A CH'ING MISSIVE TO TIBET
by H. E. RICHARDSON

The document reproduced below was given me at Lhasa in 1946. It is
a letter in Tibetan, dated the 21st year of Chia Ch'ing (1816), from the
Chinese Grand Council to the Ambans at Lhasa for communication to the
Tibetan authorities and is concerned principally with a complicated passage
in relations between Nepal and the British in India.

The letter is written on a sheet of fine paper some 34 inches in length
by 8% inches wide, coloured yellow on the front and reinforced at the top
and bottom by 4-inch strips of yellow silk with a pattern of five-clawed
dragons and clouds, between which it folds to fit into an envelope of the
same silk-covered paper. The letter bears no official seal but the envelope
seems to have been fastened originally with some sort of adhesive sealing.
The outer fold of the letter and the envelope are both inscribed dka* vig.

The writing is a neat variety of dbu med with hints of the decorativeness
of ‘bru tsa. This script and the form of the letter differ from those of
Tibetan official correspondence which is written on a comparatively small
central area of a large sheet of paper, some 23 feet square, in a characteristic
“‘secretariat” calligraphy distinguished by long, beautifully flowing, down
strokes znd vowel signs.
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II
TRANSCRIPTION

cun ci blon chen nas  bed sdod blon chen shis ko gnyis la yi ge brang
don bca' chin (2) khri bzhugs nyer geig pa‘i zla 1 tshes 21 nyin bka® spyi
phebs su  zal phrung a can nas (3) gser snyan sgron don du pan chen er ti
ni dang de mo ho thog thu can nas gor sha dang phe (4) reng bzlos! gzhi
‘jan chags byung bar dga® tshor skyes pa‘i bkrin gsab phyir bkris pa‘i kha
(5) btags re dang sku brayan rnying ma re beas ‘bul brgyud? yod pa zhes
zhu don dngos po rnams {6) rtsis len bgyis pa dang shis ming dang ke hri
khad? can nas pan chen er ti ni dang (7) de mo ho thog thu beas la bka
bsgyur gtong rgyu'i don rdor®  gor sha dang phe reng gnyis (8) sa mtshams
phyi’i mi rigs bzlos brtsod la stod phyogs la gzing shigs byung dogs nged
(9) nas lcang ‘jun blon chen dpon dmag dang beas sa mtshams bsrungs
bsdems? su mngags (10) sjong® bgvis par song gshis kho pa yul gru gnyis
nas ‘jigs gzir ma thegs pa‘i nves (11) pa ngos blangs zhus pa ‘di thad gong
ma yab mes ka‘u tsung zhun hong til' sku dus bal bu dang (12) gor sha
betsed skabs kyang gzil? ma thegs ‘dug pa ma zad nged nas kyang dpon
dmag (13) mngags sjong bgyis par kho pa can ‘jigs skrag skyes de bka’
bzhin zhus pa beas  des (14) na de dag rnams gong ma yab rje de nyid kyi
thugs rje kho na becas bkrin gsab phyir du ser mo (15) ba rnams nas yul
gru kun bde ‘jags yong ba'i chos spyod la ‘bad brtson bgyis dgos (16) pa
dang zur du kha btags che ba gcig sbe a shis ser po'i bzlas ‘phreng grig
g-vangti‘i (17) dkar po‘i sna dam gcig g-yangti sprin ris kyi yol go geig
rgya khug sbod sjar® ser pos (18) byas pa che ba cha geig  dang chung ba
cha bzhi beas bskur yod pa pan chen er ti nir rtsis (19) spred dgos pa dang
yang kha btags che ba geig  bu rdi risi‘i bzlas ‘phreng geig g-yangti (20) dkar
po'i sna dam geig  g-yangti sprin ris yol go geig rgya khug sbod sjar ser pos

NoTes—Numbers in brackets refer to the relevant line of the Tibetan text.
A few orthographic irregularities are noted below:

L {4) bzlos for bsdos (and again in line §}

2 (5} brgyud for rgyu.

3(6) khad for khyad.

4 () rdor for mdor.

5 (g) bsdems for bsdams or bsdoms.

% (10) sjong for rdzong (and again in line 13).

