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V. KASHGHAR AND THE POLITICS
OF CENTRAL ASIA, 1868-1878

By V. G. KIERNAN

HINESE Tartary or Turkestan, or what has been since 1884 the ‘New
Province’ of Sinkiang, is an irregular thousand-mile long tract in the
heart of Asia, shut in on three sides by mountains and on the east by

vast deserts.! That it should still be in China’s possession today, after a cen-

tury in which so many of her outlying dependencies were shorn away, is one
of the facts of modern history that it would have been most rash to predict.
Modern China became a Power of middle as well as further Asia when the

Manchu Emperor Ch’ien Lung in 1760 re-established Chinese rule, which had
ebbed and flowed there for ages, in eastern Turkestan as tar west as Kashghar.
He sought prestige in the eyes of his subjects, security for his frontier, and

trade advantages; there were numerous minerals to be worked by Chinese
enterprise, jade above all.2 In its prime, Chinese rule was not without favour-
able features. It built roads and canals, and maintained religious toleration.

But before long the Ch’ing dynasty was entering on its decline, hastened by
internal discontent and Western pressure, and frontier administration wea-

kened. In the far west, in Kashgharia or ‘Little Bokhara’, disorders were
stirred up from 1820 to 1860 by successive pretenders of the dispossessed

Khoja family which had taken refuge in the neighbouring Khanate of
Khokand.? Farther east in Turkestan, and in the north-western provinces of
Kansu and Shensi in China proper, there broke out in 1862 a series of Muslim
insurrections. These upheavals acquired the name of Tungan Rebellion, from

the Tungan people of the borderlands, many of whom had entered Chinese

military service, and were found in garrisons as far off as Kashghar. They gave
to the revolt of Islam something of the character of a Mutiny, and as the au-
thority of Peking crumbled it was they who replaced it with a set of petty

! For general descriptions and maps see Report [of a Mission to Yarkund in 1873], by Sir
T. D. Forsyth and his assistants (1875); D. C. Boulger, Yakoub Beg (1878): A. N. Kuropatkin,
Kashgaria (trans. W. E. Gowan, 1882); R. P. Cobbold, Innermost Asia (1900); M. Hartmann,
Chinestsche Turkestan (19o8); C. P. Skrine, Chiriese Central > Asia(1926); Sir Aurel Stein, On
Ancient Central-Asian Tracks (1933). The name usually written Kashgar is properly Kdshghar.

* On the importance to China of this mineral wealth see G. Henderson and A. O. Hume,
Lahore to Yarkand (1873), pp. 94, 103; H. W. Bellew, Kashmir and Kashghar (1875), p. 6:
S. Wells Williams, The Middle Kingdom (1883), 1, P. 227. China might have advanced still fur-
ther in Central Asia; in 1762-3 Khokand and Bokhara were seeking Afghan help against a
threatened attack. See Report, p. 181; ch. 11 of this is an outline History of Kashghar by
H. W. Bellew, as are chs. 1v and v of Kuropatkin, op. cit.; also see 4 History of the Moghuls of
Central Asia, ed. N. Elias (1898).

3 An early English account of the fall of the Khoja dynasty is given in A. Burnes, Travels

mnto Bokhara (2nd ed. 1835), 111, p. 191 ff.
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ir?trlfztnizt?r:;]:te:::;i :f:m to suggest that, at least as regards Russian affairs
_ century, there 1s an element of truth in Ranke’s dictum
about th? primacy ot toreign over domestic policy. Viewed In terms of
Toyn}aee s analysis of history, Russia’s policy after the Crimean War can be
descnbeq as a characteristic ‘response’ to the challenge of defeat; her tem-
porary withdrawal from international diplomacy and the return into the arena
after the construction of the first strategic railways might be regarded as a
classic instance of the process of ‘withdrawal and return’.

On a more mundane level, the way in which Russian statesmen faced the
unaccustomed problems of defeat reveals in a stniking manner two closely
related aspects of Russian foreign policy. The first of these 1s the importance of
the tsar. Throughout the negotiations leading to the conclusion of peace, the
final decision on major issues rested with Alexander himself. The son of
Nicholas in this case, as in others, revealed his stern sense of duty and his
willingness to sacrifice personal inclinations to the collective opinion of his
more experienced advisers. It seems certain that he would have preferred to
follow the example set in 1812; yet he yielded to the advice of Nesselrode and
the ‘civilians.’

