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 Preface

Stephen Kotkin


The Chinese Eastern Railway (CER), completed at the dawn of the twentieth century through what was then known as Manchuria, helped link the Far East and Central Europe. The CER did so as a strategic southerly shortcut for Russia’s Trans-Siberian Railroad, which was first opened around the same time across more than 6,000 miles. The 1,700-mile CER connected Chita, in Siberia, to Vladivostok, in the Russian Far East, via Harbin, in Chinese territory. This was a region of China that had never before been accessible by train. A separate 500-mile spur off the CER, eventually known as the South Manchuria Railway (SMR), was built from Harbin southwards to the ice-free deep-water port of Lüshun (Port Arthur), envisioned as a northern Hong Kong, as well as to Dalian, on the Liaodong Peninsula. The Russian-owned railways through Chinese territory had been agreed in secret, in the wake of China’s defeat in the Sino-Japanese War (1894–95), as China sought a possible counterweight to imperialist Japan and Russia sought its own imperialist gains. It turned out to be a fateful step, with consequences well beyond what anyone envisioned at the time. The introduction of Russian-controlled railroads in China helped provoke the Russo-Japanese War of 1904–5. More broadly, the Manchurian railways helped set the stage for the second Sino-Japanese War, part of World War II in the Pacific (1937–45). Small wonder, then, that the great scholar of Northeast Asia, George Lensen, dubbed these railroads “the damned inheritance.”1 For China, however, the Manchurian railroads contributed to the process of opening the country up to the world and to itself.

The international as well as national aspects of the CER and the SMR form the subject of the present volume, the latest in the Northeast Asia series that I founded with David Wolff and have continued with Bruce Elleman. The series began with Rediscovering Russia in Asia: Siberia and the Russian Far East (1995), followed by Mongolia in the Twentieth Century: Landlocked Cosmopolitan (1999), and Korea at the Center: Dynamics of Regionalism in Northeast Asia (2005). The present compilation differs from the previous three in that it was not based upon a scholarly conference. But it shares the longstanding series aim, which is to engage in analysis that goes beyond exclusively national frameworks, while joining the often separated study of Asia and of Russia.

Global or international history has lately flourished, but in our view it could be more regionally grounded. Manchuria long occupied a central place at the intersection of China, the Korean peninsula, Mongolia, and Russia, as well as in Japan’s forays on the Asian mainland. True, Manchuria’s rail lines may not be as infamous as the Burma Death Railway, which was built by slave labor during World War II in Japanese-controlled southeast Asia, but few objects in the world have been more at the vortex of intense political and military rivalries than these infrastructure projects in northern China. Luxury and romance were the stuff of the Orient Express, whose sumptuous coaches originally ran from Paris via Vienna to Istanbul. The CER was destined to carry troops and materiel.

Back and forth the Manchurian lines went. Russia lost the South Manchuria Railway (from Changchun to Lüshun) and the Liaodong peninsula to Japan as a result of the Russo-Japanese War. During a good part of Russia’s civil war in the Far East theater (1918–24), the Chinese Eastern Railroad was administered by an American, the former chief engineer of the Panama Canal, as part of an Inter-Allied Commission meant to stave off a Japanese seizure. By 1923, the Chinese had assumed de facto control, assisted by many émigré Russians (whom the Soviet authorities dubbed the “Whites,” or anti-Bolsheviks). From 1924, however, the Soviet Union and China administered the CER jointly, while Japan maintained sway over the SMR. In 1929, the Chinese seized the CER outright, but the Soviets intervened militarily to re-establish joint administration—a forcible re-possession the Japanese supported, mindful of their own claims to the SMR. That Tokyo could side with its arch enemy, Moscow, indicated the depth of China’s dilemma.

