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In recent years, the term “inseparable territory” A~ 1] 43 #1481 has become
increasingly prevalent in discussions about China’s frontiers, including Tai-
wan, Tibet, Inner Mongolia, and Xinjiang.! Historically, the Northeastern Three
Provinces * 1L =4, or Manchuria, were also a point of contention, particu-
larly in the early twentieth century; however, this dispute subsided after Japan’s
defeat in 1945.2 Regardless, all the past and present debates over these border-
lands point to a persistent question: Was the Qing empire (1644—1911) China?
Recent scholarship has recognized the link between the emphasis on Chinese
territorial integrity and the national crises and “humiliations” in the Repub-
lican era.® However, the conceptualization of China as a “geo-body” actually
predates the twentieth century.

Thongchai Winichakul’s definition of the “geo-body” refers not merely to a
nation’s territory but to a symbolic and emotional embodiment of national

AN ]

1 “Taiwan wenti yu Zhongguo tongyi” %% [ RH A 1[5 4F — (The Political Status of Taiwan
and Unification of China, http://jp.china-embassy.gov.cn/chn/ztnew/twwtnew/wwwsnew/2
00412/t20041226_9460739.htm), “Xizang heping jiefang yu fanrong fazhan” g jg{ F1 - fi# i
[k 2o (Tibet’s Peaceful Liberation and Prosperous Development, https://www.gov.cn/
zhengce/2021-05/21/content_5609821.htm) and “Xinjiang de ruogan lishi wenti” #T5& 1 T
JRE SR RS R 1 (A Few Historical Questions About Xinjiang, https://www.gov.cn/zhengce/2019-0
7/21/content_5412300.htm) last accessed 25th September 2024.

2 Regarding the controversy over Manchuria or Northeastern China, see Fu Ssu-nien {fi{f/4E,
Dongbei sh[gang B 1k 52 4 (Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe, 2012), especially 2—9; Pi-
ling Yeh B£28% “Jiu yiba shibian hou Zhongguo shixue jie dui Riben Manmeng lun zhi
bochi: yi Dongbei shigang diyi juan wei zhongxin zhi tantao” J|— /\ G & {% [BF] S 2 L}
HA TRiZEm ) 2BF—DL CGRILSES) 55— BH0 25T, Guoshi guan xueshu

Jikan B EEEEATEET 1 (2007): 131-35.

3 Yu-chi Chang, “Leaves, Silkworms, Yue Fei: Ways of Imagining the Territory in 1930s China,”
Twentieth-Century China 49.2 (2024): 89—110; William A. Callahan, “The Cartography of
National Humiliation and the Emergence of China’s Geobody,” Public Culture 21.1 (2009): 141—
73.
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identity—comprising “pride, loyalty, love, passion, bias, hatred, reason, and
unreason.”* This concept serves as a critical tool for understanding the nascent
stages of Chinese nationalism and how the idea of a distinctly “Chinese space”
emerged and evolved in the late Qing period. Therefore, this essay aims to elu-
cidate the chronology of how maps became a point of contention in border
negotiations and how an “ahistorical” Chinese nation with a distinct political
space materialized in parallel to the process.

Although scholars have extensively explored the emergence of “Chinese
nationhood” and “Chinese nationalism,” the role of Han elites’ increasing
access to and engagement with maps from the late 1800s in shaping these
concepts has not been thoroughly examined.? The existing scholarship has sug-
gested that the proliferation of maps correlates with increased contacts and
struggles with imperial powers since the mid-nineteenth century.® However, it
was frequent border negotiations that primarily compelled Han elites to engage
with maps, not just as academic curiosities but as practical tools in diplomacy.
As we will see in this article, with increased exposure to European maps and
border negotiations, Han elites grew skeptical of the legitimacy of these for-
eign cartographic sources. Particularly during the controversies over the Pamir
region with Russia in the early 18gos, the question of the legitimacy of using
European maps became a critical issue, leading to a cautious approach towards
these cartographical materials.”

4 Thongchai Winichakul, Siam Mapped: A History of the Geo-Body of a Nation (Honolulu: Univ.
of Hawai'i Press, 1994), 17.

5 The historiography on the rise of Chinese nationalism has been extensively developed
through intellectual and political history approaches in both Chinese and English scholar-
ship. The following selection, while not exhaustive, includes some of the most seminal works
in the field: Benjamin Schwartz, In Search of Wealth and Power: Yen Fu and the West (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 2022 [1964]), chap. 3; Joseph R. Levenson, Confucian China
and Its Modern Fate (Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1958), chap. 3; Joseph W. Esherick,
“How the Qing Became China,” in Empire to Nation: Historical Perspectives on the Making of
the Modern World, ed. Joseph W. Esherick, et al. (Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield, 2006),
229-59; Shen Sung-Chiao JIA &, “Woyi woxue jian xuanyuan—Huangdi shenhua yu Wan
Qing de guozu jiangou” F AR 1S §iT i — B 7 (G E B 75 0 B TR AW, Taiwan shehui
yanjiu jikan 5 E EHFFEZETF] 28 (1997): 1-77; Shen Sung-chiao, “Zhen Da Han zhi tian-
sheng: minzu yingxiong xipu yu wan Qing de guozu xiangxiang” JE K% 2 K& — R
e Z B E Y BB ARG, Jindaishi yanjiusuo jikan AT{CSBIZERTERT] 33 (2000): 81~
158.

6 Iwo Amelung, “New Maps for the Modernizing State,” in Graphics and Text in the Production of
Technical Knowledge in China: The Warp and the Weft, ed. Francesca Bray et al. (Leiden; Boston:
Brill, 2007), 691-92; Richard J. Smith, Chinese Maps: Images of “All Under Heaven” (New York:
Oxford Univ. Press, 1996), chap. 5.

7 Regarding Russian expansion into the Pamir region, see Alexander Morrison, The Russian
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The problem of map legitimacy parallels the Qing’s grappling with a multi-
tude of crises. Wars with European powers, the devastating civil war against the
Taiping Heavenly Kingdom, and a series of floods and famines left the empire
on the brink of collapse by the mid-nineteenth century.® Despite these chal-
lenges, the Qing survived through comprehensive reforms and military strate-
gies. However, one persistent issue haunted the empire until its end and even
affected subsequent Chinese governments: territorial integrity.”

In the complex landscape of late nineteenth-century East Asian geopolitics,
the Qing’s border negotiations with Russia stand out as a pivotal period, reshap-
ing not only the empire’s territorial lines but also its diplomatic approach.1
These negotiations prompted a critical inquiry: Should the Qing rely on Euro-
pean maps, or should Qing maps serve as the definitive authority for boundary
determinations? In the first century of its rule, the Qing’s negotiations with
Russia greatly utilized cartographic evidence. Notably, during the 1689 negoti-
ation at Nerchinsk, while proactively sending agents to survey the Manchurian
frontier, the Qing court also referenced Russian maps.!! Jesuit accounts indicate
that copies of certain Russian maps of Siberia were kept in Beijing.!> Even dur-
ing the early eighteenth-century Treaty of Kiakhta negotiations—conducted
in Beijing, far from the actual border—maps from both sides were consulted.!®

Conquest of Central Asia: A Study in Imperial Expansion, 1814-1914 (Cambridge: Cambridge
Univ. Press, 2020), chap. 10.

8 William T. Rowe, China’s Last Empire: The Great Qing (Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of
Harvard Univ. Press, 2009), chaps. 6-7.

9 Chang, “Leaves, Silkworms, Yue Fei,” 9o—93; Shellen Wu, “Geography and the Reshaping of
the Modern Chinese Empire,” in Empire and the Social Sciences: Global Histories of Knowl-
edge, ed. Jeremy Adelman (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2019), 63-77.

10  Jenny Huangfu Day, Qing Travelers to the Far West: Diplomacy and the Information Order
in Late Imperial China (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 2018), 171-77.

11 Regarding the Qing operations of geodata and intelligence collection, see Yoshida Kin'ichi
& FH<:—, “Rodan no ‘Kitsurin kyiikazu’ to Neruchinsuku joyaku” B35 D T &5 4K 100
1 ERITF AT RE, Toyo gakuhd BUFESFHR 62.0-2 (1980): 31-70; Kicengge 7K
&, “Manwen gu ditu yu ewen gu ditu de xiehou” Ji 2t b [ B, S o Hb [ ) 48 0,
Ziran kexue shiyanjiu H FRFEE SHHFFE 411 (2022): 9-11; Peter C. Perdue, China Marches
West: The Qing Congquest of Central Eurasia (Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard
Univ. Press, 2005), 166. About the actual border demarcation in the treaty of Nerchinsk,
see Li Narangoa and Robert Cribb, Historical Atlas of Northeast Asia, 1590—2010: Korea,
Manchuria, Mongolia, Eastern Siberia (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 2014), 55.

12 Kicengge &7, “Nibu chu tiaoyue jiebei tu de huanying” [E AR 3% (R4 SRR BV 45,
Manwen dang’an yu Qingdai bianjiang he minzu yanjiu TR ZE B E R R A B RN
7% (Beijing: Shehui kexue wenxian chubanshe, 2013), 4005, 447.

13 Mark Mancall, Russia and China: Their Diplomatic Relations to 1728 (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard Univ. Press, 1971), 249—55; Akira Yanagisawa, “Some Remarks on the ‘Addendum
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This suggests that historically, the Qing were indifferent to the origin of maps
used for demarcation. This practice continued into the nineteenth century; it
was only during the treaty negotiations of the 1860s to the 18gos that the eligi-
bility of maps for use became a contentious issue.

By examining the rise and fall of using European maps, this article explores
questions about the Qing’s strategic shift from traditional territorial concepts
to an intensified focus on cartography. It retraces the evolving role of carto-
graphic origins in Qing diplomacy, highlighting how the provenance of maps,
previously a peripheral concern in diplomatic discussions, became critically
important by the late Qing period.* It explores the transition from a period
when the maker of a map was irrelevant to a time when the origin of carto-
graphic materials assumed central importance in diplomatic negotiations. The
escalating significance of cartography extended beyond high politics, permeat-
ing bureaucratic circles where hawkish factions leveraged maps as pivotal tools
in their debates.

This article delves into this complex interplay of geopolitics, cartography,
and cultural perceptions, shedding light on a transformative era in Chinese
diplomatic history. It also touches upon the contentious use of foreign maps
by figures like Hong Jun j#:$4 (1839-1893), a decision that stirred criticism and
played a role in the budding sentiments of proto-Chinese nationalism among
Qing elites.1

This article is structured into five sections. The first focuses on the Qing’s
efforts to maintain its frontiers in Xinjiang during its most challenging times,
particularly the early 1860s negotiations with the Russian empire. This part ana-
lyzes the perspectives of both Qing and Russian negotiators, uncovering the
initial struggles over the question of “whether the Qing was China” through
accounts from both sides.'® The second section analyzes the “failed” negotia-
tions by Chonghou 52/= (1826-1893) in the Treaty of Livadia and the “success-
ful” negotiations by Zeng Jize %445 (1839-1890) in the Treaty of St. Peters-
burg, arguing that although Zeng’s efforts managed to amend some terms of
Chonghou’s treaty, his mission ultimately remained “unfinished” as demarca-

to the Treaty of Kiakhta' in 1768,” Memoirs of the Research Department of the Toyo Bunko
63 (2006): 65-88. About actual border setting in this treaty, see Narangoa and Cribb, His-
torical Atlas of Northeast Asia, 1590-2010, 75.

14  Matthew Mosca, From Frontier Policy to Foreign Policy: The Question of India and the Trans-
formation of Geopolitics in Qing China (Stanford: Stanford Univ. Press, 2013), 32—37.

15  MaMingda B HH#E and Li Junjie Z2I% 7, “Hong Jun shiji shuliie” J:£5 52 Eiatg, Jinan
shixue B 5222 8 (Guilin: Guangxi shifan daxue chubanshe, 2013), 356-62.

16 Esherick, “How the Qing Became China,” 230—33; Matthew Mosca, “The Literati Rewriting
of China in the Qianlong-Jiaqing Transition,” Late Imperial China 32.2 (2011): 124.
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tion responsibilities were transferred to local Xinjiang officials.!” The third sec-
tion examines the following on-site border negotiations during the mid-188os,
highlighting how the Qing continued to lose territory due to reliance on Rus-
sian maps.

The fourth section reevaluates the concept of Zhongguo laojie + B 5
(Chinese old borders) related to earlier sections. While this notion has been
referenced across different dynasties, it lacked a clear definition until the late
1800s. During the late Qing period, the concept of “China” or “Zhongguo” itself
became increasingly contentious, not only with foreign powers but also among
political elites. In the fifth section, the focus shifts to how the evolving under-
standing of “China” transformed maps into arenas of public and political con-
tention. As Qing political elites increasingly accessed maps and frontier news,
especially during the controversies with Russia over the Pamir region in west-
ern Xinjiang in the 1890s, cartography became a critical element of imperial
competition and national identity. This development culminated with Hong
Jun’s map incident, which intensified political elites’ focus on mapping.

The 1860s Border Negotiation with Russia

The Qing empire’s defeat by Great Britain in 1842 marked the onset of an era
characterized by “unequal treaties.”’® While the British expanded their foothold
along China’s southeastern coast, Russia sought to capitalize on its military and
technological advantages along the Qing’s northern frontier. In 1854, a Russian
fleet violated the Treaty of Nerchinsk (1689) by entering the Amur River and
establishing colonies on its northern bank.!® In the late 1850s, as the Taiping
Rebellion destabilized China’s southeastern region and Anglo-French forces
threatened Beijing, Russia pressured the beleaguered Qing court into negoti-
ating over the Amur River region.2° Ultimately, the Qing had no choice but to

17 About Chonghou’s biography, see Tang Renze j5{ 7%, Jingshi beihuan: Chonghou zhuan
R H-FE#R: S22 {# (Shanghai: Shanghai shehui kexue yuan, 2009). About Zeng Jize’s
diplomatic career in Europe, see Day, Qing Travelers to the Far West, chap. 5.

18  John King Fairbank, “The Creation of the Treaty System,” in The Cambridge History of
China, vol. 10, Late Ch’ing, 1800-1911, ed. Denis Crispin Twitchett and John King Fairbank
(Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1978), 261-63; Mao Haijian 2578 /E, Tianchao de
bengkui: Yapian zhanzheng zai yanjiu KEARJARE: T8 5 #5F FEWTST (Beijing: Sanlian
shudian, 1995), chap. 7.

19  Joseph Fletcher, “Sino-Russian Relations, 1800—62,” in The Cambridge History of China,
vol. 10, Late Ch'ing, 1800-1911, 337—42.

20  For Russian annexationist attitudes towards the Amur region in the early nineteenth cen-
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FIGURE 1  Manchuria (Lake Khanka and Tumen River on the right)

sign the Treaty of Aigun, ceding territory north of the Amur River. In 1860, with
British and French troops advancing into Beijing, Russia coerced China into
signing the Convention of Peking, thereby officially annexing the Qing terri-
tory east of the Ussuri River.?!

The Convention of Peking stipulated that the Qing and Russia would jointly
survey the area from Lake Khanka to the middle of the Tumen River and set up
boundary markers (figure 1).22 Prior to this joint survey, the Qing empire took
preparatory steps to compile substantial documentation for the negotiations.
Two key tasks were undertaken: first, the compilation of the resident register to
document the existing population and strengthen territorial claims.?3 Second,
the Qing collected maps, bringing both native and foreign ones to the on-site
negotiations. Initially, discussions about the convention centered on a Russian
map, which Yixin 2537 (1833-1898), the Qing councilor and the lead negotiator,

tury, see Gregory Afinogenov, Spies and Scholars: Chinese Secrets and Imperial Russia’s
Quest for World Power (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 2020), 239-55. Afinogenov
interestingly notes that support for annexation came not from sinologists who had trav-
eled to and studied in Beijing, but rather from geographers who had different perspectives
on the region’s strategic importance.

21 Fletcher, “Sino-Russian Relations, 1800-62,” 343—48.

22 “Zhong E xuzeng tiaoyue” HERAEI (LY, Zhong E bianjie tiaoyue ji "P{fiE FURLI %
(Beijing: Shangwu yinshuguan, 1973), 28.