Next to the importance of the tsar, perhaps the most significant feature of
Russian diplomacy in 1855 and 1856 is its continuity, in the face of altered
circumstances. The aims of Alexander II on the morrow of a great deteat
differed little from those of his father at the height of his power; the obj ectives
of the Orthodox and ‘national’ Gorchakov were almost identical with those of
his cosmopolitan and spiritually ‘Protestant’ predecessor. For the rulers of
Russia, the Crimean War was simply a setback, a stimulus to greater exertions;
the provisions of the treaty of Paris were a spur to revision and repudiation.
Meyendortf had told the Imperial Council that a peace conclu_ded at once ne_ed
only be a truce; once the treaty was signed, thos? respon_slble for Isussrhal:
policy saw one of their most important tasks in making certain that the ‘truce

—reluctantly accepted—would not become a peace.
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vast deserts.! That 1t should still be in China’s possession today, after a cen-
tury in which so many of her outlying dependencies were shorn away, is one
of the facts of modern history that it would have been most rash to predict.

Modern China became a Power of middle as well as further Asia when the
Manchu Emperor Ch’ien Lung in 1760 re-established Chinese rule, which had
ebbed and flowed there for ages, in eastern Turkestan as far west as Kashghar.
He sought prestige in the eyes of his subjects, security for his frontier, and
trade advantages; there were numerous minerals to be worked by Chinese
enterprise, jade above all.2 In its prime, Chinese rule was not without favour-
able features. It built roads and canals, and maintained religious toleration.
But before long the Ch’ing dynasty was entering on its decline, hastened by
internal discontent and Western pressure, and frontier administration wea-
kened. In the far west, in Kashgharia or ‘Little Bokhara’, disorders were
stirred up from 1820 to 1860 by successive pretenders of the dispossessed
Khoja family which had taken refuge in the neighbouring Khanate of
Khokand.? Farther east in Turkestan, and in the north-western provinces of
Kansu and Shensi in China proper, there broke out in 1862 a series of Muslim
insurrections. These upheavals acquired the name of Tungan Rebellion, from
the Tungan people of the borderlands, many of whom had entered Chinese
military service, and were found in garrisons as far off as Kashghar. They gave
to the revolt of Islam something of the character of a Mutiny, and as the au-
thority of Peking crumbled it was they who replaced it with a set of petty

! For general descriptions and maps see Report [of a Mission to Yarkund in 1873], by Sir
T. D. Forsyth and his assistants (1875); D. C. Boulger, Yakoub Beg (1878); A. N. Kuropatkin,
Kashgaria (trans. W. E. Gowan, 1882); R. P. Cobbold, Innermost Asia (1900); M. Hartmann,
Chinesische Turkestan (1908); C. P. Skrine, Chinese Central Asia (1926); Sir Aurel Stein, On
Ancient Central-Asian Tracks (1933). The name usually written Kashgar is properly Kashghar.

2 On the importance to China of this mineral wealth see G. Henderson and A. O. Hume,
Lahore to Yarkand (1873), pp. 94, 103; H. W. Bellew, Kashmir and Kashghar (1873), p. 6:
S. Wells Williams, The Middle Kingdom (1883), 1, p. 227. China might have advanced still fur-
ther in Central Asia; in 1762-3 Khokand and Bokhara were seeking Afghan help against a
threatened attack. See Report, p. 181; ch. i1 of this i1s an outline History of Kashghar by
H. W. Bellew, as are chs. 1v and v of Kuropatkin, op. cit.; also see A History of the Moghuls of
Central Asia, ed. N. Elias (1898).

3 An early English account of the fall of the Khoja dynasty is given in A. Bumnes, Travels

tnto Bokhara (2nd ed. 1835), 111, p. 191 ff.
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principalities under their local chiefs.* Internecine strife raged, and prosperity
gave place to dried-up canals, deserted fields and ruined settlements.