Sure enough, in 1931, the Japanese army staged a violent incident in Manchuria that led the following year to the region’s separation from China as Manchukuo, a Japanese-sponsored puppet state. Three years later, the Soviets sold their rights in the CER for a fraction of their worth to Manchukuo, in order to deny Japan a pretext to stage another such incident and provoke war with the USSR. War came anyway, of course, but in a manner that would prove advantageous to the Soviets. With the shattering defeat of Japan in World War II, the CER in 1945 again came under the joint control of the Soviet Union and China; the Soviets also re-occupied the Liaodong Peninsula and established joint control with China over the SMR. The CER and SMR were merged into the “Chinese Changchun Railway.” Following the 1949 Communist victory in China’s civil war, the Soviet Union (on 31 December 1952) transferred the Chinese Changchun Railway to the People’s Republic of China. Part of the price was Mao’s acceptance of Chiang Kai-shek’s reluctant recognition of Outer Mongolia’s independence back in 1946.2

China’s victorious Communists inherited a railroad network roughly equal to that of the United States a century earlier, and of Russia back in 1878. Simply put, China had come late to the great railway age. Still, the latter was not very old when the first tracks of the Chinese Eastern Railroad were laid in 1898. It had been only in the 1850s, in a mania of construction, that Great Britain was internally connected by a national rail network—more than 6,000 miles of track by mid-century, joining all the country’s major cities and ports. Before the turn of the twentieth century, total British track leapt to more than 21,000 miles, while the number of annual rail passengers grew from 73 million to more than 1 billion. In 1869, America’s Pacific Railroad, subsequently dubbed the First Transcontinental Railroad, completed the linkage between the eastern and western seaboards. Construction had been launched in 1862, under President Lincoln, as a way to unite the states during the civil war. U.S. railway mileage, which had been 10,000 in 1850, reached nearly 200,000 in 1900. The Iron Horse was a technological marvel, never mind who was in the way. In China, however, railroad construction was resisted because of its association with foreign imposition.

To be sure, not just the CER but many rail projects of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were linked to imperialism. The Cape-to-Cairo Railway was initiated in the late nineteenth century to connect contiguous African possessions of the British Empire from South Africa to Egypt. France developed a rival scheme in the late 1890s to link its African colonies west to east, and the Portuguese toyed with ideas of erecting rail lines to buttress their African claims. Much of the British south-north project, however, was actually built, although the Cape-to-Cairo line remains unfinished, lacking a major section from Sudan to Uganda. Outside Africa, the Baghdad Railway, launched under German auspices in 1903, was designed to connect the Ottoman Empire cities of Konya and Baghdad. Because German companies had already built an Anatolian Railway from Istanbul to Konya, the proposed extension would have joined Berlin and Baghdad, site of oil fields and onward linkages to ports on the Persian Gulf. Following interruption by World War I, construction was completed in 1940, long after the Ottoman Empire and Wilhelmine Germany were gone.

What imperialism started, in short, others could finish. For the Chinese, the Manchurian rails, which had been built under conditions of national humiliation, became drivers of national integration, before emerging as a key to victory in the civil war between the Nationalists and the Communists. In other words, ours is a story of competing imperialisms, followed by competing Chinese nationalisms.

In the essays contained herein, strategic aspects and diplomatic wrangling predominate, but commercial interests are kept in mind too. Each of the protagonists used the railways to sponsor economic development. Deng Xiaoping’s shift toward market economics and global integration in the 1980s and 90s put Chinese railways at the forefront of the country’s multidecade double-digit economic growth, including China’s recent “Open Up the West” campaign. These days, the old Manchurian lines continue to carry massive freight, including shipments of Siberian oil to China (in the absence of promised but still unbuilt eastward-flowing oil pipelines). In sum, even as they provide a means to help integrate China, the railways may be opening up to a new era of internationalism, so far, at least, much more peaceful. And yet, given the scope of China’s ongoing rise, as well as Russia’s demographic weakness, Japan’s system gridlock, the Korean peninsula’s division, volatile natural resource considerations, and lingering territorial disputes, Northeast Asia’s geopolitics remain unpredictable.


Notes


	George Alexander Lensen, The Damned Inheritance: The Soviet Union and the Manchurian Crises, 1924–1935 (Tallahassee, FL: The Diplomatic Press, 1974).