?{12) gzil for =,

8 (17) gjar for dbyar (and again in line 20).
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(21) byas pa che ba cha geig  dang chung ba cha bzhi beas bskur yod pa de
ma ho thog thur sprod (22} dgos pa dang dc mishungs rje btsun dam pa
ho thog thu'i sprul skur dogs gnas yod pa (23) da Ita khyi‘u? gnyis rtsaslo
yod ‘dug pa sngar lam ches ‘don thog ming byang bum nang du dkrugs
(24) pa't gtan ‘khel byung bstun gser snyan su sgron dgos rgyur nges pa
gy1s zhes spyi phebs (25) byung ba bka' don bzhin gnas tshul du bskur.

ITI
TRANSLATION

The subject of this letter from the great minister of the Grand Councill?
to Shis and Ko,12 the great ministers resident in Tibet:

According to the supreme order dated the z1st day of the seventh
month of the 21st year of the reign of bCa Chin (Chia Ch'ing)!3 with
reference to the report to the throne by Zal-‘phrung-a and his colleague,14
acknowledgment is made of the submission to the effect that the Pan-chen
Er-ti-nil and the De-mo Ho-thog-thul® each offers a scarf of felicitation and
an antique image in gratitude for their pleasure at the pacification of the strife
between the Gor-shal? and the Phe-reng.18 The purport of the orders to be
communicated by Shis Ming and Ko Hri to the Pan-chen Er-ti-ni and the
De-mo Ho-thog-thu is, in short:

“Apprehending that there might be strife and disturbance in the
region of sTod on account of hostility between the Gor-shz and the Phe-
reng, both being people from beyond the frontier, I commissioned a great

?(23) khyi‘u for khye's.

10 {23Y resas for bisas.

1 (1} Cun-ci blon-chen. Perhaps the principal minister of the Chiin-chi ch’u
¥ ¥ B, the Emperor’s Grand Council,

] 12 (1) Hsi Ming was Amban at Lhasa 1814-1 7. Ko Hri {Kao?) was apparently his
assistant.

13 (2) 12 September 1816.

14 (2) Zal-'phrung-a can. can, “together with”. Cf. the next line whera it is uged
as the equivalent of dang beas; zlso khad (Rhyad?} can nas in line 6 of the text: “by
you both” and line 13 kho-pa-can “they both”. No one is specifically named as the
cotli]eague of Zal-‘phrung-a (Sai-chung-a); the reference may be to the senior ambas-
sador,

1% (3) Pan-chen Blo-bzang bstan-pa‘i nyi-ma, 1781-1834. Er-ti-ni: Mongol erden::
“jewel” = Tibetan rin-po-che.

18 (3) Blo-bzang ‘jigs-med rgya-mtsho, the second De-mo Rin-po-~-che to hold
the office of regent which he did from 1811 to t819. Ho-thog-thu: Mongol guiuyiu
“holy" = T'ibetan ‘phags-pa.

7 {3} Ch'ien Lung's inscription on the Gorkha war of 1792 has Gor-kha; but
Gor-tha appears in another inscription at Lhasa dated 1704.

L8 (7) Phe~reng, phe-rang, “Feringhi, Frank, foreigner”, appears at least as early as
1733, probably having reached Tibet via Nepal. The other name applied to foreigners,
e.g. the Capuchin missionaries in documents of 1724, was mgo-dkar, “white-head".
Phe-reng seems later to have given way to phyi-gling “'foreign country {man)", the usual
Lhasa pronunciation of which - “*P*i-ling” rather than ‘‘chi-ling” - suggests a popular
etymology of the older word.
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general together with officers and an army to protect and secure the frontier.
In consequence, the people of bath countries, being unable to endure their
acute fear, made submission acknowledging their offence. In just the same
way, in the time of my late father the Emperor Ka‘u Tsung Zhun!?® Hong
Til,20 when the Bal-bu?! and Gor-sha made war they were unable to endure
their terror; even so when [ too despatched a general and an army the
people could not bear our splendour and they submitted to our commands.
And so, since all was entirely due to the grace of my late father, in order to
show gratitude for such kindness the Lamas should make a particular effort
in the performance of religious services for the peace and prosperity of
their country.