Enfeebled by the great Taiping Rebellion in the Yangtze valley which ended

only in 1860, by the separate ‘ Panthay’ Rebellion of the Muslims of south-west

China after 1855, and by the wars of 1857-60 with England and France,
Chinese power seemed to have vanished from these marches for ever. The
man destined to subdue the warring factions of Chinese Turkestan was the
adventurer Mahomed Yakub, ‘the greatest man that central Asia has pro-

duced for many a generation’.® Born about 1820 in Khokand State, in the same

region of Andijan or Ferghana that had been the cradle of the first Moghul
emperor, he spent his early years in the service of Khudayar Khan, and fought
in Khokand’s struggles against Russian encroachment. When at the end of
1864 Buzurg Khan, last heir of the old Khoja rulers of Kashghar, set out to
claim an inheritance which could now be picked up out of the gutter by any
resolute sword, Yakub was the commander of his tiny band of followers.
Buzurg was quickly exiled to Tibet by his ambitious officer, who went on
from the capture of Kashghar city to that of the other chief towns of this
region, Yarkand and Khotan to the south-east, where Tungan bands were in
possession. Joined by more .nd more recruits from the soldiery of his native
Khokand, Yakub Beg was able to establish himself as ruler of all the western

tip of Chinese Turkestan; soon he began pressing campaigns against the
Tungans in the cities at the torth-eastern end, beyond the deserts of the

:nterior: Manass, Urumtsi, and Turfan.’

He was always a foreigner, relying chiefly on an army made up for the most
part of Andijani mercenaries; relying also a good deal on the Andijan1 mer-
chants who had long flocked into Kashgharia, and trusting to an ostenta-
tiously orthodox display of religion to provide any other cement that his
kingdom might need. He was, in any case, strong enough to lift himself tor
. decade out of the phantom throng of Asian princes, and to be recognizable

from as far away as England as the head of a State.
Externally his position was always precarious, for he found himself between

the hammer and anvil of two hostile Powers. Until near the end he thought of
China as the anvil and Russia as the hammer; and so far as the east was con=
cerned, either he believed that the Chinese would never return to plague him,

¢ The origin of the name Tungan or Dungan is not clear. It was originally taken to be a
¢tribal name. Another view derived it from a Chinese phrase tun-jen, for ‘ military colonist i
I ater it was generally taken to be a Turki word for ‘convert’, applied in Turkestan to con-
verts to Islam in north-west China: see, for example, M. Hartmann,  Muhamadanismin China’,
in Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, and ¢China’, in Enqyclapaed{a of Islam; cp. Bellew,
in Report, p. 201, and Kuropatkin, op. cit. pp. 113, D- 2, 154-5. _I am indebted to Mr Vyvyan
of Trinity College, Cambridge, for advice on this and other points.

s E. Schuvler, Turkestan (1876), 11, p. 157 |
¢ The Times, 17 July 1877, P- 19, col. 3 (an obituary). On Yakub’s career se¢ Boulger, op. cit.

ch. vi covers his earlier years, on which see also Report, pp. 97-9, 203 ff., and Kuropatkin,

op. cit., ch. VI. _ .
7 See Boulger, op. cit., ch. VIII, ‘Wars with the Tunganis'.
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or he relied on the gradual reduction of the Tungan cities under his sway to
provide him with a barrier. While fighting in the east, he was continually looking
back over his shoulders to the west. Kashghar city is not very much farther
from Constantinople than from Peking; it is nearly seven hundred miles from
Urumtsi, but less than five hundred from Samarkand, and about four hundred
from Tashkent, after 1867 the capital of western or Russian Turkestan., West-

ward from Kashghar the mountain passes were less formidable than on the
south; and in the great region beyond them Russian power was advancing with
rapidstrides. During the years when Yakub was consolidatin g his position, there
was a flare-up of resistance in the States of Khokand, Bokhara and Khiva, all
now making their last stand for independence. Tashkent, Khudayar Khan’s
chief town, fell to the Russians in 186 5; Samarkand, holy city of the emirate of
Bokhara, in 1868; Khiva finally capitulated in 1873; the town of Khokand
was annexed in 1876.8

Part of Yakub’s policy of Islamic enthusiasm was his pose as champion
of his hard-pressed co-religionists: and from Tashkent, one of his officials
told an American traveller, he received constant appeals for deliverance from
the Russian yoke.? It was from the emir of Bokhara, a scoundrel whose
spiritual authority was second. only to that of the Sultan-Caliph, that he
obtained the resounding title of Athalik Ghazi, or ‘Guardian of the warriors
of Islam’.2® He took care, all the same, not to do anything for his neighbours,
whose resistance gave him a valuable breathing-space, while their defeat
swelled the number of soldiers who sought employment with him. Having
fought against the Russians in the service of Khokand he could make a shrewd
estimate of the strength they could bring to bear against him. _