	Dieter Heinzig, The Soviet Union and Communist China, 1945–1950: The Arduous Road to Alliance (Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2004), 146; Sergey Radchenko, “New Documents on Mongolia and the Cold War,” Cold War International History Project Bulletin, 16 (2008): 341–98.
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There are in Manchuria three lots of railway lines. First, certain Chinese Government-owned railways. … [Second] Concerning the Chinese Eastern Railway it needs to be remembered that physically and economically it is not an independent railway unit: it is a link in the one and only direct railway route from Europe, across Siberia, to the Asiatic ports of the Pacific Ocean. [Third] Concerning the South Manchuria line it needs to be remembered that it is the link between the Trans-Siberian line and the ports and territories of China and Japan. These lines, therefore, no matter who built them or who owns them or who administers them, are not exclusively of Chinese, exclusively of Russian or exclusively of Japanese concern. They were born in and of international politics. They serve not alone the people or the purpose of any one country. They are “public carriers” in a much broader sense than that which is usually connoted by that expression. One war has already been fought because of them,--a war very expensive to the two belligerents and to the country upon whose soil it was fought.

—Stanley K. Hornbeck, the Chief of the Division of Far Eastern Affairs, Department of State, commenting on the ongoing Sino-Soviet railway conflict during a 27 August 1929 address to the Williamstown Institute of Politics.1


Compared to railroad systems in Western Europe, Russia, the United States, India, and Japan, the Chinese railway network emerged relatively late during the nineteenth century with a mix of colonial, state-sponsored, and private lines. Chinese railway history began in 1875 with the building of a ten-mile track between Shanghai and Wusong by the British. This occurred without permission from the Chinese government, which purchased the line in 1877 and demolished it, fearing foreign control through this means of transportation.

The government’s apprehension and general conservatism prevented any serious railroad development, with the exception of some short tracks for mining purposes, for most of the rest of the nineteenth century. By 1894, only 195 miles of track had been built in China proper. China’s loss of the war to Japan in 1895 not only triggered efforts for promoting indigenous industrialization but also gave new impetus to railroad construction.2 Most railroads started out as direct foreign investment in the form of companies controlled by British, Belgian, French, and German syndicates. Between 1895—when only 255 miles of railroad lines existed—and 1911, about 5,500 miles of new track were laid in China.3

The manifestation of foreign presence led to an increasingly nationalist reaction by the Chinese public, sparking the Railway Rights Recovery Movement in 1911, which indirectly led to the collapse of the Qing dynasty.4 Railway construction continued unabated under the Republican government, rising to about 8,700 miles in 1927 and 13,500 miles in 1937.5 However, China in 1937 still had only about the same amount of railway track as England had in 1871.6

Despite increasing trade and industrial production, improved business legislation and better access to financial capital in the early Republican period, the fragmented political situation under warlord regimes and competing political authorities meant that only 8,000 miles of new tracks were built in the twenty-five years between 1911 and 1937. Nevertheless, the expansion of the railroad network, in combination with other more traditional transportation methods, created growing cargo traffic, in particular coal, and passenger transportation, as well as stimulating trade, the introduction of more productive cropping patterns, and industrialization in new parts of the country.7 For all of these reasons, “railway power” was one of the most important elements in China’s early twentieth century development.

* * *

“Railway power” of the kind that took root in China in late 1890s consisted of two basic components. The military applications of rail technology formed the first and foremost component. By the time that competing Great Powers launched the first major spate of railway initiatives in China following the Sino-Japanese War (1894–95), western military organizations had accumulated a substantial body of experience in the use of track and locomotives in war.

Applied in a series of conflicts between 1859 and 1871, the new transportation technology transformed the prevailing U.S. and European assumptions of nineteenth century warfare, not only increasing the strategic and tactical mobility of ground forces, but vastly expanding the size of front-line armies that could be deployed and sustained. Railways introduced a new level of firepower on the battlefield, enabling the use of weapons once restricted to warships and fixed fortifications. Rapid and flexible deployment, moreover, offered the possibility of significant economies in overall troop strength, permitting greater strategic coverage with fewer units.

By the late nineteenth century, strategic planners had incorporated railway projects into their ledgers of military balance, assigning them no less importance in the international arms race than infantry divisions and armored warships. Staff officers well trained in railway logistics understood the configuration and capacity of a railway network, one’s own as well as those of one’s adversaries, as defining points of potential troop concentration, the rate of deployment to those points, as well as the maximum size of an army that could be supplied.