23 “Qihuyulie juzhu ce” i =58 & (3, Zhong E biangjie tiaoyue ji, 35-36; “Chengqi deng
zou wei huikan Zhong E fengjie yidi Jilin shangtong zhaohui E shi bingyu yingkan difang
chushi anmin zhe” p357 5 2% By & & (7 5 EAR S5 MRS R IR (R B T &l
J7HRZERE, Qingdai Zhong E guanxi dang’an shiliao xuanbian J5 X, {#EH 5 M8 2
SkL5E4R (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1979), vol. 3, 1128.
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was hesitant to sign because it had been drafted solely by Russia.?* To address
this, the Qing court equipped its delegates with both the Russian map used in
Beijing and a map of Jilin from the Grand Council’s archives for the upcom-
ing negotiations. However, according to the second clause of the convention,
which will be discussed later, the Qing and Russia also needed to re-demarcate
the Xinjiang border. The Manchu court, lacking detailed maps of this region,
requested the Ili General to provide a map to address the gap, as Russia did not
supply additional maps for this area.2>

Despite these preparations, the Qing was constrained by multiple chal-
lenges. Engaged in a civil war against the Taiping and still recovering from the
Anglo-French expedition, they were not in an ideal position for comprehensive
preparations. The Qing could neither deploy experts in geographical surveys
nor translators for Russian language. According to Ivan Babkov (1827-1905), a
military officer in western Siberia who served as one of the negotiators with
the Qing during this border discussion, Russian maps became the primary ref-
erence due to the shortcomings of the Qing maps.26

However, the Qing delegation later disagreed with using Russian maps,
prompting the Russians to draft another map on the same scale as the Qing
maps, likely those that Prince Gong had prepared. These newly drafted maps
and geographical documents reveal a nuanced picture: the Qing delegation
was not merely acquiescent but actively tried to negotiate, despite their lim-
itations.2” Nonetheless, their reliance on foreign maps and limited translation
expertise underlined a significant vulnerability, a weakness that Russia would
later exploit in negotiations over western Xinjiang.

The Qing and Russia finalized the Convention of Peking in late 1860. One of
the crucial elements of this agreement was its second clause, which provided
a framework for demarcating the border of western Xinjiang. The clause stipu-
lates (figure 2):

The border of western Xinjiang remains yet to be determined. The new
boundary should follow the mountain ranges, major rivers, and the garri-

24  “Yixin deng zou jiang Eguo suozhi fenjie ditu chenglan bing geguo heyue yingfou songzhi
xingzai jincheng zhe” ZEET S Z5 KMk B A 43 FUHE B 2 B H S B S A ET A 21T
FEEFE Qingdai Zhong E guanxi dang'an shiliao xuanbian, vol. 3,1028.

25  “Yixin zouwei xianyou bianjie ditu fenbie fajiao shiyong huo cunliu beicha qingxing pian”
ZRETZ= Ry B 1B B 53 I35 A (A S F R RSP R L Qingdai Zhong E guanxi
dang‘an shiliao xuanbian, vol. 3,1045.

26  Babukefu 2}k (Babkov), translated by Wang Zhixiang =2 #H, Wo zai xi Xiboliya

Sfuwu de huiyi AT PEPEAFGE AR ESAY[E]1E (Beijing: Shangwu yinshu guan, 1973), 85—
86.
27  Ibid., 87.

T’OUNG PAO 111 (2025) 749-802



756

OU YANG

FIGURE 2 Zhonghua guochi ditu Efjitf.ﬂuiﬁ’,. (Chinese map of national humilia-
tion)
THIS MAP WAS PRODUCED AND PRINTED BY WUCHANG YAXIN DI-

XUESHE 12 oottt 1N 1931

son locations where Chinese troops are stationed, starting from the fur-
thest border stele erected at Chabindabaga in 1728 (the sixth year of the
Yongzheng era). From there, the border should extend westward to Lake
Zaysan and then move southwest along the Tianshan Mountains to Issyk
Kul, eventually reaching the southern border of the Kokand Khanate.

VS M HEAE Z 257 » BEIRIENRLLIZE ~ RIRZ I R RAE B
T 0 Je—TEE A/ RN ENE) b & E LS Z SR R
o EPEER SRR > AT EIER L R ERR - EE
RS RSR - 28

At its core, both parties concurred that the new border should align with nat-
ural features, adhering to the parameters set in the 1728 Treaty of Kiakhta.
However, while the treaty outlined general principles for border demarca-

tion, it fell short on specifics. For instance, it did not clarify which mountain
ranges should serve as the boundary lines. Moreover, textual discrepancies
between the Chinese and Russian versions introduced further ambiguity. For
example, while the Chinese text indicates that the new border should extend
“westward” to Lake Zaysan, the Russian text specifies “southwestward” (fig-

28

“Zhong E xuzeng tiaoyue,” Zhong E bianjie tiaoyue ji, 28.

T'OUNG PAO 111 (2025) 749-802



THE RISE AND FALL OF EUROPEAN MAPS IN LATE QING DIPLOMACY 757

ure 2).2% These discrepancies arose from mistranslations on the Russian side,
but they also highlight that the Qing lacked sufficient translation expertise at
the time, forcing them to rely solely on Russian translators.30

Similarly, the treaty stated that the border should extend to the southern
boundary of the Kokand Khanate, but it did not specify the exact terminus
along that border.3! This lack of clarity necessitated further negotiations with
on-site representatives to finalize the borderline.32 The third clause also indi-
cated the timing for this survey, which ultimately set the stage for another
round of border negotiations before March 1861. Whose maps should be used
became one of the most controversial issues in this negotiation.

While the Qing court appointed two Manchu officials, Mingyi BHEE (1792—
1868) and Mingxu HH%E (7-1866), to lead the mission, Russia designated Ivan
Babkov as one of their principal negotiators. Before negotiations began, opin-
ions within the Qing ministry were split over the treaty’s terms. Mingyi sub-
mitted a memorial to the court, contending that the treaty specified only three
locations—Chabindabaga, Lake Zaysan, and Issyk-Kul (figure 2)—as reference
points for demarcation. This ambiguity, he argued, left ample room for poten-
tial Russian encroachment on imperial territory.3® Mingyi advocated for con-
ducting comprehensive surveys concurrently with the negotiations and sug-
gested extending the timeline.3* However, the Zongli Yamen 45 {EF ulti-
mately rejected the extension request, urging Mingyi to expedite both the nego-
tiations and the survey process.3?

While no Qing documents shed light on the reactions of the Qing delegates,
Russian accounts indicate that Mingyi and Mingxu were at odds with Beijing.
They contended that the Convention of Peking was unworkable because it had
been “ratified by those in Beijing who were unfamiliar with the frontier.”36 It
appears that the Qing delegates later received partial approval from Beijing
for their initiatives. Russian records note that the Qing negotiators presented a

29  Babukefu, Wo zai xi Xiboliya fuwu de huiyi, 227.

30  Ibid., 264-67. In fact, the Treaty of Peking had clearly specified that the original treaty text
was in Russian: Zhong E bianjie tiaoyue ji, 32.

31  Regarding the rise and fall of the Kokand Khanate, see Laura Newby, The Empire and the
Khanate: A Political History of Qing Relations with Khogand c. 1760-1860 (Leiden; Boston:
Brill, 2005).

32 “Zhong E xuzeng tiaoyue,” Zhong E bianjie tiaoyue ji, 28.

33  Chouban yiwu shimo, Tongzhi chao Z&I 53 75 467R 5] /A% (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju,
2008), vol. 1, 133-34.

34  Ibid., 123.

35  Ibid., 135.

36  Babukefu, Wo zai xi Xiboliya fuwu de huiyi, 223.
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new map that demarcated the border in yellow and instructed the Russians to
use this map during the negotiation.3” Mingyi informed them that discussions
could not proceed based on the convention but would instead be guided by “the
highest command from Beijing and the attached map.” Mingyi further clarified
to Babkov that the garrison line mentioned in the convention was merely an
interior line, while an exterior line existed further west. He insisted that this
exterior line constituted the actual “western border of Jungaria.”38

One of the maps examined by Qing and Russian representatives was likely
the map in figure 3. An annotation on the lower right states: “Investigation of
the northwestern border of the Great Qing by general Mingyi, along with Rus-
sian commissioner and Chuguchak consul Zakharov, and Siberian staff captain
Commissioner Babkov” A ERPH 10 57 & Hh LR B WEH S (R B i e P
SEMCHE B RIS S 755 W S E 1 F S AT E fE. However, this map was
not signed by both delegations, suggesting it was not an official border treaty
map but rather a separate map produced by the Zongli Yamen.3° As seen in fig-
ure 3, a red line extends from Chabindabaga, through the Tianshan mountain
range, and all the way to the Pamir range. This red line likely represents the
border agreed upon in the convention. However, Mingyi and Mingxu rejected
it, arguing that this was merely an interior boundary and that the true, legiti-
mate Qing border lay further west along an exterior line.

As could be expected, Babkov and his Russian colleagues rebuffed Mingyi's
new statement, insisting that the border must be demarcated according to the
convention. Babkov further devalued the Qing map by asserting it was created
by “people who had limited knowledge of cartography.”4? To bolster their argu-
ment, the Russian delegates pointed out that the Qing court had outsourced
map-making tasks to Europeans during the Kangxi and Qianlong eras.*! The
Russians advocated for using their maps as reference points in the negotiations,
claiming that these maps included all the locations and rivers present on the
Qing maps.*2 Despite this, the divide persisted; Mingyi and Mingxu were firmly

37 Ibid, 224.

38  Ibid, 224—25. Regarding the seasonal borderlines, these were established to accommodate
the seasonal migrations of Kazakh nomads, allowing them to move between designated
summer and winter territories. See Benjamin Levey, “Jungar Refugees and the Making of
Empire on Qing China’s Kazakh Frontier, 1759-1773” (Ph.D. diss., Harvard Univ., 2013), 162—
209.

39  Shiluo de jiangyu: Qingji xibei bianjie biangian tiaoyue yutu tezhan 534 5EIE;: 75 ZE7Y
b3 B (R4 B [E55 2 (Taipei: Guoli Gugong bowuyuan, 2010), 17.

40  Babukefu, Wo zai xi Xiboliya fuwu de huiyi, 227.

41 Ibid., 228.

42 Ibid., 228-29.
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FIGURE 3

“Da Qingguo xibei jie yu Eluosi
guo jiaozhi dili tu” K5 EPE L
i LR ZRE S B Sk st EEL
(Geographical map of the north-

Chabindabaga western border between the Great
! Qing and Russia)
2 . SHILUO DE JIANGYU: QINGJI
T XIBEI BIANJIE BIANQIAN

TIAOYUE YUTU TEZHAN 3%
HYEE: AR ILE REE
R4 EE B/ (TAIPEL: GUOLI
GUGONG BOWUYUAN, 2010),
16-17

convinced that reliance on foreign maps would result in a loss of territory for
the empire. This fundamental disagreement led to the suspension of negotia-
tions in 1862.43

The suspension in negotiations lasted for two years, until late 1864, and pro-
vided Russian representatives with an invaluable opportunity to conduct com-
prehensive surveys of western Xinjiang. While the Russians had begun map-
ping efforts in the region as early as the 1830s—focusing on the Kyrgyz and West
Siberian plains—they had not previously been able to survey Qing-controlled
western Xinjiang. By 1861, the Russians had printed 130 maps covering this area,
including a portion of the Qing frontier lands west of Ili and Chuguchak, but
anything farther east remained inaccessible. As a result, Russian cartographic
data at the time relied on the eighteenth-century Kangxi Atlas.**

In this sense, the stalled negotiations in Chuguchak between 1862 and 1864
gave the Russians an opportunity to take a closer look at the region. Babkov
ordered his team to conduct additional surveys. Although the Qing were aware
of these activities, they were largely powerless to intervene due to the debilitat-
ing effects of the Hui Rebellion, which had erupted in 1862, on their governance

43 Ibid, 233.
44  Ibid,, 237-38.
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capabilities. While Mingyi issued threats that Qing reinforcements would soon
arrive at the frontier, the Russians understood that the ongoing civil unrest in
Gansu and Shaanxi had severely undermined Beijing’s ability to project mili-
tary power in the region.*> This situation allowed the Russians the time they
needed to refine their maps before negotiations resumed.

In 1864, the Qing court found itself in a precarious negotiating position.
Russian troops were amassing near the Qing frontier, and the Hui Rebellion
had engulfed the northwestern part of the empire, effectively severing the
link between Beijing and Xinjiang. As a result, negotiations were reluctantly
resumed after discussions between the Russian ambassador and the Zongli
Yamen. Mingyi and his colleagues harbored deep concerns about the poten-
tial loss of territory but were left with no choice but to reengage in talks.#6

In contrast to the intermittent talks over the course of two years, the final
stage of the negotiation concluded rather swiftly within a month. Mingyi sent
four expert officials to scrutinize the new border treaty draft and associated
maps at the Russian trade station.#” The Russian representatives had already
prepared four detailed border maps, scaled at a1to 25 ratio in Russian distance
measurements, and featuring names of mountains, rivers, villages, and cities.*®
After the Qing officials concluded their review, the Russian began drafting the
border treaty in Russian and Manchu. Upon completion, Babkov and Mingyi
ratified the agreement.*® The accelerated pace of the Qing’s negotiation efforts
was influenced by the growing urgency of the Hui Rebellion.?° Under these
precarious conditions, the border was finalized, but this did little to usher in
a lasting peace along the Sino-Russian frontier.>!

45  Ibid., 229-30.

46 Ibid., 270.

47  In 1851, the Qing signed the Treaty of Kulja with Russia, which allowed Russian mer-
chants engaged in trade with the Qing to establish trade stations B )= in both Ili and
Chuguchak, under supervision of Russian representatives: “Zhong E Yili Ta'er baha tai
tongshang zhangcheng” HH (B B EENE 2 B PEFEAE, Zhong E bianjie tiaoyue ji, 16.

48  Babukefu, Wozai xi Xiboliya fuwu de huiyi, 289—90. Regarding the old Russian measure-
ment, see Francois Cardarelli, Encyclopaedia of Scientific Units, Weights and Measures:
Their s1 Equivalences and Origins (London: Springer, 2006), 120—24.

49  Babukefu, Wozai xi Xiboliya fuwu de huiyi, 290.

50  Wu Wanshan 2 H 2, Qingdai xibei huimin qiyi yanjiu 757910 RALZEITSE (Lan-
zhou: Lanzhou daxue chubanshe, 1991), chap. 4 and 5.

51 In1906, the Qing Ministry of Foreign Affairs compiled a catalog of maps specifically for
border affairs. Among them was a map that appears to be the one produced in the 1864
treaty, titled “Hanwen Manwen Ewen xibei bian chuci dingjie tu” J& 2 i S SC g 108
FIR E 5= (First delimitation map of the northwestern border in Chinese, Manchu, and
Russian): Ditu fenbian jianming mulu 3t [& 7345 f&55H H $% (Beijing: Waiwubu, 1906), 15.
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In the years that followed, a significant uprising erupted in Xinjiang in 1865,
building on the momentum of the earlier Hui Rebellion in Gansu and Shanxi.>2
By 1866, the dire situation led Mingxu to commit suicide following a rebel
attack on his office.53 These rebels were not aligned with the East Turkestani
regime, which had garnered support from Great Britain. This foreign involve-
ment alarmed Russia, heightening its concerns about potential British influ-
ence in strategically important Xinjiang.>* In 1871, seizing an opportunity amid
the chaos, Russian troops occupied 1lj, justifying their action as a safeguarding
of mutual interests for the Qing.5% They pledged to return the territory once
stability was restored—a promise put to the test when, against all odds, the
Qing successfully pacified Xinjiang in 1877 under General Zuo Zongtang /=57
# (1812-1885).56 The Qing government, now empowered, demanded the return
of Ilj, setting the stage for further diplomatic engagement led by Chonghou in
the subsequent year.5”

Chonghou’s Failure and Zeng Jize’s “Unfinished” Success

While Chonghou'’s extensive experience in foreign affairs made him the Qing
court’s choice for this delicate mission, his lack of experience in border nego-
tiations led to its ultimate failure. A Manchu noble official, Chonghou was the
first Trade Minister, overseeing matters in the newly established treaty port of
Tianjin. His diplomatic service included a stint as the plenipotentiary ambas-
sador to France during the Tianjin Massacre of 1870.%% His amicable relations
with European ambassadors further recommended him for this complex task.
For the Qing, the priority was to regain control over Ili and western Xinjiang

52 Hodong Kim, Holy War in China: The Muslim Rebellion and State in Chinese Central Asia,
1864-1877 (Stanford: Stanford Univ. Press, 2004), 7.