A treaty of 1860 with China, nullified by the collapse of her authority in
Kashgharia, had authorized the Russians to open three consulates there: and
among the arguments in favour of annexing Tashkent that were being consi-
dered at St Petersburg in 1862—3 was its convenience for trade with ‘the well-
populated Chinese towns Yarkand and Kashgar’.1! Commercial questions
were soon causing friction between Yakub Beg and the Russian authorities in
Turkestan. In 1868 a Captain Reinthal was sent to Kashghar, and a Mirza
Mohamad Shadi from there to Tashkent and next year to St Petersburg,
Neither side received the other’s mission with much cordiality, and the
Russians proceeded to build a fort on the River N aryn, very close to Kashghar
city. In 1868 and in 1870 there was reason to think that they were only put off

® On the subjugation of the Khanates see H. Spalding, Khiva and Turkestarn (trans. of a
Russian publication, 1874) pP. 30 ff.; Parl[iamentary) Papers, 1878, Lxxx, ¢ Central Asia, no, 1’;
F. H. Skrine and E. D. Ross, The Heart of Asia, a History of Russian Turkestan (1899), pp. 247~

* Schuyler, op. cit., , P- 255; cp. F. von Hellwald, Die Russen in Centralasien (1873),

Pp. 111, 130. )
' Properly Atalig Ghazi, the first word—often found in such titles—meaning apparently

‘age’, hence ‘paternity’, and so ‘tutor’ or ‘guardian’.

't Spalding, op. cit. pp. 28—34.
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from attacking Yakub Beg by troubles elsewhere in Central Asia.!?2 *You can-
1ot be with Russian officers in Central Asia for half an hour’, an English
traveller wrote, ¢ without remarking how they long for a war.’!3 As a kind of
preliminary snack, 1n 1871 Russia assumed control of the Kulja province in the
“orthowest of Chinese Turkestan, along the valley of the Ili River, on the
pretext that its disorders were infecting her own adjacent territory.'* A pro-
mise was given that it would be restored to China if ever Chinese power
revived in Turkestan. By this alarming stroke Yakub, who would undoubtedly
have occupied Kulja himself before long, had been forestalled, and he was
now hemmed in by the Russians on a fresh side. Installed in Kulja, moreover,
their surveyors were in a position to assess the value of eastern Turkestan as a
whole.1?

On the British side much thought was being given to strategies for halting
Russia’s march across Asia, with its real or supposed threat to India. There
was for long an idea of the native States being left as a neutral zone in middle
Asia between the two empires; though according to the Russian thesis the
British attack on Persia in 1856 was an infringement of this principle, and
justified Russia’s advance.'® The number of free States dwindled. Bokhara
drifted into the Russian sphere of influence, Afghanistan was claimed for the
British. In Kashgharia, farthest east, the notion of a neutral zone might find
its longest lease of life. Any Russian ascendancy there would be dangerous,
from the British point of view, as giving Russia access to the routes into India
by Gilgit and Leh. Neither of these was a practicable invasion route, but
Russian secret agents were nearly as much feared as Russian troops, and
‘vigilant observation’, one high official in India wrote, must be kept up on
Kashghar for fear of sinister influences seeping through it and through the
Himalayan States into the Panjab.” From the middle of the century, more-
over, there was discussion of how trade between India and eastern Turkestan
might be developed. In 1862 R. H. Davies, secretary to the government of
the Panjab, made a compilation of all the data he could collect on the trade
* orth of the mountains, and argued that Russian competition should not be too

L

hard to overcome.}® T. D. Forsyth, commissioner at Jullundur, came to the

12 Boulger, op. cit. p. 181; Cp. the article ¢ Eastern Toorkistan’ 1n Edinburgh Revtew, Apnl

1874, p- 308 ff.

13 F. Burnaby, 4 Ride to Khiva (1877), p. 181.

14 I ord Augustus Loftus, Diplomatic Reminiscences, 2nd series, 11 (1894), pp- 38 ff., reports
an official Russian version.

15 A. Krausse, Russia in Central Asta (1899), p- 178. _
18 Diplomatic Study of the Crimean War, official Russian publication (English ed. 1882), I,

p. 6. For the view that it was chimerical to expect the survival of small States between the two
empires, see D. M. Wallace, Russia (5th ed. 1877), 11, ppP- 440—1. _

17 Sir R. Temple, India in 1880 (1880), pp. 340-1. On this political danger to India se€
also Boulger, England and Russia in Central Asia (1879),11,and A. R. Colquhoun, Russia against

India (1900). -
18 Parl. Papers, 1864, XLIL. A Select Committee on the colonization of India had shown some

- terest a little earlier; ibid. 1857-8, viI, part I, pp- I-10.