Military planners, accordingly, paid serious attention to the construction and counter-construction of strategic transportation systems, hardwiring battlefields, lines of march, and supply routes for future wars. A quintessential “dual-use” technology, the railway paid for itself as a commercial venture in peacetime, but was always ready for conversion into a vital military installation in the event of war.8

The second component of railway power stemmed from its economic uses. Late nineteenth century businessmen, politicians, and public intellectuals waxed enthusiastic about the transformative impact of the railway on the economic environment, as acknowledged in the epithet “engine of development.” The translation of its effects on economic activity into a source of power, however, rested on the susceptibility of this technology to fine administrative control by a relatively small bureaucratic organization, whether public or private.

Under the right circumstances, control of a railway offered the possibility of directing the course of a regional economy. Railway management provided numerous administrative levers over economic activity, but routing decisions and the ability to set rates counted among the most effective and far-reaching. Routing decisions could determine patterns of settlement, land use, and access to a wide range of natural resources. They could also dictate, intentionally or not, which localities would prosper and which would decline.

Rail connections would reshape relations between communities and the integration of markets as well as the flows of people, knowledge, and culture. Rates could well determine what local farmers and manufacturers could profitably produce and merchants, market. They could also encourage the distribution of some goods while discouraging others, direct flows to certain areas and away from others, or selectively favor certain trade routes, market towns, and manufacturing centers.9

A railway agency or company could wield enormous economic power in proportion to the dependence of a region on its services. Railway companies with monopoly rights in its service territory or “catchment” area, an arrangement often demanded by builders based on the high fixed capital cost and long-term horizons entailed in railway investment as well as the purportedly destructive nature of railway competition, could enforce a high degree of dependency.

Traditional overland transport or waterways, where available, might provide some alternatives for certain categories of goods, but to the extent that modern market capitalism came to pervade the regional economy, the speed and security of rail transport offered too many advantages for other modes to remain fully viable. For example, in southern Manchuria of the early twentieth century, the freight charges for shipping soybeans from the market center of Fengtian to the seaport of Yingkou were lower for river than for rail transport. The speed of rail transport, however, decreased the turnaround time for a merchant’s working capital and its security reduced the effective costs of insurance. The railway also provided regular, year-round service and permitted shippers to move their beans at times of optimum market prices.10

In “frontier” lands undergoing rapid settlement, such as the western United States or China’s Northeast, monopoly railways wielded extraordinary power, functioning in some areas, as full-blown “development agencies.”11 To be sure, such economic power might be used wisely or unwisely and result in good or ill, but insofar as it represented a form of power, it became subject to contest and, accordingly, generated politics. Private railway companies with monopoly rights frequently found themselves at the center of political conflict, cast, for example, as the principal villains in the populist narratives of railway “barons” against the “little people.” The term “baron” invokes a feudal metaphor, and indeed, many critics of unrestrained railway power saw company owners and managers as lords answerable to none, exercising proprietary rule over large territories, and squeezing their “peasants” to the limit by way of oppressive rates.12

Viewed in this light, railway power, with its administrative control over economic life and its capabilities as an instrument of war, would seem to have been made to order as a “tool of empire.” Indeed, one group of historians has even coined the term “railway imperialism” to describe its empire-building applications.13 Perhaps nowhere in East Asia did this term apply more aptly than in Manchuria, where foreign-dominated railways helped set the conditions for the region’s political, economic, and social growth.

* * *

“Railway imperialism” was crucial to Manchuria. The new imperialist technology quickly made itself indispensable in colonial lands, particularly those acquired in the great scramble of the late nineteenth century, where networks of track served to transform claims demarcated on maps drawn in the capitals of Europe into realities of possession on the ground. Railways extended the power of the colonizer beyond coastal enclaves into the interior, making both military and commercial access economically feasible for the first time in many cases. Harnessed as engines of development and coupled to the new management approach of “scientific colonization,” they even promised the transformation of initially disappointing acquisitions into something of value to the mother country.14

The lack of formal rights of territorial possession did little to hamper the capacity of this technology to create colonial realities out of diplomatic fiction. Indeed, it could do so in contravention of internationally recognized claims of sovereignty and contest, on the ground, control of territory conceded in the arena of high diplomacy.15 Diplomats could, moreover, reconcile such encroachments with international agreements and extend legal protection to these activities so long as they proceeded under the formal guise of legitimate business enterprise.