“And I have sent separately a large scarf, a string of prayer-beads of
yellow she-a-shis,22 a white jade snuil bottle, a cloud-patterned jade cup, a
large pair of Chinese bags with yellow tassels and four smaller pairs, to be
respectfully presented to the Pan-chen Er-ti-ni; and a large scarf, a string
of Bu-dhi-risi prayer-beads, a white jade snuff bottle, a cloud-patterned jade
cup, a large pair of Chinese bags with yellow tassels, and four smaller pairs,
to be presented to the De-mo Ho-thog-thu.

“And further, now that two boys have been born who are thought
possibly to be the reincarnation of the rJe-btsun Dam-pa Ho-thog-thu, you
must make sure that after customary prayers, slips bearing the names shall
be shaken in the vase and the precise result reported in a petition to the
throne.”

This instruction is sent in accordance with the terms of the supreme
order.

v

The events with which the Grand Council’s despatch is principally
concerned are mentioned by Alistair Lamb in Britain and Chinese Central
Asia, London, 1960 (pp. 39—48) and by J. Pemble in The Invasion of Nepal,
Oxford, 1971 (pp. 342—4)- Still more recently, in Nepal, a Strategy for
Survival, Berkeley, California, 1971 {pp. 75-95), it has been examined by
Professor Leo Rose whose lucid and zuthoritative account throws fresh
light on the affair by drawing extensively on Nepalese sources. For the
summary that follows I have consulted the above-named works and also the
East India Company’s records in the India Office Library,

The Chinese established a connexion with Nepal in 1792 when the
famous expedition of Fu-k‘ang-an, by way of Tibet and across the Himalaya

19 (11} Kao tsung Ch'un: the dynastic name of the Ermperor Ch'ien Lung.

20 (11) Hong til'. t:I° is perhaps in error for ",

(11) Bal-bu, bal-po. If this is intended to refer to Nepalese other than the
Gorlthas, i.e. the Newars, it is misleading ; the Newars took no part in the fighting in179z.

22 (16) She-a-shis, elsewhere shi‘-ya‘-shi, is explained as a precious stone of “blue-
green cloud-colour”; perhaps here it is some variegated hard-stone.
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to within a few miles of Kathmandu, inflicted punishment on the Gorkha
for their rapacious incursions as far as Shigarse,

The British in India were drawn marginally into those events. Since
1760 they had been more or less warily seeking to resolve the conflict
between the expansion northwards of the ambitions and influence of the
East India Company and the southward drive of the ebullient. Gorkha
kingdom. The threat from Fu-k‘ang-an’s army scared the Gorkhas into
appealing for help to the British whom they had previously kept at arm’s
length. The Governor-General, Lord Cornwallis, to whom the Tibetans
had aiso appealed, took the opportunity to conclude a commercial treaty
with Nepal; but anxiety to avoid Chinese hostility and consideration for the
recent, tenuous relationship between the Company and Tibet restricted his
intervention to an offer of mediation which came too late to be of any use.
So, the Gorkhas, aftera humiliating reverse, had to acknowledge themselves
as tributaries of the Chinese Emperor. In practice that meant little beyond
sending a mission to their distant suzerain every five years and avoiding any
further trouble with Tibet. It did not prevent them following up the agree-
ment of 179z with the British by another treaty in 1801. That was merely
an expedient forced on them by a domestic dilemma. It did nothing to
remove the underlying hostility and was never fully honoured. After its
termination in 1804 increasingly bitter competition for disputed horder
areas culminated in 1814 in a British invasion of Nepal.

The Nepalese promptly and repeatedly appealed to China, representing
the British threat to themselves as aimed ultimately at Tibet. Professor
Rose’s account shows that the Chinese had no intention of being drawn
into the quarrels of their nominal vassal and made it clear that they did not
even care if the Nepalese submitted to British rule provided there was no
foreign intrusion into Tibet. The Governor-General, Lord Moira, who had
no inkling of so unsympathetic an attitude on the part of the Chinese, was
apprehensive that they would be seriously disturbed by the fate of their
tributary. He, therefore, made arrangements, late in 1313, to inform the
Ambans at Lhasa of his intentions towards Nepal. Before any answer was
received the Treaty of Segauli in March 1816 ended a yeac-and-a-half of
muddled and incompetent campaigning in Nepal,