53  Zuo Zongtang /5%, “Husong gu yuanren Yili jiangjun Changgqing Mingxu yihai huigi
pian” G AHFAE T BB B JE IS ERZ IR , Zuo Zongtang quanji 7eort 4R
(Changsha: Yuelu shushe, 2014), vol. 7, 133-34.

54  Kim, Holy War in China, 116-17.

55  Ibid., 141—43.

56  Immanuel C.Y. Hsti, The Il Crisis; A Study of Sino-Russian Diplomacy, 18711881 (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1965), 32—34.

57  Kim, Holy War in China, 159-78.

58  Arthur W. Hummel, Eminent Chinese of the Ch'ing Period, 1644-1912. Volume I (1943—
1944; rpt. Folkestone, Kent: Global Oriental, 2017), 72—73; Tang Renze, Jingshi beihuan:
Chonghou zhuan, chap. 8. For the first account of the negotiation over the Tianjin Mas-
sacre, see Zhang Deyi 5E1E %%, Suishi Faguo ji fE{# ;4 B50 (Changsha: Hunan renmin
chubanshe, 1982).
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FIGURE 4

“Xibei bian Zhong E di'erci dingjie
tu” PEILEE R —ICE SR

[E. This is the official border map
reflecting the territorial changes
established in the Treaty of Liva-
dia
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while maintaining a good relationship with Russia, making Chonghou seem
like the perfect candidate.

However, Chonghou’s resume masked a crucial shortcoming: he had never
been involved in border negotiations before. Guo Songtao %[}& 75 (1818-1891),
then serving as the minister to France and Great Britain, noted Chonghou’s lack
of a detailed plan. When Guo asked about Chonghou'’s strategy for the upcom-
ing negotiations with Russia, the only answer he received was a vague assertion:
“Ili is so very important. How can we not get it back” {AZLE#r > S HEARUL[E]?
Guo immediately predicted the negotiations would fail.>°

Guo’s prediction proved prescient. Chonghou consented to terms formal-
ized in the 1877 Treaty of Livadia, which returned Ili to the Qing but also ceded
an extensive area west of Ili to Russia. As shown in figure 4, the original Qing
territory west of the Khorgos River and the Tekes River basin lies beyond the
red borderline marking the new boundary. When these developments reached
the Zongli Yamen, Prince Gong was taken aback. The arrangement effectively
neutered Ili’s strategic value, as it would be completely encircled by Russian
territory.6% In a desperate attempt to salvage the situation, the Zongli Yamen
immediately urged Chonghou to stall the negotiations. However, Chonghou
was unyielding in his response: “The agreement has been reached; it is impossi-
ble to renegotiate” £JFEAAE > A% F 5.5 The outcome of Chonghou’s nego-

59  Guo Tingyi F3/ELA, Guo Songtao nianpu F =755 (Taipei: Zhongyang yanjiuyuan,
1971), vol. 2, 817.

60  Hsii, The Ili Crisis, 55-56.

61  “Zongshu zouzhun shi E Chonghou diancheng yiyu E liyue qianya zhe” 458522 4 {5 {f;
= [ REAH B TT QY ZHATHT, Qingji waijiao shiliao JEZEHMAT 323} (Changsha: Hunan

shifan daxue chubanshe, 2015), vol. 2, 322.
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tiation not only infuriated hawkish bureaucrats but also cast doubt on the
establishment’s wisdom, led by Prince Gong, in selecting him for the mission.
A cadre of young officials, including Zhang Zhidong 5& )i (1837-1909), vocif-
erously called for Chonghou’s execution.6? The Qing court promptly acceded
to their demands, sending a clear signal to Russia that China was prepared to
re-engage in negotiations.3 Zeng Jize was appointed to undertake this critical
diplomatic task.

The outcome of Zeng Jize's diplomatic mission saw China reclaim nearly
eighty percent of the territory it had lost to Russia in the Treaty of Livadia. While
research has been done on how the Qing and Zeng Jize leveraged the complex
international relations between Russia and European powers, along with Rus-
sia’s internal unrest, to advance their renegotiation efforts, less attention has
been paid to the type of intelligence Zeng gathered during his stay in Russia.5*
In fact, Zeng had started to collect useful information after he departed for
Europe in 1877. Before leaving China, Zeng informed Empress Dowager Cixi 24
12 (1835-1908) and the young Guangxu Emperor Y44 (r. 1875-1908) that he had
begun to understand Europe through reading books and studying maps.%? This
suggests that even before his appointment as the chief negotiator with Russia
in 1880, Zeng had already recognized the importance of maps—a realization
that Chonghou had lacked.

However, a crucial decision Zeng faced was which map should serve as the
foundational reference for negotiations. Both China and Russia had their maps,
reflecting different cartographic traditions and levels of accuracy. Though
Prince Gong and the Zongli Yamen had acknowledged the precision of Russian
maps, they still insisted on using Qing map in the 1860s negotiation.%¢ Simi-
larly, Chonghou had brought Chinese maps to Russia, but eventually conceded
to use Russian maps for demarcation, as per the Treaty of Livadia.6

62  “Hanlin yuan shidu xueshi Huang Tifang zou Chonghou zhuanshan wuguo qingyi zui zhe”
SR RF SR 1 5 He 7T = R R B AR RS AR RIIT, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 2, 344;
“Sijing ju xima Zhang Zhidong zou yaomeng buke qucong yi zaochou yuwu zhe” 5]4%f5
HeR i 2 A2 B AN AT i BT E RIS T, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 2, 349-52.

63  “Daqing guo da huangdi zhi Eguo shengming Chonghou suoyi tiaoyue weixun yuequan
zhiai nanxing guoshu” AH B A 27 B B BH 5= R Fas R4V & NE S Be T
=, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 2, 360.

64  Hsii, The Ili Crisis, 187.

65  Zeng Jize, Chushi Ying Fa E guo riji H{HE I EHRE] HEC (Changsha: Yuelu shushe, 1985),
7.

66  “Yixin wei wusuli suifen he fenjie xu zouming hou paiyuan qianwang huitong xiangkan
shi zhi E shi zhaohui” 2557 B Sk L4225 o3 FURR AR IR S AT & FIFEE 2L
k(I Er, Qingdai Zhong E guanxi dang’an shiliao xuanbian, vol. 3, 1015.

67  Hsii, The Ili Crisis, 55.
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After reviewing the new boundaries laid out on Russian maps as part of
the treaty, Zuo Zongtang sent a letter to the Zongli Yamen in late 1879, chal-
lenging the map’s accuracy and quality. Zuo Zongtang was a strong advo-
cate for adhering to the border agreement that had originally been negoti-
ated by Mingyi in 1864.68 Challenging the new borders around Ili, Chuguchak,
and Kashgar, he suggested that these did not align with older Chinese maps
and their demarcations. He tasked his frontline officers with scrutinizing old
maps, which revealed that older boundaries, or “zones,” were more dynamic
and would change according to local nomadic movements in different sea-
sons.%?

However, in a subsequent letter, Zuo revised his initial assessment:

On the 28th day, I received the imperial edict and read the letter that
Ambassador Chonghou had sent. According to the Russian War Min-
istry’s map, it largely aligns with Chinese maps. The main difference is
that the Chinese map provides less detail on nomadic movements com-
pared to the Russian map, which offers more specifics in this regard. How-
ever, the Russian map is less detailed when it comes to the locations of
cities, and the directional relationship of these cities are not very accu-
rate, inevitably leading to some discrepancies.

Zth /N H S SR O P RE AT — (55 > IRERE I
REREL T B A & o e o B S SR A T P B I AT - B
AR o MRS IRER (L AL RS BT RN ERE - ARElESE
.H_fc - 70

While it remains unclear which maps Zuo consulted, his later memorial to the
Zongli Yamen shows the revision of his earlier stance, conceding that Russian
maps offered greater detail in depicting nomadic areas.

Nonetheless, in the later memorial, Zuo critiqued Russian cartography for
its insufficient detail on city locations and inaccurate directional data. Zuo
stated:

68  Zuo Zongtang, “Gandu Zuo Zongtang zouchen shuohui Ili shiyi zhe” HE /= 5 Z2 UYL
EIRELZE T, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 2, 326.

69  Zuo Zongtang, “Shang Zongli geguo shiwu yamen” |- 423 & Y ZE 75 {Ei["Y, Zuo Zong-
tang quanji, vol. 3, 501; Anne-Sophie Pratte, “Mapping Pasturelands: The Production of
Geographical Knowledge in Nineteenth-Century Qing Mongolia,” Late Imperial China 43.2
(2022):164-65.

70 Zuo Zongtang, “Shang Zongli geguo shiwu yamen,” Zuo Zongtang quanji, vol. 3, 507.
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In reality, the city of Ili is geographically situated to face Aksu from
the north to the south. However, Russian maps slightly skew Ili toward
the west. Additionally, Russian maps omit the location of Uchturfan.
While Kashgar is actually southwest of Uchturfan, Russian maps mislead-
ingly place it to the west, likely because the maps were drawn based on
commonly used travel routes and their measured distances. Unlike Chi-
nese cartography, which employs the North and South Poles as reference
points—as if viewed from a bird’s-eye perspective—making it easier to
capture an accurate layout, the Russians or Westerners are unfamiliar
with the zhunwang (earth observation) method. As a result, they occa-
sionally make errors concerning directionality.

BRI B vl ek pg AL AHSE - BRI RO 2R fm e v - SO 48
ST - W (HIEH - AAEST R - EKEADRES Y - EMEALT
BB > LGN - A5 TP ELIp LR i Rt > ARIS ML - ST
H o R ERER 2 0% » # AR gt - 7

In this statement, Zuo critiqued Russian cartography for what he perceived to
be inaccuracies and misleading information. He attributed these shortcomings
to a presumed lack of understanding on the Russians’ part of a specific concept
in traditional Chinese cartography: the zhunwang #£% (earth observation)
method.” According to Zuo, it was this lack of familiarity that led the Russians
to produce maps with confused directionality. Zuo’s statement highlights not
only his faith in Chinese cartographic methods but also his ignorance of Euro-
pean cartography—a viewpoint that soon drew opposition from Zeng Jize.

In an 1880 memorial to the court, Zeng Jize asserted that European maps sur-
passed their Chinese counterparts in terms of precision. Zeng argued that Euro-
pean trigonometrical survey methods already included aspects of the zhun-
wang method, albeit grounded in a mathematical model, thus making them
far more accurate. Zeng went on to critique the zhunwang method for its short-
comings: it relied solely on compasses for determining direction and neglected
the earth’s magnetic fields, leading to inaccuracies in determining absolute
north and south directions. Furthermore, the zhunwang method failed to con-

71 Ibid, 507.

72 Xin Deyong ¥={# B8, “Zhunwang shiyi—jiantan Pei Xiu zhitu zhuti zhijian de guanxi yiji
suowei Shen Kuo zhitu liuti wenti” 4 S FE S — FFEFH B E LIS > MR A LA
BT EE I FE L E 7S RS R, Zongxin suoyu: changyang yu xijian yu changjian shu zhijian
R BTAR © MR M BB H 2 7 [ (Beijing: Beijing daxue chubanshe, 2011), 164
99.
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sider time differences across various locations. These factors contributed to
Zeng'’s belief that European cartography was significantly more precise than
its Chinese counterpart.”

Zeng further discredited Zuo’s claims by referencing various maps. These
maps included those from Russia, Great Britain, Germany, Austria, and even
Chinese maps drafted in the early 180oos. None supported Zuo’s assertion
regarding the directional relationship between Aksu and Ili. None of the maps
place Ili west to Aksu, or Aksu facing Ili from the south to the north.7* Instead,
they all suggest that Ili is east to Aksu. Zeng questioned the validity of the map
sources Zuo relied on. Underlying this argument was Zeng’s stance, in which
he advocated for the Qing court to forgo consulting the Qing maps, urging to
mainly use Russian maps for negotiations.

Despite their differing views on cartographic accuracy and the reliability
of various maps, both Zeng and Zuo were united in their overarching goal of
restoring the 1864 border agreement.”® Their individual perspectives were ulti-
mately shaped by the collective strategic aims of the Qing court, which sought
to revert the Sino-Russian border to its 1864 treaty lines and reclaim the entire
region west of Ili.76 The ultimate objective was to negotiate an agreement that
would permanently settle any future border disputes. To prevent a repeat of the
situation where Chonghou unilaterally struck a deal with Russia, the Zongli
Yamen issued Zeng Jize with eighteen detailed instructions, which explicitly
stated that “the border demarcation of the Ili border should follow the 1864
deal that Mingyi had made” &FE 575 > FEIREAEE E 5LE.77 Additionally,
the Zongli Yamen acknowledged that East Turkestan had also entered a bor-
der arrangement with Russia during the 1870s. The Zongli Yamen instructed,
“When Yakub Beg and the Russians demarcated the territory and held to it,
there were still traces of the locations where they set up their posts. There-
fore, our negotiation should be handled accordingly” [l & 82 {# A 251

73 Zeng]Jize, “Lundun zhi zongshu zongban” {HZ EL A& E- 45, Zeng Jize ji (Changsha: Yuelu
shushe, 2008), 166-67.

74 Ibid., 166.

75  Inthe early stage of the border talks, Zeng Jize clearly told the Russian representative that
“Regarding the border of Chuguchak and Kashgar, we could only allow them to be demar-
cated based on the ‘old boundary’” # IS & ~ ETTERE A - HeeliiEeEy:
WEA/NEARIE > FEEHRIERHRR R ATEEEIEET. Zeng Jize, Jinyao choubi
G HHIEESE (Taipei: Shangwu chubanshe, 1964), 7.

76  “Zongshu zou Eguo fenjie tongshang geshi jing shending qianzhu niyi banfa zhe” 44%%
(3RIER] > 5 P 25 SRR 5 | B0 E BB AT, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 2, 372-85. This
instruction was sent out to Zeng Jize before he arrived at St. Petersburg.

77 Ibid., 374.
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SFZRE > HEREEATEATTER T - B E L In essence, the Qing
court was willing to abide by any previous treaty, whether it was the 1864 agree-
ment or the Eastern Turkestan pact, as long as it nullified the Treaty of Lavidia.

Zeng Jize arrived in St. Petersburg on July 30, 1880, with a deliberate strategy
in mind. Not only did he aim to negotiate with Russian delegates, but he also
sought to collect valuable maps. On August 29, 1880, Zeng sent a telegram to
the Zongli Yamen, informing them that he had purchased a Sino-Russian bor-
der map. He noted that although the map was made by the Russians, it featured
annotations in Chinese characters at dozens of locations.”

One might wonder whether Zeng brought any Chinese maps to these pivotal
negotiations. Although Zeng mentioned consulting early-1800s Qing maps in a
memorial disputing Zuo Zongtang'’s views on European cartography, this was
written before his role as the chief negotiator with Russia. Evidence suggests
that Zeng likely did not carry many Chinese maps with him to Russia. While
there is no definitive proof that he left all Chinese maps behind in his Lon-
don office, a later correspondence in 1881 offers some insight. As France began
to exert influence over Tonkin in northern Vietnam, the Qing court consulted
Zeng about the Sino-Vietnamese border. Zeng replied that he could not assist
because he had not brought any Chinese maps with him to Russia, and the Qing
embassy in St. Petersburg did not have the relevant maps.8°

While this correspondence does not definitively prove that Zeng eschewed
Chinese maps during his Russian mission, it strongly suggests that he relied
primarily on European-acquired maps for the Sino-Russian negotiations. This
decision can be attributed to the Qing’s lack of sophisticated cartographic
resources, but it was also facilitated by the expertise within Zeng’s negotia-
tion team, which included three translators and two Europeans capable of
interpreting and translating Russian maps.8! Despite the absence of Chinese
cartographic sources, Zeng’s team possessed the linguistic and technical skills
necessary to effectively utilize European maps in the negotiations.

Although the negotiations in St. Petersburg could be seen as a diplomatic
victory for the Qing, this success was less about effective map usage and more
about recognizing Russia’s vulnerable position following the 1877 Russo-
Turkish War. The Qing government was aware that this conflict in the Mid-

78  Ibid., 374.

79  Zeng Jize, Chushi Ying Fa E guo rifi, 375. It remains unclear whether these Chinese anno-
tations were made by Zeng himself or by other Chinese scholars.