The dynamics of railway imperialism contrast sharply with the nation-building role commonly attributed to the railway. Colorful images abound of iron rails as the bones and sinews of the nation, or in the particular case of Italy, a means of “sewing up the Italian boot.”16 Railways made a vital contribution to integrating emerging political economies. They reduced the political and cultural alienation of distance, erased natural barriers and the historic insularity they nurtured, and made possible, for the first time, the creation of a “national village.”

Culture also flowed along these lines of rapid communication, becoming increasingly homogenized or hybridized as news, fashion, and common consumer goods spread throughout the network.17 Railways greatly accelerated the process of “imagining the nation” that the print revolution and the great vernacular literary movements had started.18 German nationalists, well aware of these possibilities, regarded railway and customs unions among the states of Central Europe as the first step toward the building of a unified Germany.19

The power of the railway as an imperial instrument is often obscured by the analytical categories of “formal” (colonial) and “informal” (non-colonial) empire when applied too rigidly or loaded with additional meaning, such as the equation of the latter with the “imperialism of free trade.”20 Railway imperialism, when practiced in countries like China that retained nominal sovereignty, must be considered, by definition, “informal.” Yet such a classification misleads insofar as it implies equivalence between foreign railway operations and, say, the foreign management of textile mills in the treaty ports and emphasizes differences primarily in the quantity of investment. It also misleads by erecting a high wall that separates formal colonial rule from the quality of territorial control potentially exercised by monopoly railway companies. Railway power created “gray areas” of sovereignty in which territorial rule was continually contested and where the often problematic term “quasi-colonial” fits quite well. This book will attempt to explore these “gray areas” in China’s northeastern provinces, otherwise known as Manchuria—simultaneously a “bridge” and a “moat” responsible for connecting Northeast China to Mongolia in the West, Siberia in the North, and Korea in the East.
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PART I Competing Railway Imperialisms

In Manchuria, the strategic goals of outside powers were not always attained. As Sally Paine shows, Imperial Russia’s primary aim in building the Trans-Siberian Railway, and the Chinese Eastern Railway (CER) linking it to Vladivostok, was strategic. Russian leaders hoped to tip the balance of power in Northeast Asia in Russia’s favor, and poured vast sums into the building of its Asian railway network. But Japan opposed Russia’s strategic advance, and following its unexpected victory in the Russo-Japanese War, Japan secured possession of the southern sections of the railway line, as well as the crucial ports of Lüshun and Dalian. In the end, the Chinese Eastern Railway did not give Russia unchallenged power over Northeast Asia, but instead put enormous strains on Russia’s budget, as well as becoming a major strategic liability.

Japan’s windfall, at Russia and China’s expense, helped shape the course of the entire twentieth century in East Asia. Y. Tak Matsusaka examines the Japanese acquisition of the southern part of Manchuria as a result of Tokyo’s victory in the 1904–5 Russo-Japanese War. The division of the Chinese Eastern Railway into two parts, with Japan obtaining the 400-mile railway line connecting Port Arthur and Dalian with the interior, began the lengthy series of events that culminated with the September 1931 “Manchurian incident” and the subsequent formation of the puppet state of “Manchukuo” under Japanese tutelage. During this twenty-six-year period, Japan’s principal agency of colonial transformation was the “steam locomotive” and the “iron rail” under the control of a quasi-official corporation known as the South Manchuria Railway (SMR) Company. The SMR not only provided the “bones and sinews” of Manchukuo, but helped to shape the Japanese imperial ethos, while resulting in feats of architecture, engineering, and industry. Perhaps most importantly, the SMR became a symbol of man versus nature, with an iconic Asia Express Locomotive racing across the Manchurian prairie.