Soon after that a vague communication from the Ambans suggested
that they were indifferent to what the British might do in Nepal and that it
was not worth bringing to the notice of the Emperor. Nevertheless, the
Emperor had been informed and, aithough determined not to be led into a
dangerous and expensive adventure on behalf of the Nepalese, he was
sufficiently concerned to send a general with a small force into Tibet to find
out what was going on across the border. The general was Sai-chung-a, the
Zal-‘phrung-a of our document, who was, as Professor L. Petech has kindly
informed me, a well-known Manchu official of the day.
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En route to Tibet Sai-chung-a learned that the war between the Nepal-
ese and the British was over; but when he reached Lhasa, in May 1816, he
wrote to the Governor-General enquiring about his actions which, he
thought, must have been misrepresented by the Nepalese. A suitable repiy
was sent from India in due course.

To the Nepalese Sai-chung-a sent a stern reprimand, threatening them
with severe punishment if they had lied, assuring them that they would get
no help from China, and summoning them to send a delegation to offer an
apology and to resume payment of tribute.

The Nepalese, smarting under the imposition of a British representa-
tive at Kathmandu by the treaty of Segauli, did their utmost to turn events
to their advantage and to secure his removal. Their tactics were to mislead
the Chinese about British intentions and the British about those of the
Chinese who, they said, were indignant at the British invasion of Nepal and
were about to assert their authority by themselves sending troops there. To
the Chinese they kept up their allegations that the British were aiming at
Tibet.

Although thé recently arrived British representative at Kathmandu,
Colonel Gardner, was not wholly taken in, reports of the presence not far
from the border of the Chinese General Shee Chan Choon ~ as he is called
in British records ~ with a force variously estimated at between 10,000 and
a more probable 2,000 did appear a serious danger. The Governor-General,
anxious to avoid trouble with China, had given orders that Gardner was to
return to India if it came to fighting between the Nepalese and Chinese: but
British anxiety was relieved and Nepalese intrigues suffered a set-back when
the former received a friendly communication from Sai-chung-aand the [atter
a peremptory and threatening summons to appear before him at Shigatse,

The Nepalese probably did not feel nearly so much apprehension about
Chinese intentions as they had pretended to the British but there was now
nothing they could do except send a delegation to pacify the Chinese and at
the same time to continue to press their case against the British,

The interview took place late in September 1816 and thers is a fascina-
ting eye-witness report to Colonel Gardner from 2 Ladakhi Muslim mer-
chant who was at Shigatse. In formal and public audience the Nepalese
were soundly scolded and told they were rascals who had brought trouble
on their own heads. One of the delegates was trembling the whole time but
another appeared quite unabashed; and the party had no hesitation in asking
for a letter to make the British withdraw their representative from Kath-
mandu. Although in public Sai-chung-a refused to listen to their requests
he later gave them a present of 10,000 silver coins and did, in fact, write
to the British explaining that the Gorkhas had apologized and asking that,
in the interests of friendly relations, the mission at Kathmandu might be
withdrawn,
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In reply Lord Moira, while assuring the Chinese that his representative
would not interfere in Nepalese internai atfairs, agreed to withdraw the
mission provided the Chinese were themselves ready to appoint an officer
at Kathmandu to control the Nepalese. That suggestion seems ta have been
earlier in the air for it is mentioned in the cye-witness account of the inter-
view at Shigatse. The faint embarrassment underlying the rather haughty
rejection by the Chinese of that offer was not caused intentionally and wag
perhaps not even perceived by the Governor-General. British policy then
and for some years to come was influenced by fear of the damage to their
trade in China that might result from annoying Peking and by an out-of-
date and exaggerated estimate of the ability of the Chinese to exercise again
in central Asia the power and prestige they had formerly displayed there.

Even after the successful campaign in 1792 Chinese representation at
Kathmandu - let alone direct administration of Nepal - had been dismissed
as impracticable. Things in China under Chia Ch'ing were not what they
had been under his father the Emperor Ch’ien Lung; and Sai-chung-a was
neither authorized nor adequately equipped to invade Nepal. Even his most
threatening communications to the Nepalese speak of his readiness to withe
draw his army as soon as he received an adequate apology. It must have

given the Nepalese some amusement that the approach of their delegation to
Shigatse caused near panic among the Chinese force when a soldier raised
the alarm that an army of 30,000 was bearing down on them.