80  Zeng Jize, “Bali zaizhi zongshu zongban” EE 2R P R(AAE 4E Y, Zeng Jize ji, 180.

81 Li Enhan Z2JEU, Zeng Jize de waijiao %4020 YME (Taipei: Zhongyang yanjiuyuan
jindaishi yanjiu suo, 1982), u8.
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dle East had garnered support for the Ottoman empire from Great Britain and
France, creating serious tensions between Russia and its powerful European
neighbors. As early as 1877, Zuo Zongtang had advised the court, saying:

The reason why the British raise the issue of Andijan is that they are con-
cerned that Russian encroachment into the region (figure 5) would be
detrimental to their interests. Russia is in a stalemate with Great Britain
over Turkey. We could restore our old territories through a justified mili-
tary campaign. What grounds could they have for objection? If any unex-
pected dispute or complication arise, we will stand on principles without
bending or compromising.

}\2\%#* EE - Rk EeH > TIARAH - #5FLE
- BLOCAHFY - BRUNIRESEE - LIERE) - ORI LiEE Y ? SR BAN
¥a¥ ReEfaE - (ARG - TRAIERTBEE - 82

This view was commonly held among the Qing’s hawkish faction, a perspective
Zeng Jize was aware of but disagreed with. In a memorial, Zeng Jize ques-
tioned the wisdom of exploiting Russia’s isolation from European powers. Zeng
argued that there was no guarantee that Europeans would not side with Russia
if the Qing declared war over western Xinjiang; Western powers might seize the
opportunity to exploit China despite their own disputes.®3 Zeng believed that
peaceful negotiation was the Qing’s only viable option.

Despite much research framing Zeng’s mission to Russia as a victory, he
never relied on maps to secure this win. For instance, in the midst of negotia-
tions, Yevgeny K. Buytsov, the Russian ambassador to China, argued that Russia
should retain sovereignty over three villages near the Kashgar border:

Zeng: “Regarding the area west of the Tekes River (figure 5), you previ-
ously mentioned there were three Russian villages. Have you had a
chance to look at a map concerning them?”84

82  Zuo Zongtang, “Zunzhi tongchou quanju zhe” ¥ 5 452 518, Zuo Zongtang quanji,
vol. 6, 649.

83  Zeng Jize, “Jingchen guanjian shu” 5[ F5T, Zeng Jize ji, 20.

84  Regarding the transliteration of the Chinese name for the Tekes River, there is variation
among sources. Zeng Jize's meeting minutes and Hong Jun’s map refer to it as “Tiekesi |ii
5e 4T, while other sources such as Zou Daijun’s Map of the Sino-Russian Border (figure 3)
and writing by Xu Jingcheng adhere to court conventions, using “Tekeshi 43 5 1{f7.” For fur-
ther details, see Xu Jingcheng 57575, Xibei bianjie diming yihan kaozheng Fa1E3E 5
HEETEY, in Xu Jingcheng ji 515755 (Hangzhou: Zhejiang guji chubanshe, 2015),
vol. 5,1432.

T'OUNG PAO 111 (2025) 749-802



THE RISE AND FALL OF EUROPEAN MAPS IN LATE QING DIPLOMACY 769

Buytsov: “I have seen a map.”

Zeng: “Could you please point out the locations of those three villages?”

Buytsov hands over a map, points to three villages west of the Tekes
River, and says: “They’re just a small corner.”

Zeng: “Where is the boundary that Mingyi agreed upon?”

Buytsov points to the map and says, “It’s this green line here.”

Zeng: “From what I observe, these areas are not adjacent to the region
west of Ili city. I find it difficult to concede them to you.”

BEEH - W) PEE > HEMSMAANS A it - SEmAAL
EHEA ?
fiw : KEFH -
B - =AFUER > PR AR ?
AR HE K > FEH=AENS T P2 - Ty ES - A B
Z 3 -
B - BHFUEE ?
LitEi=] = P4 we s S
MR - A B B PR AR DS T  REEE
i o 85
This dialogue epitomizes how maps were utilized during the negotiation; only
Russian maps were used to advance border talks. Even the border agreed upon
by Mingyi in 1864 was referenced through Russian maps. It seems unlikely that
Zeng would have gone back to consult Chinese maps. Three days later, Zeng
revisited Buytsov and asked, “A few days ago, there was a map that you showed
us at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Did you draft it yourself or was it purchased
from a bookstore?” Buytsov responded, “It was purchased from a bookstore, just
like the map your esteemed office has on display.”86
This exchange reveals two key points: first, Zeng’s team already possessed
the same map that the Russians used in the negotiation. They had collected
so many maps during their time in Europe—and presumably Russia—that
Zeng did not even remember owning this specific one. Second, the Russians
did not rely on secret, government-exclusive maps; they used publicly available
ones, though it is possible they consulted their own confidential maps with-
out sharing them with Zeng. Zeng’s team was proficient enough to interpret
these maps, which they had purchased themselves. In another meeting focused

85 Zeng Jize, Jinyao choubi, vol. 3,15-16.
86 Zeng Jize, Jinyao choubi, vol. 3, 19.
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FIGURE 5 “Zhong E jiaojie zongtu” 1 {F 32 FL4[E]
ZOU DAIJUN, ZHONG E JIAOJIE XIANGTU AT FLHEE (wu-
CHANG: WUCHANG YAXIN DIXUE SHE, 1911)

on the Qing garrisons, Zeng stated, “From what I understand, it is feasible to
consult the maps and systematically omit sections where Qing garrisons are
densely located” JE B » i FT EBIHEE - R fH a2 R IZ B MR

Buytsov sought to defer this discussion, prompting Zeng to reply, “My only
request is that you send me a copy of the list of the garrisons” HE51H A A K
i BB E A 7] 1787 In summary, both the maps and the geodata for Qing
military stations in western Xinjiang relied on Russian information.

In light of this, it is worth reevaluating whether Zeng Jize’s mission can truly
be deemed a diplomatic victory. On a macro level, the answer seems to be
positive. The Treaty of St. Petersburg allowed the Qing to reclaim a significant
portion of its territory. The 1881 treaty stipulated that the Sino-Russian border
would be restored to its 1864 agreement, effectively returning large swathes of
western Xinjiang to Qing control.

However, a closer examination reveals a more nuanced picture. The 1864
Mingyi border agreement lacked on-the-ground surveys and specific demar-
cations. Essentially, several borders necessitated direct verification by frontier
officials from both sides to collaboratively determine the lines.88 Therefore, the

87  ZengJize, Jinyao choubi, vol. 4, 44.
88 It is worth noting that Mingyi’s 1864 treaty was not the last instance of on-site demarca-
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Treaty of St. Petersburg did not finalize the border; this task was left to frontier
officials in the ensuing years.8° Given this, it is crucial to explore how these
officials negotiated with the Russians on-site. Were Russian maps employed in
these local negotiations in the same way they were during the discussions in
St. Petersburg?

On-Site Border Negotiations in the Early 1880s

In August 1881, China and Russia signed and exchanged a treaty in St. Peters-
burg. By early 1882, the Zongli Yamen had dispatched three teams to collaborate
with Russian officials on a geographical survey of western Xinjiang’s border.
This border was divided into three sectors: Chuguchak, Ili, and Kashgar. Chang-
shun JIH (1839-1904) was assigned to Chuguchak, and Shakedulinzhabu /03¢
HAFLAT (1842—1897) to Kashgar, while another group was designated for the
Ili sector.%% Over the course of two years, from 1882 to 1884, both Qing and Rus-
sian frontier officials determined new borders.

The core question here revolves around the types of maps used during the
negotiations. In fact, a map had already been approved by both the Russian
and Qing states as part of the Treaty of St. Petersburg, and the coordinated
survey missions were conducted based on that map. While we do not know
exactly which map was used, a 1906 border map catalog does not list any maps
explicitly attributed to Zeng Jize’s negotiation. Instead, it includes two maps
specifically linked to Mingyi's 1864 treaty and Chonghou’s 1879 treaty.9! Given
that Zeng’s mission aimed to restore the demarcation established in the 1864
treaty, it is likely that his negotiations did not result in a newly created map.

tion surveys between the Qing and Russia. Negotiations over the Qing’s northern frontier
with Russian Siberia continued intermittently, though they primarily concerned the Mon-
golian frontier. It was not until the Treaty of St. Petersburg that efforts to delineate the
Xinjiang border formally began. For further details on these minor border negotiations,
see Lii Yiran 5 —W4, ed., Zhongguo jindai bianjie shi 37 {LiE 5 5 (Beijing: Ren-
min chubanshe, 2013), vol. 2, 347-59. For border maps related to the negotiations of the
late 1860s and early 1870s, see Shiluo de jiangyu: Qingji xibei bianjie bianqgian tiaoyue yutu
tezhan, 36—48.

89  Zhong E bianjie tiaoyue ji, 54.

90 Qing shilu xinjiang ziliao jilu ;5B §%57 58 2 FHESE, ed. Zhou Xuan [EHET et al. (Wulu-
mugqi: Xinjiang daxue chubanshe, 2017), vol. 8, 4171, 4176 (entries of 1881/6/16 and 1882/9/
14). More on Changshun in Jindaishi suo cang Qingdai mingren gaoben chaoben 3T (X5
BT B X2 AFEAT DA, diji, ed. Yu Heping EEFI°F, vols. 75-81 (Zhengzhou: Daxiang
chubanshe, 2011).

91 Ditu fenbian jianming mulu, 15.
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Instead, the map approved by the Zongli Yamen in 1881 should have been either
similar to or based on Mingyi’s map (figure 3), which had been produced by the
Russians. In fact, a map preserved in the Taipei Palace Museum closely resem-
bles figure 3, differing only in the addition of a few more place names.92 This
suggests that both parties used Russian maps for the on-site demarcation. Once
they reached a consensus on border delineation, they would then draft and
exchange the corresponding maps.%3

The Qing representatives, though divided into three teams overseeing dif-
ferent border sectors, can be broadly classified into two types based on their
backgrounds. One type was Manchu officials stationed in Xinjiang. Another
was Han military leaders who had recently arrived with Zuo Zongtang’s army
in the 1870s. These Han generals, as I will show, were reluctant to cede any ter-
ritory. They critically examined the Russian-derived maps, particularly when
these maps conflicted with Chinese sources and local nomadic testimonies,
challenging the map demarcations approved by the Manchu officials.

Let us examine the actions taken by Manchu delegates and Xiang Army lead-
ers when faced with discrepancies between Qing sources and Russian maps. It
is important to note that despite their high-ranking positions on the frontier,
the Manchu lacked, understandably, detailed knowledge of the local geogra-
phy. In such instances, one option was to consult local low-ranking functionar-
ies. Yet, Changshun expressed concerns regarding the potential influence of
“corrupt” local officials. To counter this, they turned to the map made by Rus-
sians. This approach underscores a notable characteristic: while the Zongli
Yamen provided a map to guide the delegates on-site, there was a discernible
preference for Russian maps over indigenous Qing mappings.9*

However, reliance on foreign maps was not universal among Qing officials. In
late 1882, Shakedulinzhabu concluded negotiations and drafted a border treaty
for the Kashgar sector, which was then forwarded to Liu Jintang Z#f%% (1844
1894 ), the military commander-in-chief of Xinjiang. In April 1883, Liu submitted
amemorial to the throne, highlighting significant issues with the Kashgar bor-
der treaty. He argued that the agreement contravened Mingyi's 1864 border
treaty, which had defined the top ridge of the Kokshaal Range as the border
with Russia 2 JH A 5795 Examining the 1864 treaty map (figure 3), we can

92  “Xibei Zhong E jiaojie tu,” Shiluo de jiangyu: Qingji xibei bianjie biangian tiaoyue yutu
tezhan, 26—27.

93  “Yilijiangjun Jinshun deng zou Zhong E jiewu chongkan junshi zhe” (F 2L B 4 lHE 22
{5k S5 B2 S BT, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 2, 592.

94  Ibid, 591

95  “Xinjiang duban Liu Jintang zou Xinjiang nanjie zhi Gonggu luke difang yichen huajie wei-
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FIGURE 6 “Kashi ga'er Zhong E dingjie tu” {1 R o1 {7 FLIE]
SHILUO DE JIANGYU: QINGJI XIBEI BIANJIE BIANQIAN TIAOYUE
YUTU TEZHAN, 88

clearly see that the red boundary line runs directly across the top of the Kok-
shaal Range.

But what about the map made for the 1882 treaty? On Shakedulinzhabu'’s
1882 map (figure 6)—a Russian-produced map written entirely in Manchu
and Russian, with Chinese place names later added in red annotations—the
boundary line appears similar to that in the 1864 map. So why did Liu Jintang
accuse Shakedulinzhabu of violating the 1864 agreement, resulting in signifi-
cant territorial concessions? The issue did not stem from the Kashgar border
map that both parties had approved but rather from the on-site survey and the
placement of border steles. Some scholars suggest that Shakedulinzhabu and
Russian delegates confused two locations both named “Gongguluke” (Koshaal),
but this claim is incorrect.%® According to Liu, the real issue was that they
placed the stele not on the top of the ridge but at the foot of the Kokshaal Range,
effectively shifting the Qing’s legitimate borderline southward and thereby ced-
ing a portion of the range to Russia. This was not due to the negotiating dele-
gates failing to reach the ridge; according to Shakedulinzhabu’s diary, they did

ding juyue suohuan zhe” 5B E PSSR Z W IR R L2 = B SUH T B2 EIFRR
TEBLZEBET, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 2, 602.

96  Li Zhiqin 7 8, ed., Xiyu shidi sanzhong ziliao jiaozhu PG 5 1 = FEEORME I+
(Wulumugi: Xinjiang renmin chubanshe, 2012), 138, 148.
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successfully climb to the top area, despite the considerable difficulty.9” How-
ever, they ultimately agreed to place the marker at the foot of the mountain,
which Liu warned posed a serious strategic threat by compromising Qing con-
trol over the route to Ili. The Kokshaal Range, he emphasized, was a crucial
junction linking Ili in the north with Uchturfan and Aksu in the south. The
loss of this territory, he contended, weakened Ili's geo-strategic position and
disrupted regional connectivity. To support his claims, Liu referenced Mingyi’s
1864 treaty, Zeng Jize's treaty, and Qing official sources, all of which consistently
marked the top of Kokshaal Range as the official border, with its southern part
belonging to Qing territory.%8

Another controversial point in the Kashgar treaty concerned Irkeshtam (fig-
ure 8). Later the same year, Zhang Yao 5 (1832—1891), an officer of the Xiang
Army, submitted a memorial to Beijing highlighting a critical issue with the
agreement made by Shakedulinzhabu.®® The agreement proposed setting up a
border marker at Irkeshtam, a location where Russian influence was increas-
ing.190 Zhang pointed out that this demarcation deeply distressed the indige-
nous nomadic communities, as it bisected their ancestral grazing lands in Terek
Dawan (figure 7), abundant in water and vegetation. He emphasized that the
new demarcation would sever these native people from their essential means
of livelihood.1°! Zhang further contended that, in accordance with the treaty
negotiated by Zeng Jize, the new border should align with the “territory cur-
rently under administration” J7& 7 #f], and he asserted that Irkeshtam was, at
the moment, under Qing administration.!°2 Consequently, Zhang Yao created
an alternative map and submitted it to the imperial court, arguing that Mingyi’s

97  Shakedulinzhabu, Nanjiang kanjie riji tushuo B 38 &1 5% H 5C B35, in Li Zhiqin, Xiyu shidi
sanzhong ziliao jiaozhu, 112.

98  “Xinjiang duban Liu Jintang zou Xinjiang nanjie zhi Gonggu luke difang yichen huajie wei-
ding juyue suohuan zhe,” Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 2, 602.

99  About Zhang Yao’s life and career, see Zhang Huaigong 55 {%#% and Zhang Ming 5
#, Qing Qinguo gong Zhang Yao nianpu J5 15/ \REIEESE (Hangzhou: Zhejiang guji
chubanshe, 2009).

100 Morrison, The Russian Conquest of Central Asia.

101 “Hami bangban dachen Changshun zou kanfen Xinjiang nanduan jiewu zhe” I 283 ¥t
KE-BIEZ 85757 58 5 B FL BT, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 2, 709. The placename
“Terek Dawan” is used following Aurel Stein’s (1862—-1943) map. For more details, see Stein’s
map collection of Xinjiang and Gansu, available on the “Mountains of Central Asia Digital
Dataset” website (“Sheet No. o5 Terek Dawan”): https://pahar.in/94-maps-of-chinese-turk
istan-and-kansu-by-stein-253-k-scale/, last accessed February 7th, 2025.

