to adopt the bor- 
der as it was marked on the map by the red line. 

The war growing imminent in Europe deprived the British 
government of any opportunity to be engaged in matters other than 
European ones. The Simla Conference was curtailed brusquely- 
Nevertheless, McMahon, together with Lonchen Shatra, signed the 



Anglo-Tibetan Declaration about shouldering the obligations con- 
tained in the Simla Convention that had been discussed at the con- 
ference and initialled by the three parties. The Anglo-Tibetan Trade 
Regulations were also signed. This was contrary to instructions from 
London, though nominally the interdiction of signing separate 
agreements without China was not violated. 

A month after the conclusion of the Slrnla Conference, Britain 
had declared herself in a state of war against Germany: World War 
I had begun. By this time, the main author of the Simla documents, 
Sir Henry McMahon, had already left the shores of India, never to 
return. He was appointed British high commissioner in Egypt. 
Ch'en I-fan never reached Tibet, either in the rank of "tzu-an fu- 
shih" or in any other capacity. Lonchen Shatra reported to his gov- 
ernment on his return to Lhasa that he considered the convention 
to be a guarantee against Chinese intrusion, and that the conven- 
tion was now open for Chinese signature. 

The Peking government never signed the Anglo-Tibetan Decla- 
ration, and the Simla Convention has remained incomplete in the 
sense of lacking its final ratification. Nonetheless, this does not re- 
duce its significance as an international document reflecting the 
essence of the parties' relations that resulted from the develop- 
ment of events in Tibet and around it. Agvan Dorjiev and Lord 
Curzon were at the origin of this development. 

Marcus Aurelius, emperor of Ancient Rome and Stoic philo- 
sopher, once declared that a man is worth what his goal is worth. 
Do rjiev's goal-a free and independent Tibet-was attained, though 
not quite in the way he followed; and he himself, as a diplomat 
and the Dalai Lama's representative, fixed this achievement in a 
document of international law-namely, the Tibeto-Mongolian 
Treaty of 1913. Curzon, on the other hand, aspired to increase and 
extend the power and the grandeur of the British empire. But the 
latter did not accept his services, having a different notion of her 
interests. 

In the course of the decades that have passed since then, the 
world community has endured wars, cruelties and bloodshed to 
the denial of imperial ambition and interests, regardless of their 
origin. I t  has also come to acknowledge the priority of freedom 
and independence. Looking back, a retrospective view on the colli- 
sion between Do rjiev and Curzon, who conducted and embodied 
certain state policies of their countries, allows us to determine with 
certainty who was who in this struggle. 



The concluding remarks of this book are intended to show the h- 
mediate bond between the past and the present--between the Simla 
Conference and the McMahon Line on one hand, and the present 
Sino-Indian border/ territorial dispute on the other. Almost 80 years 
ago Tibet, as an independent participant of this conference, recog- 
nized the McMahon Line as the legal frontier with India. More re- 
cently, in 1959, a defenceless Tibet represented by her exiled leader- 
ship addressed the following argument to the government of In- 
dia: if you consider the McMahon Line to be the legal border be- 
tween the two states, then you should recognize as well the de- 
mand for Tibet's independence as being legal. 

This argument in favour of an independent Tibet can hardly 
be considered sufficient and comprehensive. But it does play a cer- 
tain part in the chain of other arguments. What is important and 
deserves the hghest appraisal is the broad and active campaign of 
international public organizations for protection of the rights of 
Tibet to self-determination and her own form of government. 

Let us give one more reason in favour of the true self-determi- 
nation of all peoples. Similar to the former USSR, the problem of 
nationalities was solved in China not on the basis of free expres- 
sion of the people's will, but by means of force. Historical experi- 
ence has shown that in the former Soviet Union, the forcible settle- 
ment of the nationalities problem finally led to growing hostility 
between peoples, human losses and the split-up of the state. 

Tibet has no less rich a history of her own form of government 
than the former Soviet republics. Proof of this are the military and 
diplomatic events at the beginning of the 20th century that led to 
the total break between Tibet and China lasting until the middle of 
the century The many centuries old, friendly proximity of the two 
nations was gone in a moment, replaced by hostility and military 
confrontation. The realistic appraisal of all these factors and the 
drawing of appropriate conclusions should result in prwesses that 
will be the logical continuation of the past into the present. 

The return of the Dalai Lama to Tibet that was planned a few 
years ago might have become the most important of these pnxesses. 
However, this would only have happened provided the TIbetaw 



were satisfied with their status in their country and lived there 
happily The stern reality presents an altogether different picture. 

Now, the prospects of settling the problems of the Tibetan 
people are seen in terms of the joint efforts of the world commu- 
nity, with the Peoples' Republic of China taking part. Hopefully, 
such efforts will finally result in satisfying the legal requirements 
of the time and allowing Tibet to take her rightful place among the 
free nations of the world. 
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