Sai-chung-a and his troops returned horme in 1817 and that was the end
of an affair which seems to have left little impression on the minds of the
Tibetans who were probably well aware of the extent of which each side wag
Play-acting. Professor Petech, whose knowledge of Tibetan and Chinese
sources for the period is unrivalled, informs me that in the biography of the
fourth Panchen Lama there is a reference to Zal cang cun — “General Sai*:
but the incident is not mentioned in the excellent history of Tibet by W. D.
Shakabpa,

The date of the despatch from the Grand Council is the equivalent of
12 September 1816. As it took not less than a month for messages between
Lhasa and Peking, the letter from Sai-chung-a to which the despatch refers,
must therefore have been written in August while he was still uttering
threats to the Nepalese and well before he had secured their submission. His
expedition had, of course, no part in ending the war between the British and
Nepalese which was over long before he reached Tibet: and to compare it
with the achievements of the great Fu-k'ang-an is a rather ridiculous
example of the fustian grandeur in public pronouncements at which the
Chinese excelled.

Although the Chinese appear to have been better informed about
British intentions than the British were about theirs, their attitude may have
been based on broad general assumptions rather than precise knowledge;
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and one may ask whether they clearly identiﬁe(.:l the phe.-::eng, to whotn
reference is made in the Grand Council's letter, with tlTe Brltxsh whom tht?(
knew in Canton. A report by Fu-k'ang-an and Sun Shih-i after thc. Gorkha
war of 1792, quoted by 5. Cammann in Tmct'f Thraugh the Hama.‘.’.f:;ms,
Princeton, 1951, pp. 1401, suggests that at that time ht‘tllc was known a : Ol‘l,'i
the various races of European and nothing at all about *“'the Calcutta tribe ‘
who had shown interest in Nepal. But Hu-t'u-li, the Amban v‘vhom Thomas
Nlanning met at Lhasa in 1811, appears to have had a specific kn:owled‘gz
and dislike of the English with whom he h=‘1d been u‘nplca'santly 1n\To!\.e
during his carlier service at Canton - perhaps in connexion with the,actxtntles
of Admiral Drury in 1806. There is also mention in .W. C. Boulger's History
of China (1894) of an edict of ¢.1807 in which Ef]nglj.sh, French,:md Portu-
guese are differentiated. Ignorance of the distmctlon.s among “outer bar-
barians” was, perhaps, to some extent a burealtlcratlc.pose which it was
feasible to maintain at least until 184z; but it is Hosmblc that there was
genuine uncertainty about the identity of those foreigners who were active
along the southern borders of Nepal. ‘ .
The last part of the letter from the Grand Council refers to the appoint-
ment of a successor to the fourth incarnation of t.he r]e-bts.un darn-p;
Hutukru, the principal lama of the dGe-lugs-pa sect in Mongolia, v.vho ha
died in 1811. The Emperor was anxious to enforce the prof:e‘dure laid ‘down
by Ch'ien Lung, after the Gorkha war of 1792, for determining the remcari
nation of high lamas by ceremonially drawing the name of one of severa
candidates out of a gelden vase which he had pres.ented. The c.nrder hgd bev;n
ignored by the Tibetans, at the first opportunity, Wthl discovering the
ninth Dalai Lama in 1808 and it was important for the Chinese to make sure
i s observed in this instance.
thet i;c‘:zrding to Timkowski in his Travels (1827) the new rjfe-btsun danf-
pa, then aged about 7, arrived at Urga in 1819 fron? Tllt?.et. His name, as is
known from other sources, was Blo-bzang tshul-khrims Jlgs-rned: Timkow-
ski's remark that the Chinese Emperor had taken the Dalai I:.ama s preroga-
tive of choosing candidates for the succession, although a mzsunderstandlig
of the way in which imperial influence was exercised, suggests that the
Emperor had had his way and that use had been made of his golden vase,
The Tibetans, nevertheless, when in 1822 it came tc.n finding a S}lCC&SS‘Or to
the ninth Dalai Lama who had died in 1815, sa;v to it that, despite Chinese
1 hey got the child of their own choice, _
mancj:;::;;.r:ggi‘l tthey[gtter as a whole has no strikin.g historical im?ortance, it
is interesting as a rare example of an original missive from the Chinese court

to the Tibetan Government.