102 “Hami bangban dachen Changshun zou kanfen Xinjiang nanduan jiewu zhe,” Qingji wai-

jtao shiliao, vol. 2, 709.
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FIGURE 7  The geography of Altishahr
HONG JUN, ZHONG E JIAOJIE QUANTU (1890)

map approved by the Zongli Yamen contained inaccuracies.!®® The new map
featured a revised borderline, which Zhang believed to be more appropriate.

The term “territory currently under administration” originated from one of
Zeng Jize’s treaty stipulations. The ninth stipulation reads:

The border areas between Russia’s Ferghana Province and the western
side of China’s Kashgar will also be inspected by commissioners
appointed by both states. The demarcation will be based on the territory
currently under administration by the two states, and border markers will
be established accordingly.

(RIS < B - B o B (B B PEAE S SR T TR BT R A
SEEERR) > RWEERE 2 FHEE - Za5E - 104

According to Zeng Jize’s testimony, the term “territory currently under admin-
istration” was introduced because Zeng sought to revert to the 1864 agreement
rather than adhere to Chonghou’s terms. The 1864 agreement, however, lacked
comprehensive demarcation details. Thus, during the negotiations, Zeng pro-
posed reverting to the 1864 agreement, suggesting that for indeterminate areas

103 Ibid.
104 Zhong E bianjie tiaoyue ji, 55.
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like the region west of Kashgar, the borders should be jointly determined by
frontier commissioners from both sides.1%% Initially, Russia was reluctant to
accept this proposal but eventually agreed, provided that Qing would cover the
costs of Russia’s military occupation of Ili city.

This was reflected in a dialogue between Zeng and Buytsov:

Buytsov: “Let’s put this aside for now. First, in the ninth clause, we
should discuss moving the part about the timing and location of the
commissioners’ meeting to an earlier part, and shifting the part on
the appointment of commissioners to a later part. Following that, we
address the Kashgar sector. It should be noted that both nations will
appoint commissioners to jointly survey the border areas between
Ferghana province and Kashgar”

Zeng: “Will this survey be based on the principle of ‘territory currently
under administration’?”

Buytsov: “It is not necessary to state that explicitly. We'll simply docu-
ment it as a determination according to the existing borders of both
states. Do you grasp the implication, sir? This inherently means a
demarcation based on ‘territory currently under administration.””

Zeng: ‘I am indifferent to the underlying implication. However, I will
concur on the condition that the treaty specifies the Kashgar border
is to be delineated through a joint survey by appointed commission-
ers from both sides.”

iz + DRI SeslEE IR R B SIS H > B RSAERT -
AL Z IR SRR Z B BAEIR - MHIEERIESR - IREE T4
B (T pRHt 2 5 > EDRA R &) -

MEEH - B RRE A ?

iz AR AR EE - BERERRILE S ? LR IRR
B2

HEEH  TAmEMERE B HWEIRA B GEIRTE - FHtH]
LX%JTE - 106

The rationale for adopting the notion of “territory currently under administra-
tion” emerged primarily because both sides lacked precise geographical data
of those border sectors. In an earlier conversation, when a Russian official hes-
itated to agree to the 1864 Mingyi agreement and questioned Zeng about the

105 Zeng Jize, Jinyao choubi, vol. 3, 4-5.
106 Ibid., vol. 3, 20.
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availability of a map of the Kashgar sector, Zeng responded, “I do not have a
Chinese map at hand. The only map available here is one drawn by the mili-
tary, based on Yakub Beg’s regime. However, this map includes parts of what
is now Russian territory, which clearly deviates from the border treaty estab-
lished by General Mingyi” & £H - Lt o B E > A EHE AT (7 % ha it ]
T e LB g HE - IR 2 M - B R S ARt T - B
BB FREYA &3.107 Eventually, in the absence of detailed maps of the Kashgar
border, both parties agreed to utilize “territory currently under administration”
as their guiding principle for demarcation.

Consequently, the crux of the issue lay in the differing interpretations of
the term “territory currently under administration.” While Xiang Army offi-
cers like Liu Jintang and Zhang Yao contended that portions of territory under
Qing administration were being ceded to Russia, other frontier officials, such
as Changshun and Shakedulinzhabu, aligned with the Russian viewpoint. In
a memorial, Changshun asserted that the new border around Kokshaal Range
(figure 6) was demarcated accurately.1°® Changshun also defended Shakedulin-
zhabu’s actions, stating that he correctly delineated the Sino-Russian border
in accordance with the map endorsed by the Zongli Yamen.19® Additionally,
Changshun dismissed the strategic significance of Irkeshtam, describing it as
merely a location “isolated in a corner” f{#&—[f&.1"° The Manchu represen-
tative conceded only that the redrawing of borders resulted in the cession of
Terek Dawan to Russia. However, Changshun downplayed the loss of Terek
Dawan, citing its lack of strategic value and the availability of alternative graz-
ing lands for local nomads.

Furthermore, Changshun vehemently disagreed with Zhang Yao's report. He
was “completely shocked” [ 2 5845 upon reviewing Zhang’s memorial,
recalling that Zhang was present during the negotiations, where it was agreed
to adhere to the treaty map’s red line for border demarcation.!! As shown in
figure 8, the treaty map delineates the border along Irkeshtam, west of Kash-
gar, without including Terek Dawan in Qing territory. Given that both sides
had already agreed on this borderline, Changshun feared that deviating from

107 Zeng Jize, Jinyao choubi, vol. 3, 5.

108  “Yili jiangjun Jinshun deng zou huitong Eshi kanfen Xinjiang nanjie zhe” {2 # < I
55 28 i e (R 530 B SR ST, Qngji waiao shiliao, vol. 2, 773,

109 “Zongshu zouzun yi Kashi gaer xibian jiewu qingxing zhe” 4555 Z2 /85 1 (T 1E R FH 18
FBBETEAT, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 3, 927.

110 “Yili jiangjun Jinshun zou chaming nanlu Kashi ga'er xibian jiewu qingxing zhe”
H A NFZ AR RS I8 B P58 SRS TS TEAIT, Qingji wagjiao shiliao, vol. 3, 870.

111 “Hami bangban dachen Changshun zou Zhong E nanlu huajie haowu chuancuo zhe” #5

R RIAZ TR ES E L2 EAEHHT, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 2, 719~2o.
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FIGURE 8

Map of southern section of
Kashgar border 37 58 1% {115
B ik B S U

SHILUO DE JIANGYU: QINGJI
XIBEI BIANJIE BIANQIAN
TIAOYUE YUTU TEZHAN, 92—
93

this line would lead to further territorial losses for the Qing, since the Russians
might then press claims to territories under Qing administration. Changshun
further accused Zhang Yao of submitting a map with an alternate border line,
differing from the one approved by the Zongli Yamen in the treaty. The Manchu
representative charged Zhang Yao with fabricating an erroneous boundary,
potentially undermining the Qing’s international credibility.12

Changshun underscored that the outcome of this new border negotiation
was “a net gain without loss” 57542 for the Qing, a view also supported by
Jinshun </I5 (?—1886), the Ili General, who held the highest office in these fron-
tier negotiations.! Jinshun reported to the Zongli Yamen that, according to
the original map by Zeng Jize, the results indeed represented “a net gain with-
outloss.” Subsequently, Liu Jintang moderated his assertive position, conceding
that Irkeshtam was not a strategically vital frontier location.! Ultimately, the

112 Ibid,, 720.

113 “Hamibangban dachen Changshun zou kanfen Xinjiang nanduan jiewu zhe,” Qingji wai-
jiao shiliao, vol. 2, 710.

114 “Yili jiangjun Jinshun zou chaming nanlu Kashi ga'er xibian jiewu qingxing zhe,” Qingji
waijiao shiliao, vol. 3, 870.
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Zongli Yamen concluded that, given the installed border signs, initiating a new
negotiation would be overly burdensome and risk provoking Russia to demand
additional territory from China. Therefore, the Qing court deemed further rene-
gotiation unnecessary.!13

In fact, Zeng Jize’s early account suggests that the red line demarcated on
the approved map was intended to be temporary, pending an actual on-site
survey. However, the Russian delegates insisted on the authority of the Russian-
derived map, advocating for the establishment of border steles based on this
provisional line. From the Qing court’s perspective, some territory loss to Rus-
sia was seen as an acceptable compromise, primarily aimed at restoring control
over Ili and its neighboring areas. Manchu officials viewed this re-demarcation
as a benign concession. Conversely, the Han military leadership sought to
maximize territorial gains, demonstrating a strong commitment to maintain-
ing “Chinese territory” Although Liu Jintang eventually relented on his origi-
nal proposal, the sentiment of protecting “old Chinese territory” was further
reflected in the Han literati’s growing intolerance toward using foreign maps, as
they increasingly perceived such reliance as detrimental to “national” interests.

The Question of the “Chinese Old Borders”

Aswe have seen in the series of border negotiations with Russia since the 1860s,
what counted as the territory of “China” or “the Great Qing” emerged as a com-
plex issue.l'6 In the 1880s, the debate concerning the western Xinjiang border
centered on the concept of “territory under current administration.” This raised
questions about whether Qing territory was defined by the areas where the
Qing could exert political and military influence, or by the territories outlined
in the 1864 treaty, over which the empire had little substantial control. Han
political elites like Zeng Jize, Liu Jintang, and Zhang Yao argued that any treaty-
defined territory should be recognized as Qing lands. Conversely, Manchu offi-
cials such as Changshun, Jinshun, and Shakedulinzhabu contended that ter-
ritories without strategic importance and substantial Qing control could be
relinquished in the course of on-the-ground negotiations. This debate was not

115 “Zongshu zouzun yi Kashi ga'er xibian qingxing zhe,” Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 3, 928.

116  The eighteenth-century Qing maps were also complex but in a different way. Cams illus-
trates how these atlases, such as the one from the Yongzheng era, depicted the Qing’s
northwestern expansion towards Jungharia by presenting a borderless or “open-ended”
northwestern frontier, suggesting an ongoing territorial expansion. Mario Cams, “Reimag-
ining Qing Space: Yongzheng’s Eurasian Atlas (1727-29),” Late Imperial China 42.1 (2021):
122.
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unique to the northern and western frontiers; similar discussions occurred dur-
ing negotiations with France over the Sino-Vietnamese border, where the con-
cept of “Chinese territory” was similarly contested.!'”

Zhang Zhidong, the incumbent Liangguang governor general who was one
of the important persons behind the negotiations with France, was no longer
satisfied with merely defending the territories under direct Qing control.!'® He
sought to define “China” more broadly, incorporating historical claims from
previous dynasties. During these discussions, the significant notion of the “Chi-
nese old borders” was further conceptualized.

Before diving into this notion, I should briefly explain my choice of trans-
lation. The proper translation of Zhongguo has been a subject of contentious
debate, particularly regarding whether the Qing should be considered China.
This debate centers on the complex identity of the Manchu rulers who presided
over the last imperial dynasty of “China’'® However, recent scholarship
beyond Qing and modern Chinese history has also observed a rising sense of
Zhongguo dating back to the Song dynasty. This concept was not only an eth-
nic and cultural marker differentiating the Song from its powerful northern
neighbors but also a political-spatial idea asserting the existence of Zhongguo
as a distinct space.12? While this notion was disrupted by the Mongol conquest
in the thirteenth century, it resurfaced during the Ming period, when Zhong-
guo frequently appeared in contexts involving interactions with the Mongols
and later the Manchus.!?! The meaning of Zhongguo became even more com-

117 Robert David Sack, Human Territoriality: Its Theory and History (Cambridge: Cambridge
Univ. Press, 1986), 5; Winichakul, Siam Mapped, 16-17.

118 About Zhang's tenure as the Liangguang governor general (1884-1889), see Wu Jianjie 5
@R, ed., Zhang Zhidong nianpu changbian 5t 2 45554 (Shanghai: Shanghai Jiao-
tong daxue chubanshe, 2009), 17-243.

119 There is a vast body of scholarship on this topic, so it would be impossible to cite all of
it here. For brief overviews of the historiography, see Gang Zhao, “Reinventing China:
Imperial Qing Ideology and the Rise of Modern Chinese National Identity in the Early
Twentieth Century,” Modern China 32.1 (2006 ): 3—5; Matthew Mosca, “Neither Chinese Nor
Outsiders: Yi and Non-Yi in the Qing Imperial Worldview,” Asia Major 33.1 (2020): 103-8;
Ruth W. Dunnell, ed., New Qing Imperial History: The Making of Inner Asian Empire at Qing
Chengde (London: Routledge, 2004), 1-11.

120 Nicolas Tackett, The Origins of the Chinese Nation: Song China and the Forging of an East
Asian World Order (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 2017), chap. 4.

121 Kishimoto Mio j£ /K354, “‘Chiigoku’ no koto—Meimatsu no bunsho shoshiki ni miru
kokka ishiki no ichimen” " Hh[E | DIETE KD ZERICH 3 =540
—{HI T, Tohogaku B8} 18 (2009): 1-21; Kishimoto Mio, “Zhongguo’ he ‘waiguo’—
Ming Qing liang dai lishi wenxian zhong sheji guojia yu duiwai guanxi de yongyu” " 1
o A0 TANE ) BETE R AR S STk R B S B S MR (A PR, in Fuan de
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plex during the Qing period, as Manchu rulers carefully preserved their eth-
nic identity and cultural practices while deliberately expanding the definition
of Zhongguo into a multiethnic framework.1?2 While the term may have car-
ried complex meanings for the Manchu ruling elites and Mongol aristocrats
before the mid-1800s, those immersed in Han cultural traditions and historical
consciousness often understood Zhongguo in a spatial sense. Based on these
considerations, I choose to translate Zhongguo laojie as “Chinese old borders,”
which encapsulates its politico-spatial connotation.

The term “Chinese old borders” became a contentious point primarily due
to the 1885 Treaty of Tianjin between the Qing and France. Article three of the
treaty specifically dictated the need for both parties to launch negotiations over
the borderlines between the Qing empire and the Nguyén kingdom:

Within an interval of six months from the signature of the present treaty,
designated commissioners will go to delineate the frontier between China
and Bac Ky (Tonkin). They will place, wherever there is need, bound-
ary markers designed to clearly delineate the line of demarcation. In the
case where they cannot agree among themselves on the placement of the
markers or on the rectifications of detail in the current borderline of Bic
Ky which it may be necessary to make in the common interest of both
parties, they will refer it to their respective governments.

H L KETEY I Z 1% Bﬁﬁflﬁiﬁlﬂ  JER T~ EMEEIRE A
UL o BB AL ST S SR AT o & [FEE SR o e S SRR EE B Y
F > BT HhEe T EEE - DASIR ZFTfE - SRR AT > BN LT
BAEZS %}%ﬁﬁﬁzﬂi DU A FA 2 > B R A S - S
ZNAZNER

While this treaty clause is concise, the interpretations by Qing and French
delegates sharply diverged. The phrase “on the rectifications of detail in the
current borderline of Bac Ky” became a major point of controversy. The French

lishi: Dang’an kaojue yu Qing shi yanjiu Z2ZE M FESE © FEZEHHEBLE 15T, ed. Chen
Xiyuan [#EE%E (Taipei: Zhongyang yanjiuyuan, 2013), vol. 2, 357-93.

122 Mark C. Elliott, The Manchu Way: The Eight Banners and Ethnic Identity in Late Impe-
rial China (Stanford: Stanford Univ. Press, 2001); Mosca, “Neither Chinese Nor Outsiders”;
Zhao, “Reinventing China”; Nicola Di Cosmo, “Qing Colonial Administration in Inner Asia,”
International History Review 20.2 (1998): 287—309.

123 “Zhong Fa Yuenan tiaoyue” [ERE S {6:&Y, Zhongguo jindai shi ziliao congkan: Zhong Fa
zhanzheng TERFT (LS ERIE#E T ¢ 1)A8L T (Shanghai: Shanghai renmin chubanshe,
1957), vol. 7, 423.
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viewed this statement as conditional, implying that any slight rectification to
the Tonkin borderline would necessitate a referral back to their respective gov-
ernments for approval. Conversely, the Qing interpretation viewed the clause
as a directive, where rectifications outlined in the treaty were to be imple-
mented. Consequently, the debate centered around defining what the “current
borderline of Bic Ky” was, with Qing representatives arguing that territorial
rectification stipulated in the treaty—i.e. “on the rectifications of detail in the
current borderline of Bic Ky"—should be enacted. With this interpretation, the
Qing representatives focused on defining the “current borderline of Bac Ky” as
stipulated by the treaty.'>* However, the term itself evolved through the course
of communications among Qing officials, eventually mingling with the term
“old borders.”

Before the Sino-French negotiations began in mid-188s, the terms “Zhong-
guo” 1 (China) and “laojie/jiujie” £ 5 /& 5 (old borders) each had a long-
standing presence in the Qing documents.!?> The term “laojie/jiujie” typically
referred to territories historically part of China but no longer under current
administration.1?6 The combined term Zhongguo lagjie first emerged in diplo-
matic discussions, introduced not by the Qing but by French diplomat Arthur

124 Caleb Ford, “Negotiating Sovereignty on the Sino-Vietnamese Frontier: Late-Qing Foreign
Policy and the Mapping of the Chinese Nation” (Ph.D. diss., Univ. of California, Berkeley,
2021), 49-55. For more details about how the Qing commission argued for the validity of
territorial rectification, see Faguo dang’an zhong de Qingmo Zhong Fa (Zhong Yue bian jie)
huajie shiliao xuanbian JEBFEZEFHVERFIE (HREEFR ) EAR SRS (Bei-
jing: Shehui kexue wenxian chubanshe, 2016), vol. 2, 665-8o.

125 I utilized two major databases for this search: Zhongguo jiben guji ziliaoku 1 [5{ZEE A
T #EE P} E (Chinese Classic Ancient Books) and Hanji dianzi wenxian ziliaoku &
BT ek & e (Scripta Sinica). Both databases yielded multiple entries for the terms
“Zhongguo,” “laojie,” and “jiujie.” However, when these terms were combined as “Zhongguo
laojie” or “Zhongguo jiujie,” the results were notably sparse. The Hanji database returned
only one entry, from an 1863 memorandum to Russia found in Chouban yiwu shimo, con-
cerning the border delineation of Xinjiang. The Jiben guji database only recorded usage
by Zhang Zhidong. This pattern suggests that the term “Chinese old borders” emerged as
a diplomatic term in interactions with European powers, particularly in the latter half of
the nineteenth century.

126 Many entries in the Qing shilu 5 §% discuss “lacjie/jiujie,” primarily in the context of
negotiations with neighboring states, though the term’s application varies. For instance, a
1723 memorial from the Yungui Governor General to the throne notes: “The Kaihua prefec-
ture in Yunnan province borders Vietnam. There, territories once old territory of the inner
land (neidi jiujing) have been lost to Vietnam ... When discussing the old borders ( jiu-

Jjie), we should fully reclaim those areas, spanning 240 li” ZEFFFA{LJFF > EHLAZ -7 -
AP > RAKL ... FEm ST - MR U258 > BURHUEL: Shizong
xian huangdi shilu MHEEENE#E, vol. 31, Yongzheng 3rd year, fourth month, twenty-
second day (Hanji database).
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Tricou during a 1883 discussion with Li Hongzhang. Tricou proposed that
France wanted the Qing to retreat their border by 10 li to align with the range
of gunfire, which led to significant disputes. The exact French term Tricou used
remains unclear, but Li Hongzhang’s translation referred to it as “Zhongguo
jiujie.”'27 This term was not a major point of contention in their initial commu-
nications before the outbreak of war. However, after the armistice in mid-188s,
the “Chinese old borders” became a significant issue during subsequent nego-
tiations.

This contest over how to interpret the “current borderline of Bac Ky” was
primarily an internal one between the court and its Han officials rather than
between the Qing and the French. In early 1886, recognizing that frontline
negotiations had stalled due to conflicting treaty interpretations, the Grand
Council sent a critical telegram to Deng Chengxiu 7&K (1841-1892), who
was leading the negotiation along the Guangdong border. In the earliest edict,
the court specifically used “yuanjie” [ 55 (original border) to refer to “the cur-
rent borderline of Bic Ky” in the treaty’s clause, indicating its intent to survey
the “original border” first.128 However, in subsequent telegraphs, Deng changed
to use “yuanjie,” “laojie,” and “jiujie,” reflecting the interchangeability of these
terms within Qing communications.’?® From the French perspective, these
variations in terminology appeared to be minor manipulations by the Qing
side. As a result, the French consistently maintained that adjustments should
be confined to the “current borderline” of Tonkin. However, the Qing delegation
argued that any rectifications should align with the treaty, effectively correct-
ing the “current borderline” to align with the historically recognized “Chinese
old borders.”3° For Zhang, the most pressing task was to delineate the extent
of Chinese sovereignty as historically defined.

In late 1886, after completing a thorough survey of evidence from both pre-
vious dynasties and the Qing era, Zhang Zhidong submitted a detailed report
to the Zongli Yamen, proposing a strategy to advocate for the “old borders.” In
the memorial, Zhang included references to four distinct boundary lines on a
map. Zhang’s original map is not accessible, but his memorial details the loca-

127 Li Hongzhang, “Zhi zongshu shu zhengjie” (444l F 5, Li Hongzhang quanji 22182
=Y (Hefei: Anhui jiaoyu chubanshe, 2008), vol. 33, 274.

128 “Junjichu ji banli kanjie shiyi Deng Chengxiu deng dianzhi” B 27 HFEH &) 5L 55 H 81F
HEIBEEE 5, Zhongguo jindai shi ziliao congkan: Zhong Fa zhanzheng, vol. 7, 45.

129 “Banli kanjie shiyi Deng Chenxiu deng dian” ¥ &l 5 =5 B Bl K (% % 88; “Zhili zongdu
Li Hongzhang dian” E A4 E A2IREEEE, Zhongguo jindai shi ziliao congkan: Zhong Fa
zhanzheng, vol. 7, 44, 45, 47.

130 Jindai shi suocang Qingdai minren gaoben chaoben: Zhang Zhidong dang FANANEIE
RBAEAIPA © 55 2 JFFE (Zhengzhou: Daxiang chubanshe, 2013), vol. 26, 676—77.
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tions each boundary line encompasses.!3! Our focus here is not to fully dissect
Zhang's descriptions in depth but to highlight his strategic approach to negoti-
ating for expanded borderlands. Zhang noted:

While the first boundary line could not be immediately demarcated and
restored, in the second and third boundary lines, we can still retain the
Shiwan dashan mountain and the area of Sanbuyaodi to the northwest. To
the southeast, we can include Baotanxia and Hehui, extending to Méng
Céi and Jiangping. On the coastal side, we can retain areas such as Kuaizi
Long, Qingmaitou, Fudamen, and Jiutoushan. This preserves strategically
important locations from the past, and the boundaries will be clearer. This
arrangement aligns with ministerial records from the Yongzheng era as
well as tax and educational records from the Qianlong, Daoguang, and
Tongzhi eras.

NS — 4R SR BRI TEIE > HE T - SH=F4R > a5
KU~ ZARZEMAEN - REFERVEE T ~ Jatg » TRE5EE - TTVE
W e R TR - BRI - BIRFT ~ JUBEIEN - mFE H Kk
e ﬁﬁﬁ/ffﬁ?&%ﬁﬂ B IEAERIEREE - W21 ~ DT ~ [FVALIARI TS
fRBE - ERREA E’Fﬁ%ﬂfﬁﬁ o 132

While Zhang Zhidong’s claim initially extended to territories recorded under
the Han, Tang, and Ming dynasties, it ultimately emphasized alighment with
Qing administrative realities.!33 From Zhang’s perspective, the identification
of “old Chinese” territories was based not only on historical evidence but also
conformed to contemporary Qing realities. Thus, his proposal transcended
simple territorial claims; it was a sophisticated strategy designed to maxi-
mize Qing interests on the frontier. This strategy focused on securing mili-
tary strategic points essential for defending against foreign incursions via Viet-
nam.

131 The 1906 catalogue of the border map archive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs lists
numerous border maps related to Sino-French negotiations over the Vietnamese bor-
der. However, Zhang's four-line map is absent. This omission is likely due to the fact that
Zhang's map was an informal product of his team and was never officially approved by
the court. As a result, it was not preserved in the official archive, rendering it inaccessible
to modern historians: Ditu fenbian jianming mulu, 36—50.

132 Zhang Zhidong, “Bianren Qinzhou laojie huitu liezheng qingzhi chibian zhe” HFE I
E 5B YE55E 5 85FHE, Zhang Zhidong quanji, vol. 1, 448-49.

133 Ibid., 446—47.
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Nonetheless, Beijing was quite dissatisfied with the approach taken by
Zhang Zhidong. In a critical telegraphic edict, the court condemned the per-
formance of both Zhang and Deng:

However, what is referred to as the “old borders” (by the court) pertains
to the current Sino-Vietnamese boundaries and does not indiscriminately
include all territories of Vietnam that were once part of China’s lands in
history. Zhang Zhidong, due to Deng Chengxiu’s talk of inspecting the old
borders, extensively researched books, drew maps and made illustrations.
He diligently collected everything that could serve as evidence from his-
torical records and old tales. However, the areas indicated in (Zhang’s)
map largely correspond to Vietnam'’s current borders. The lands that have
not been recognized for over two hundred years, which now fall under
French protection, cannot be entirely returned to us, as anticipated by the
court. Therefore, when Wang Zhichun first arrived, he sought to reassure
the Vietnamese people that territories originally under our empire’s juris-
diction would be reclaimed. However, the court has specifically cautioned
against such promises to prevent the Vietnamese from submitting to Qing
authority, and to avoid any incidents that might cause trouble. The court
repeatedly emphasizes the futility of territorial expansion and the poten-
tial dangers it poses. In addition to telegraphed instructions, an edict was
sent, yet the governor general and his colleagues failed to respond to these
directives. The court’s deeper intentions are not fully comprehended or
respected by them. They remain fixated on their original agenda, lead-
ing to unsuccessful negotiations over Jiangping and giving the French an
opportunity to dispute the Bach Long Vi section.

SRR EE S > PRI S o MR Rt 8 A o B i [
—BARA > R ZARB KA EE R 28 - EEEEEE - @l
fhE o JLATSREER] > —RfERERE o EARE > EAKEEL |
A TR HEE - KA - DI HERFE R - SAER
ERGERBEER BN AZIA o SRR - BN 2R
IEF > HERRGKE > AATRIRE 258 - Rt REGANT > 5%
Hli WA s - REZEYT > KEFRE - EEZIN 0 JILEH
s S EERREILE o T EZE - PIERE - ARG
BB AR - DABCT PR - AEERARL > KRR e —E
ZYHE o 134

134 “Junjichu ji banli kanjie shiyi Deng Chengxiu deng dianzhi” B 2y FHE S S H 8
HEAEZE T 5, Zhongguo jindai shi ziliao congkan: Zhong Fa zhanzheng, vol. 7,104-s5.
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This critique of Zhang’s plan exposed the court’s frustration with the widening
gap between its officials’ understanding of borders and the court’s stance. For
Zhang and Deng, the term “old borders” included territories once controlled by
any “Chinese” dynasty, such as the Han and Tang as well as the Qing. Yet, the
Manchu court argued that “old borders” should only refer to the “current” Qing
borders with Vietnam.

Why did the Qing court refer to the “current” borders as “old”? As I have
shown, the term used was not “laojie” (old borders) but “yuanjie” (original
borders), referencing the eighteenth-century boundaries.3> Due to practical
challenges, such as establishing military patrols, Qing troops were often posi-
tioned slightly away from these official lines, creating gaps in territorial con-
trol.13¢ Over time, Vietnamese authorities extended their influence into these
loosely controlled areas, effectively governing regions that, by treaty, should
have belonged to the Qing.!37

As we have seen, the term “yuanjie” gradually shifted to “laojie” in the Qing
communications. Beijing did not oppose this change of terminology, but the
intended reference was to borders established during this “current” Qing
dynasty. From the court’s perspective, these areas were still part of the “current”
Qing borders, even though local Qing authorities did not actively administer
the areas. This dual perspective led to a confusing usage of the terms “current”
and “old” borders.

However, Han officials like Zhang Zhidong and Deng Chengxiu saw the use
of the term “old borders” as an opportunity to reclaim territories considered
historically “Chinese,” beyond the Qing’s direct control. Thus, the varying inter-
pretations of “old borders” by the Qing court and its Han officials highlighted
notjust a political struggle over territorial claims but also a deeper internal con-
flict over the definition of “Chinese” territory. While Zhang explained that his
strategy was intended to create bargaining room in negotiations, he admitted
that Deng did not fully implement this plan. Instead, Deng’s negotiations relied
more on sources like local Chinese gazetteers and British and French maps,
influenced by external pressures from both the French and Beijing.138

In other words, Zhang's approach to invoking historical claims from previous
Chinese dynasties was ultimately not adopted by both his fellow Qing nego-

135 John E. Wills Jr,, “Functional, Not Fossilized: Qing Tribute Relations with Dai Viét (Viet-
nam) and Siam (Thailand), 1700-1820,” T'oung Pao 98.4—5 (2012): 457—64.

136 Xiao Dehao FE{EE, ed., Zhong Yue bianjie lishi ziliao xuanbian ks FLFE S &) 58
45 (Beijing: Shehui kexue wenxian chubanshe, 1993), vol. 1, 286-87.

137 Ibid,, 340-54.

138  Zhongguo jindai shi ziliao congkan: Zhong Fa zhanzheng, vol. 7,106—7.
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tiator and the court, primarily because it risked significant opposition from
French delegates. While the Manchu monarchs had sometimes referred to their
empire as “China” since the late seventeenth century, their identification with
the Han elites’ concept of China was tentative, if not outrightly rejected.!3° This
was particularly true before 1895, when the question of whether the Manchus
were Chinese or whether the Qing was a legitimate Chinese dynasty had not
yet become an issue.'*0 Zhang’s response to the court’s criticism reveals that
his expansive interpretation of “old borders” was more a strategic bargaining
tactic than an expression of the burgeoning Chinese nationalism that would
later spread following the Sino-Japanese War.14!

Zhang Zhidong never revisited the concept of the “Chinese old borders” after
his tenure in the Liangguang office ended, yet this does not diminish its impor-
tance or influence. This concept predated Zhang and became increasingly sig-
nificant as Han elites, influenced by greater access to maps, became interested
in the definition of “what China is.” Deng Chengxiu, among the first collabora-
tors of Yang Shoujing #5574 (1839—1915) on historical map projects, was famil-
iar with historical geodata from his young age. Although the precise reasons
for initiating their collaboration remain unclear, both Deng and Yang began
to work on the historical map project around the 1860s and early 1870s in Bei-
jing.1*2 This experience was probably crucial in explaining why Deng aligned
with Zhang’s approach to using historical evidence and maps to define China.
Scholarly attention to China’s historical geography predates these efforts, trac-
ing back to the late seventeenth century with scholars of the kaozheng %38
(evidential study) movement. However, it was not until the border negotia-
tions of the late nineteenth century that the political implications of histori-
cal geography became prominent. Figures like Zhang Zhidong and Liu Jintang
leveraged this scholarly work for diplomatic purposes, bringing the question
of what constitutes “China” to the forefront among Han elite communities.
Although Zhang did not further pursue this concept in his later life, likely due

139 Zhao, “Reinventing China,” 6-10.

140 Although not a predominant issue, the question of “whether the Qing is China” had subtly
persisted since the early nineteenth century: Mosca, “The Literati Rewriting of China in
the Qianlong-Jiaqing Transition.”

141 Shen Sung-chiao JIFAKE, “Guoquan yu minquan: wan Qing de ‘guomin’ lunshu, 1895-1911"
BfEEL R HE © IBERY TR | sl > 1895-1911, Zhongyang yanjiuyuan lishi yuyan
yanjiu suo jikan T HLHFEERE S EE S W FEFTEET] 73.4 (2002): 690; William A. Calla-
han, China: The Pessoptimist Nation (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2013), 26—27.

142 Yang Shoujing and Deng Chengxiu first met in Beijing in 1862 and both remained in the
capital until Yang’s departure in 1875: Linsu laoren nianpu #iERE NEEL, Yang Shoujing

Ji B~FHEE (Wuhan: Hubei renmin chubanshe, 1988), vol. 1, 10-15.
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to his relocation from frontier provinces, the notion of the “Chinese old bor-
ders” continued to influence diplomatic negotiations, such as Xue Fucheng’s
EEMERK (1838-1894) discussions in London over the Qing-Burmese border in
the early 1890s. Xue also adopted the concept of the “Chinese old borders” in
his diary, noting his team’s efforts to reconstruct the historical boundary using
various sources, including the Mingshi B9 52, which extended beyond the Qing
dynasty.143

By the 1880s and early 1890s, the concept of “China” or “Zhongguo” as a
spatial entity was already forming in the minds of Han elites before the humil-
iating defeat by Japan in 1895. It is not my intention to claim that nationalism
had fully formed before 1895, but it is important to recognize that the intellec-
tual elements foundational to Chinese nationalism and national identity did
not emerge suddenly with Japan’s victory over the Qing. These elements were
already present, simply awaiting a catalyzing incident to integrate them into
the broader narrative of Chinese nationhood. The concept of a spatially defined
China, fostered through frequent interactions with foreign powers, gradually
solidified and eventually sparked intense debates over map legitimacy in the
189o0s. This culminated dramatically in the controversy surrounding Hong Jun’s
map during the border disputes over the Pamir region.

The Sin of Using Foreign Maps: Hong Jun’s Map Controversy

During the late 1880s and 1890s, the question of map legitimacy became a press-
ing issue among Han elites, particularly in light of disputes over the Pamir
region.!** The earlier approach of strategic concessions at the frontier gave
way to a more assertive stance by Han elites, emphasizing the preservation
of the entirety of Qing territories. This shift is discernible in Han accounts of
these negotiations. The late 1880s saw an increased interest among Han elites in
understanding and engaging with border demarcation issues. A notable exam-
ple of this intellectual trend is a work of Qian Xun $£f] (1853-1927).14°

Qian Xun, a minor intellectual from Zhejiang, authored the first Chinese
monograph, Zhong E jiaozhu F{#1,F (Annotations on Sino-Russian Borders),

143 Xue Fucheng, Xue Fucheng riji E¢t&EX H 5t (Changchun: Jilin wenshi chubanshe, 2004),
vol. 2, 766, 769.

144 Morrison, The Russian Conquest of Central Asia, 497—99.

145 There is no systematic nianpu for Qian Xun except Takagi Rikuo /= AKFH X 7K, “Sen Jun
nenpu” $$MJEEEE, Waseda daigaku toshokan kiyo FFGH KFE I ERELCH 60 (2013):
108-92.
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which utilized European maps alongside Chinese sources to document the
changes of the Sino-Russian border. As a staff member, Qian first accompanied
Xue Fucheng on a diplomatic mission to Western Europe in 1890, and then sub-
sequently joined Minister Xu Jingcheng 575 (1845-1900) on a trip to Russia
in 1891 for negotiations concerning the Pamir region.1*6 There, he collaborated
with European translators in collecting and researching European maps. Upon
his return to China in 1893, presumably with a significant collection of Euro-
pean maps, Qian completed his monograph, which was later published in 1895.

In the preface, Qian reveals his longstanding interest in the delineation of
the China-Russia border. For years, he had lamented the lack of accurate maps,
essential for understanding the geography and historical changes of the border-
lines. This limitation vanished when Qian joined the Qing embassy to Europe,
where he gained access to maps detailing the Sino-Russian border. In his first
year in Western Europe, Qian amassed over thirty maps from several coun-
tries. The subsequent year, 1891, marked his dispatch to Russia, where he dis-
covered the newly translated (from Russian to Chinese) maps by Hong Jun, a
predecessor of Xu Jingcheng as minister.!#” Qian lauded Hong’s contributions,
describing them as “the first general map of China’s border affairs” /255 E]
S 4EE 2 45148 This acknowledgment underlined a pivotal shift: previously,
China had relied solely on foreign maps and translations for such information.
After his visit to Russia, Qian expanded his focus beyond studying Hong’s maps.
He dedicated himself to acquiring and analyzing the most recent Russian car-
tographic depictions of their Asian borders. Qian consulted nine up-to-date
maps of the Sino-Russian border, developing explanations based on these com-
prehensive surveys. He exercised caution, deliberately avoiding controversial
maps. Notably, Qian refrained from citing the map of the Pamir region, which
was subject to dispute at that time.*® The reason Qian refrained from citing the
contentious Russian map was the significant criticism that Hong Jun’s trans-
lated map had attracted at home.150

146  Takagi Rikuo, “Sen Jun nenpu,” 9-10; Xu wensu gong nianpu T SLEGNFESE, Xu Jingcheng
Jji, vol. 5,1543.

147 In1892, Hong Jun tasked Qian Xun and Karl Kreyer with conducting a direct survey of the
Pamir region, leading to Qian’s pivotal role in producing the Pamir maps that were later
reviewed by the Qing court. Xu Jingcheng, “Zhi Zongli Yamen zongban han” Z{ 48 E[
4R PR], Xu Jingcheng ji, vol.1, 264.

148 Qian Xun, Zhong E jiaozhu " {#}F (Taipei: Guangwen shuju, 1963), 3.

149 Ibid, 3—4.

150 However, Qian was actually very familiar with Pamir geography: Xu Jingcheng, “Zhi Zongli
Yamen zongban han,” Xu Jingcheng ji, vol. 1, 242.
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FIGURE 9  Reference map illustrating the relationship between Hong’s translated maps and real-world

geography
CREDIT: HTTP://WWW.DITU114.COM/DITU/770.HTML, LAST ACCESS JANUARY 31ST, 2025

In 1893, Hong Jun’s maps, initially heralded as significant achievements,
faced severe criticism. Prior to Hong’s translated maps, the Qing lacked its
own detailed border maps, rendering his translations from Russian sources
invaluable. Hong had written an introduction to these maps around May 1891,
noting that they were based on the 1885 Russian map.!5! This atlas consists
of thirty-five sheets, covering territory from the Yeniseysk Governorate in the
north to the Sea of Okhotsk and the northern part of Sakhalin Island in the
east, extending westward to the Orenburg Governorate. The southern portion
includes the entire northern frontier of the Qing empire (figure 9). These maps
were initially well-received by the Qing court and high-ranking officials. In
August 1891, the Grand Council even requested an additional 100 copies of this
work.152

Li Hongzhang, the powerful Qing official, lauded Hong’s maps in a letter,
describing them as “a true military guidebook for the court, and a secret key to

151 Hong Jun, Zhong E jiaojie quantu AT FL 2 (8] (https://www.loc.gov/item/gm710050
82/), last accessed February 5th, 2025.

152 Zhongguo diyi lishi dang’an guan 1 [E%E—FF SH#5 2 6E, Qingdai junji chu dianbao
dang'an huibian 5 AR 8 HAE ZE 5245 (Beijing: Zhongguo renmin chubanshe,
2005), vol. 6, 422.
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FIGURE 10 Southern Xinjiang and Pamir region

the north” E {2 f&5F > JbkE 2 FiE@ 2215 Hong's work, therefore, provided
much-needed geographical insights into the northern borderlands for these lit-
erary elites. Li observed the high demand for Hong’s maps, noting that even the
initial 100 copies were insufficient. He expressed hope that thousands more
could be printed and returned to China, anticipating a strong market demand
that would offset Hong’s production costs.!3* Nonetheless, during the negotia-
tions over the Pamir region, Hong’s maps came under serious scrutiny by Qing
officials.

On July 17, 1892, the Shaanxi-Gansu governor general reported to Beijing,
stating that “the British and Russians covet the Pamir and Hunza” ¥ {# 5 if
MoK EE ~ EFE (figure 10), and requested the dispatch of officials to over-
see defense measures.!’>> Two months later, the Zongli Yamen reported that
the name “Pamir” had never appeared in Qing records MH>K il % » #iFE
4, except for one source from the Qianlong era. The Zongli Yamen stated that,
aside from this single mention, their search through Qing archives and West-

153 “Fu ginchai chushi De E he Aoguo dachen Hong” {8 $X 7= H (SR /= R A BE B A B2 AL, Li
Hongzhang quanji, vol. 35, 115.

154 Ibid.

155 “GanduYang Changjun zou Ying E jiyu Pami'er kanjuti qing paiyuan duban fangwu zhe” H
B BRSO R B EIEE IR S EHRTFSIT, Qingjiwaijiao shiliao, vol. 4,
1766.
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ern maps found no evidence that the Pamir region had ever been part of the
Qing’s “jiujie” B25¢ until Liu Jintang established military garrisons there—the
first incorporation of the region into the Qing order.1%6

In 1892, the Russians started to deploy troops to the region. Initially, the Qing
government sought to diplomatically persuade Russia to withdraw its forces.
However, the situation escalated when the British-controlled Afghan militias
advanced to the Suman garrison of the Pamir region, newly established by
Liu Jintang, and captured several Kirghiz people.l>” This development trans-
formed the situation into a complex tripartite conflict. The Qing court, keen to
avoid a direct confrontation with both Russia and Great Britain simultaneously,
assessed its position cautiously. Minister Xu Jingcheng, stationed in Russia,
advised that Qing troop deployment deep into this rugged frontier would be
strategically unwise due to the challenging terrain, which could result in logis-
tical difficulties and severed lines of reinforcement.158

The Zongli Yamen stated that according to the 1883 Kashgar Treaty, although
the boundaries of this section were specified in the text, the “lines within the
treaty were not demarcated” ]/ 5 4% > AlIZRE)E on maps because “the situa-
tion beyond the border was not well-mapped at that time, leaving the underly-
ing details unknown” & FEIMER AGZE - SLAIECEE15 It was only after
obtaining Hong Jun’s maps that it was known that from Uzbel (figure 11) to the
south, “both the eastern and western sides are part of the Pamir region.” There-
fore, the Zongli Yamen believed that the dispute over Pamir originated from
Shakedulinzhabu’s lack of clear understanding of Pamir’s geography when set-
ting the treaty’s boundaries.'60 The Zongli Yamen stated that from the prin-
ciple of the “territories currently under administration,” due to Liu Jintang’s
expansion of garrisons beyond the old borders, Pamir should belong to China,
but since the treaty was already set, further contestation was deemed point-
less. The Zongli Yamen hoped to demarcate the borders with Russia, adding
that “according to the China-Russia boundary map’s diagonal line of latitude,
extending south from Uzbel, at least a portion of Pamir can be secured, which

156 “Zongshu zou chouban Xinjiang xinan bianwai qingxing zhe” 44 Z= & i U 15
IMETAT, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 4,1767.

157 Regarding how Suman garrison was established in 1889, see Wang Shuzhan, Xinjiang tuzhi,
vol. 1,189.

158 “Zongshu zou chouban Xinjiang xinan bianwai qingxing zhe,” Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 4,
1767.

159 “Zongshu zou Pami'er jieyu Zhong Ying E sanguo bianjing yingyu Wuzi bieli wangnan
huafen pian” $8EZZMDK 71 0L = BUSSE R S EOI AR #E T 7, Qingji
waijiao shiliao, vol. 4,1768.

160 Ibid.
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HSora

FIGURE 11  Pamir region
HONG JUN, ZHONG E JIAOJIE QUANTU (1890)

is an expansion compared to the old borders of the Qianlong and Daoguang
eras” fEI PSR EI R I ERIR - B SOOI E—EER > 5 AISIERE 2
e Rzl EOCFRIES MRS

However, the confusion that arose from Shakedulinzhabu’s misunderstand-
ing of the region’s geography, leading to the agreement of the Kashgar Treaty,
eventually extended to Hong Jun’s map. Yanmao 7E/% (1843-1900), a Han ban-
ner official, vehemently criticized Hong’s maps in a memorial to the throne,
stating that “the hindrance to the progress of the Xinjiang border issue was
due to inaccuracies in Hong Jun's map” ¥ 2 E8Af - B HILE940 E §E55.162
According to Yanmao, an imperially commissioned stele in 1759 indicated that
the Pamir region was under Qing sovereignty. Furthermore, he pointed out
that the eight garrisons established in this area since the late 1870s evidenced
China’s firm control over these frontier regions. The primary error, Yanmao
argued, lay in Hong’s incorrect maps, which were translations from Russian
sources.!®3 Yanmao further accused Hong of being fully aware of his mistakes

161 Ibid.

162  “Zongshu zou zuncha Yanmao zoucheng Xinjiang bianshi chezhou youyu Hong Jun huitu
cuowu gejie he yu shishi bufu zhe” 488 Z 3 A JiE /% 2510 0 12 1B S BU T ER L8948
] $E 2R S EAZ EL E B AT, Qingji waijiao shiliao, vol. 4, 1773.

163  Ibid., 1774.
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and, fearing criticism, he allegedly concealed two maps of the Suman and
Pamir regions.164

The Zongli Yamen stood by its councilor and dismissed Yanmao’s accusa-
tions. They argued that imperial gazetteers and records never mentioned the
Pamir region, let alone acknowledged it as part of Qing territory. They further
elucidated the usage of Hong’s maps:16°

Regarding maps of foreign regions, China has always had limited access.
The primary reason Hong Jun translated Russian maps into Chinese was
to use them as references, not as definitive evidence. Moreover, the orig-
inal Russian maps encompassed a vast area, extending from the eastern-
most borders of Russia with Korea and Japan to the westernmost borders
adjacent to Great Britain, France, and others. Thus, these were large-scale
maps, not exclusively focused on the Sino-Russian borders. Hong trans-
lated only a specific section of these maps, temporarily using them to
revise and determine the directional relationship of place names, thereby
gaining a general understanding of the geography. Even the maps sent
back by Xue Fucheng resembled the original Russian maps in terms of
the Sino-Russian geographical layout. Furthermore, we had previously
consulted with the Xinjiang governor and conducted thorough investiga-
tions of the frontier geography, creating detailed maps for our reference.
Hence, we never relied solely on Russian maps. It is unfair to attribute all
the responsibility for the border issues to Hong’s maps.

EFINEH > PR EDERE o TR Z B LR T o FDUEE
%0 FELLR R - HAREEETEE - A - 2R - AZEH - Kig
BE - WIEHE RSN > BT @ - frE—E > B LIEETH
FI51E > BEEIRERE o RIEEERR A AL - Hopt th I R B OR
M5 - MEZFRACE TR A - BB INEE > SRAllEE - IES
i o A DARIE Rl > RATLUBSE 2T - BRe i LLiE th - 166

In essence, the Zongli Yamen was aware of the Qing’s lack of precise and com-
prehensive maps. Hence, Hong’s maps were just one of many sources that the
Yamen utilized for decision-making.

However, the Zongli Yamen’s defense did not proceed smoothly. The crit-
icism from the officials took a heavy toll on Hong Jun’s mental health. The

164 Ibid.
165 Ibid.
166  Ibid.
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following year, in 1893, Hong, once a rising star in Qing politics, passed away
at the age of 54. In a letter to Xu Jingcheng, Li Hongzhang expressed his sor-
row:

Hong Jun's sudden passing deeply saddens me. In recent years, he faced
considerable criticism over his translation of the map, leading to his
melancholy. Your analysis of this affair has been most impartial. I recall
letters from Hong Jun stating that the original Russian boundary map
had no clear boundary in the section west of Uzbel, creating an open and
undefined situation, which aligns with the reality on the ground. As for
the boundary line turning east and then south, this is not only depicted
in Western maps but also in the old Chinese imperial atlas.16” However,
while the imperial atlas covers the boundary between China and various
foreign countries, Hong’s new maps specifically detail the Sino-Russian
border. The boundary on these maps is clearly delineated and marked,
with the borderline indicated by an ink line. Therefore, those discussing
this matter cannot be without doubts. Even the Russian map sent from
your office, drawn in 1884, is, according to Hong Jun, the blueprint for his
new maps. (Your) map specifically depicts the Russian boundary, extend-
ing north to 38 degrees 40 minutes latitude and 73 degrees 38 minutes
longitude, where it abruptly ends. About two degrees further south, the
boundary line reappears, marking the area south of Uzbel. It then follows
along the Pamir Range, with no boundary line marked in either black or
colored ink. Hong’s map indeed leaves room for interpretation, while the

167 Regarding the “Neifu jiutu” AJJFFEE[E], T believe Li Hongzhang was specifically refer-
ring to eighteenth-century atlases, as the maps of the Neifu AJJif had been printed
and widely circulated since the early 1800s. Based on transcriptions of the Kangxi and
Qianlong atlases, Li Zhaoluo produced three versions of the Neifu maps. The second
version was titled Neifu yutu suomo ben PN i EE[E|4EEE A (the transcribed version of
inner court maps), but the most famous and widely circulated version was the third,
titled Huangchao yitong yudi quantu 25— B} 2 [E (The Complete Map of the
Great Qing Unification). This version not only included comprehensive maps of the
Qing Empire but also detailed provincial maps. In the early 1860s, these maps were
updated by Hu Linyi &ii#43& and reprinted, which further increased their circulation.
Maps of this kind were often referred to as “Neifu maps” in private accounts by Han
literati. Li Hongzhang undoubtedly possessed these Neifu maps, as he frequently men-
tioned “Neifu yutu” PNJFFEE [E in his writings and correspondence: Li Hongzhang quanji,
vol. 34, 459; vol. 35, 453, 462, 463. For detailed discussions, see Ting-chieh Ou Yang, “China
Recharted: The Zou Family’s Cartographic Enterprise and the Making of Chinese Terri-
toriality in the Late Qing, 1850—1911” (Ph.D. diss., Univ. of Washington, expected 2026),
chap. 1.
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imperial atlas leans towards the Russian claims. This ambiguity is why
Hong Jun was initially criticized and why he was deeply melancholic and
unable to overcome these feelings.

SR - R o SRR AR S HGR AT o AR EEALAD - AOR
AT EET B R o BSOS o o SUE B S A0 B LA —
B RIS > AN ZIEREO > FrE il - AR E - EEE MR
Z 5k > QAP e o BTN TSR - JRIEA0LE - {HEREE
fohZ 5y > TR ER T~ 25 SRR EERIR - B
HABSR 2 24 Bena FREMEE o Bl REF K EKE - @7 rEE
—T/NE/E > BDEEHF - BSCEREE - BB Z A - HIE
ZEEES - ARELGE =1/ B+~ MG+ =F =1/t
AL > ARSI R - FRERZENERL - BRAOIELIE - fmRTE
EEEMTT > AMEMmEERE SR WiEs oy SRR - (BRI -
WEEE Ry 2 560 - BERRAREE R 2 - I SCIAT R g DL B
.m - 168

In other words, Li believed that Hong’s map had left considerable room for
interpreting the borderline, whereas the Qing maps themselves compromised
imperial territorial interests.

Despite strong support from the Zongli Yamen and influential officials, more
Han elites grew skeptical of Hong Jun’s intentions and his use of maps. They
particularly questioned his reliance on foreign maps, suspecting it as a form
of collusion with foreigners. Hong’s case even impacted the contemporary
Huidian Atlas project (Huangyu quantu & #->[&]), the last major cartographic
endeavor undertaken in late imperial Chinese history.!69 One of the persons
involved in the Huidian Atlas project reflected: “At the time, the issue of relin-
quishing the Pamir region was attributed to errors in Hong Jun’s mapping.
High-ranking officials, anxious about potential association with this contro-
versy, decided to adhere to the old maps. It was agreed that only Yitong zhi,

168 Li Hongzhang quanji, vol. 35, 559; Ma Mingda and Li Junjie, “Hong Jun shiji shuliie,”
363.

169 The Huidian Atlas project was a significant cartographic component of the Guangxu
recompilation of the Huidian (Collected Institutes of the Great Qing), initiated in 1886.
Unlike previous versions of the Qing Huidian, the Guangxu project placed significant
emphasis on mapmaking, aiming to incorporate European cartographic techniques, par-
ticularly the use of longitude and latitude, into Qing imperial maps. See Wang Yifan £ —
M, “Qingmo dili da cehui: yi Guangxu Huidian yutu wei zhongxin de yanjin” JE A A
g DotsE (CrHLEERE ) R TULAYTSE (PhD. diss., Fudan Univ., 2011); Ou Yang,
“China Recharted,” chap. 3.
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compiled during the Daoguang reign, should be used for verifying accuracy”
TERIECR S SR DU S B T 3k - ZEERIE - B —UIREE > H2
B (—HE) BIRRARO

We could also sense this growing sentiment of resistance toward using for-
eign maps in Han popular culture. For example, Niehai hua EZ/5AE (A Flower
in a Sinful Sea), a famous early-1900s novel, satirized Hong Jun's incident.
This novel sarcastically depicted how Hong acquired Russian maps through
a chance meeting with a Russian painter in Germany.'”! It portrayed Hong as
an ambitious official, eager to establish his political reputation through border
demarcation and his academic reputation through Mongol history research,
by utilizing foreign maps. On the other hand, Hong was depicted as seeking
only a superficial understanding and failing to verify geographical facts in this
popular novel.1”? After his death, Hong’s character and his reliance on foreign
maps were negatively portrayed in Chinese literary circles. Over time, the use
of foreign maps gradually became entirely unacceptable within the Han elite
communities.

While Qian Xun harbored sympathy for Hong, he was critical of maps that
undermined the territorial integrity of China. In discussing the border at
Chuguchak in his book, he noted:

In 1864, the old borders still included the plains west of the Barlik moun-
tain, and the Kazakh people residing there were under Chinese sover-
eignty. However, the Treaty of Chuguchak divided these plains, ceding
half to Russia. The Russians claimed that the Kazakhs within the moun-
tains should also belong to Russia, leading to a reluctant decision to
lend this territory to them. Consequently, no garrison has been estab-
lished there. Now, the ten-year period for lending this land has expired.
Despite repeated requests by the Zongli Yamen for its return, Russia has
continuously delayed the process, raising suspicions about their inten-
tions. Recently, a newly published official Russian map has unexpectedly
included half of the Barlik mountain within its borders.

FEIE=FER  EEEISNEE i@ e - s A
RIREEE - SILREE Pz - B AMRE - mELASFLART
B2 WSIE N EBER > AMSERILE 28 - HESWRETEFR

170 Wen Tingshi ji X JETEE (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 2018), 1057.
Ve

171 Zeng Pu W%, Niehai hua B2/ (Xi'an: Shanxi renmin chubanshe, 1998), 109.
172 Ibid,, 110-11.
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SHEEEN - SEEXEN - AE T E - HOEH - I
e E TR E AR S S e 54 AR - 173

This statement conveys three critical points: first, it underscores the existence
of well-defined “Chinese old borders,” emphasizing the extent of territorial loss.
Second, it highlights the necessity of scrutinizing foreign maps, which often
distorted Chinese territory. Third, while Qian refrained from openly criticiz-
ing the on-site negotiations of the 188os, led by figures like Changshun and
Shakedulinzhabu, he implicitly censured them for agreeing to treaties detri-
mental to China’s territorial wholeness.'”* Beyond the Treaty of Chuguchak,
Qian cited additional instances where Manchu frontier negotiators were seem-
ingly deceived by Russians.!”

Although Qian’s critique was indirect, such critical perspectives gained
strength in the early twentieth century. For instance, the 1911 Xinjiang tuzhi 3
g=[E & (Hlustrated gazetteer of Xinjiang) disparaged Shakedulinzhabu’s
demarcation diary as “worth no discussion” EZEF T &w 0] £, for failing to
conduct proper surveys.”6 Concurrently, Zou Daijun #{{$5 (1854-1908), a
geography lecturer at the Imperial University, taught a course on the Sino-
Russian border.'”” Zou’s lecture heavily referenced Qian Xun’s work but intro-
duced significant innovations. Zou presented a detailed table listing geodata
from various border treaties, including a new section titled “huashi zhidi” &%
Z 3t (the land lost through demarcation), summarizing territorial losses due to
these agreements.'”® This approach, now common in Chinese education, was
revolutionary in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Zou Dai-
jun’s nationalistic approach to geography education became a mandatory part
of the curriculum in the new school system.

173  Qian Xun, Zhong E jiaozhu, 223.

174 Ibid., 228-29.

175 Ibid,, 248.

176 Wang Shuzhan, Xinjiang tuzhi, vol. 3,1697.

177 Regarding the process in which Zhang established the Lianghu academy, see William
Ayers, Chang Chih-Tung and Educational Reform in China (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
Univ. Press, 1971), 60—62. For details on the establishment of the Imperial University, see
Chuang Chi-fa §£75 %%, Jingshi daxue tang TEET A ELH (Taipei: Guoli Taiwan daxue
wenxueyuan, 1970), chap. 1.

178  Zou Daijun #[{{$5, Zeng Yin % 5, ed., Zhong E jieji TP {EE S50 (Wuchang: Wuchang
Yaxin dixue she, 1911), 9-16.
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Conclusion

When Thongchai Winichakul discussed the emergence of the Siamese geo-
body, he highlighted the irony that Western maps, despite their foreign origin,
remained “the authority for all later maps for a long time,” even during the “so-
called nationalistic period.””® While Winichakul does not delve into why this
was the case for Thailand, the situation in the late Qing was distinctly different
as we have seen. During the latter half of the nineteenth century, especially in
border negotiations with European powers, reliance on foreign maps began to
increase, starting with the 1860s negotiations with Russia. However, Manchu
negotiators on-site grew skeptical about the accuracy of these maps. They pre-
ferred to compare Qing maps with Russian ones, though compromises were
made in the 1864 treaty due to the pressures of ongoing devastating rebellions.

As Qing political power stabilized in the late 1860s and 1870s, powerful Han
officials like Zuo Zongtang and Liu Jintang started to articulate their skepticism
toward European maps. It was not until Zeng Jize’s negotiations in St. Peters-
burg in 1880 that solely using European maps became an acceptable practice
in diplomacy. Nevertheless, skepticism about foreign maps never fully waned.
By the early 189o0s, just before the Sino-Japanese War of 1895, skepticism had
intensified. The controversies surrounding the Pamir region culminated in a
significant political scandal involving Hong Jun’s translation of a Russian map.
The question of “who authors the maps” became critical—not merely due to
distrust of foreigners, but because of concerns that foreign cartography might
misrepresent boundaries, a far more sensitive issue than inaccuracies in natu-
ral features.

The concept of Zhongguo laojie is pivotal for understanding why foreign
maps often raised suspicions about Qing boundaries. Benedict Anderson’s
concept of the “logoization of political space” suggests that maps transform
recent political constructs into seemingly timeless, ahistorical entities.!8? His-
tory, thus, becomes a tool to contextualize every disagreement within these
spaces, morphing the space itself into a lasting symbol.18 Winichakul discusses
this shift from “nonbounded” to “bounded” territories through Western carto-
graphic technologies, noting that despite Siam’s non-colonial status, its modern
boundaries were shaped by colonial influences, demonstrating Western car-

179 Winichakul, Siam Mapped, 129.

180 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nation-
alism (London: Verso Books, 2006), xiv.

181 Anderson, Imagined Communities, 174—75.
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tography’s role in “conquering” local traditions.!82 In the late Qing, a similar
dynamic unfolded, though the Qing empire was far from passive in its inter-
actions with the European powers. Even during its decline, the Qing actively
sought to assert territorial claims. The notion of Zhongguo laojie became a
strategic tool in these endeavors, employed to justify territorial expansions dur-
ing a time of waning political and military power. This concept began to assimi-
late various historical evidence from different Han Chinese dynasties. Although
Zhang Zhidong’s expansive interpretation was eventually curtailed by Beijing,
which preferred a narrower definition limited to the Qing period, the equation
of the Qing empire with China had gradually become popular, especially since
the 1880s.

The concept of China as a continuous spatial entity gradually crystallized in
the minds of Han political elites, identifiable through historical border debates
and depicted on maps. However, the relationship between ethnicity and the
use of foreign maps was never clear-cut. The argument that claims Han elites
preferred Chinese maps while Manchu elites were more flexible in using for-
eign maps is overly simplistic. As demonstrated in this article, some Han offi-
cials, such as Zeng Jize, actively promoted the exclusive use of foreign maps,
while some Manchu officials, like Mingyi, strongly opposed Russian maps. Eth-
nicity was never the defining factor in these debates. What truly differentiated
the positions of the various actors was the gradual emergence of a politico-
spatial conception of China/Zhongguo among Han intellectual circles. Figures
like Deng Chengxiu and Liu Jintang demonstrated a strong commitment to pre-
serving the “Chinese old borders,” reflecting this evolving ideological shift. In
contrast, such a territorially rigid stance was less apparent among Manchu offi-
cials. This can be observed in Changshun and Shakedulinzhabu’s willingness to
negotiate territorial demarcations on-site and in the Manchu court’s approach
to the Vietnamese border dispute, both of which led to territorial concessions.
Thus, it was the emergence of China as a historically continuous spatial entity
that truly shaped these debates. This concept gained significant traction among
Han political elites, whereas Manchu officials were often more inclined toward
pragmatic compromises.

This politico-spatial conception of China directly fueled the controversy sur-
rounding Hong Jun'’s map in the early 189os, which involved the use of “suspi-
cious” foreign maps to delineate China’s territories. This was not merely a polit-
ical quarrel but a fundamental dispute over territorial integrity. Map legitimacy
became a critical issue; the authorship of a map mattered intensely as it bore

182  Winichakul, Siam Mapped, 74-80, 129.
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on questions of imperial and national boundaries. In this context, the legit-
imacy of maps was not merely about negotiation but about competing with
European powers over territorial claims, underscoring maps as instruments of
imperial competition rather than compromise.

In 2016, the State Council of the People’s Republic of China officially enacted
the Map Management Regulations. This law governs the production, oversight,
and publication of maps within PRC’s jurisdiction, emphasizing that all map-
ping activities must adhere to three principal guidelines, with the foremost
being “maintaining national sovereignty” 4[5 + f#.183 Additionally, the
law mandates that maps of China’s current territory conform to official state-
approved maps, while historical maps must be drawn based on corresponding
historical records to accurately delineate historical boundaries. This legislation
points to a longstanding concern about map legitimacy that has preoccupied
Chinese elites since the late 1800s. Maps are not merely tools for navigation or
administration; they are potent symbols of China’s enduring geo-body. Within
this context, the contested authorship of maps encapsulates China’s competi-
tion with foreign powers.

Abstract

During the late 1800s, the Qing Empire faced challenges along its vast frontiers, where
foreign powers tested its sovereignty. While some came through military confronta-
tions, more persistent threats emerged in the form of non-military border negotiations.
In these negotiations, Qing officials struggled to defend their positions with Qing-
produced maps, which European dismissed for inaccuracy. Although the Qing had
relied on European maps in earlier negotiations with Russia, by the 1860s it began to
question their reliability. This paper examines two crucial negotiations: first, the dis-
cussions with Russia over western Xinjiang from the 1860s to the 1880s; second, the
1880s negotiations with France over Vietnamese border. It demonstrates how the ques-
tion of map authorship became a crucial concern and how the notion of “Chinese old
borders” emerged. These two interlocked proto-nationalistic developments reached a
boiling point in the early 189os during the Pamir controversy with Russia, after which
nearly all foreign-authored maps were no longer deemed trustworthy.

183 See “Zhonghua renmin gongheguo guowuyuan ling di 664 hao: ditu guanli tiaoli” F1FE A
R IR B 75 S 5566457 & Hi Bl HH (] (No. 664 Order of the State Council of
the People’s Republic of China: The Regulations on Map Management, http://bigs.www.g
ov.cn/gate/bigs/www.gov.cn/gongbao/content/2016/content_2979707.htm) last accessed
25th September 2024.
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Résumé

Ala fin du x1xe siécle, "Empire Qing a di faire face a des défis le long de ses frontiéres,
oules puissances étrangeres mettaient a 'épreuve sa souveraineté. Si certaines confron-
tations ont pris la forme d’affrontements militaires, des menaces plus persistantes sont
apparues sous la forme de négociations frontaliéres. Lors de ces négociations, les fonc-
tionnaires Qing ont eu du mal a défendre leurs positions a l'aide de cartes produites
par I'Empire, que les Européens rejetaient pour leur manque de précision. Bien que
les Qing se soient appuyés sur des cartes européennes lors de négociations antérieures
avec la Russie, ils ont commencé a remettre en question leur fiabilité dans les années
1860. Cet article examine deux négociations cruciales: les discussions avec la Russie
sur l'ouest du Xinjiang entre les années 1860 et 1880; puis les négociations avec la
France sur la frontiere vietnamienne dans les années 1880. Il montre comment la ques-
tion de la paternité des cartes est devenue une préoccupation cruciale et comment
la notion d’«ancienne frontiére chinoise» a émergé. Ces deux développements proto-
nationalistes étroitement liés ont atteint leur paroxysme au début des années 18go lors
de la controverse du Pamir avec la Russie, aprés quoi presque toutes les cartes établies
par des étrangers ont cessé d’étre considérées comme fiables.
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