Meanwhile, Soviet Russia, as Bruce A. Elleman discusses, attempted to open diplomatic relations with China, as well as to reclaim its lost rights and privileges over the Chinese Eastern Railway. Following the chaos and turmoil in Russia due to the Bolshevik seizure of power in October 1917, the management of the Chinese Eastern Railway was disputed between the new Soviet government and the warlord-dominated Republican government in Beijing. Bolshevik propaganda in 1919 promised that the CER would be returned to China without compensation. The 25 July 1919 Karakhan Manifesto annulled all of the tsarist government’s former “unequal” treaties with China, but it did not replace them with new treaties. But Elleman details how the Soviet government used a series of secret agreements with Beijing, as well as support for the southern-based Communist-Nationalist United Front, to put pressure on the northern government. In the event, Moscow was able to retake majority control over the CER. But Soviet “Red imperialism” backfired. The Nationalist reunification of China set the Soviets and China on the path to conflict.

Felix Patrikeff shows how these frictions led to the 1929 Sino-Soviet War. Following the 1928 assassination of the Manchurian warlord Zhang Zuolin, his son, Zhang Xueliang, quickly became locked in a military struggle with the USSR over control of the CER. By the end of the brief hostilities the Soviet Union had managed to retain physical control over the railway, but Russia’s position in northern Manchuria was weakened, economically and socially. When Japan invaded northern Manchuria in 1931, on a pretext, it was supported by a wide cross-section of people living in northern Manchuria, including many émigré Russians, who greeted Japanese troops with rousing Banzais. By 1935, the Soviets were forced to sell the CER to Japan. This sale allowed Japan to unify the Manchurian railways for the first time since 1905, and made Manchuria the primary base from which Japan could extend its power into China proper, beginning in 1937. That was the onset of the Second Sino-Japanese War, or World War II in Asia.





1 The Chinese Eastern Railway from the First Sino-Japanese War until the Russo-Japanese War

S.C.M. Paine
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From 1891 to 1916, Russia constructed the Trans-Siberian Railway. Until its completion in 1916, Russia relied on a trans-Manchurian line to connect European and Asiatic Russia. This was the Chinese Eastern Railway (CER), with 1,782 miles of track linking Chita with Vladivostok, and with a spur to the south to Port Arthur. This railway system constituted an enormous public investment, in some of the most sparsely populated regions of the Russian and Chinese Empires, by a government chronically short of investment capital, and by a country with a grossly inadequate transportation grid even in the most densely settled parts of European Russia. To understand why the Russian government chose to allocate its scarce public funds in this way, this essay will examine the political, economic, and national security reasons that led to the building of the Chinese Eastern Railway.


Why Russia Built the Chinese Eastern Railway

Expanding the Russian empire was one primary reason behind the decision to build the Chinese Eastern Railway. Russia had long-standing ambitions in East Asia, as suggested by the name “Vladivostok,” Russia’s most important eastern port, whose name translates to “Ruler of the East.” Russia’s most talented public servant of the late-tsarist period, Minister of Finance Sergei Iul’evich Witte, saw Russia’s eastward expansion in terms of manifest destiny and social Darwinism. Each European power was competing to take “as large a share as possible of the inheritance of the outlived oriental states, especially of the Chinese colossus. Russia, both geographically and historically, has the undisputed right to the lion’s share of the expected prey” because Russians had been spreading eastward for over five hundred years. Manchuria was simply the latest phase. Witte stated in 1903: “Given our enormous frontier line with China and our exceptionally favourable situation, the absorption by Russia of a considerable portion of the Chinese Empire is only a question of time.”1

Anticipated economic benefits were another reason. Minister of War General Aleksei Nikolaevich Kuropatkin wrote in 1900: “When Russia has in her hands a railway between the Baltic Sea and the Pacific Ocean, and when she reaches her feelers down to the Bosporus on to the Indian and Pacific Oceans, then with her inexhaustible supply of natural resources she will offer all the powers of the world awesome economic competition.”2 Tsar Nicholas II also believed that the Russian East Asia would become self-supporting.3

National security was the third and most immediate reason from the point of view of Russian leaders. In the period leading up to the First Sino-Japanese War (1894–95) and continuing beyond the Russo-Japanese War (1904–5), Russian railway development in Asia can be seen as a function of foreign policy. Railway building in Asia ebbed and flowed largely in response to regional and national security needs.

In 1881, China forced Russia to evacuate territories occupied in 1871 during the massive rebellions of China’s Muslim subjects in Xinjiang (Sinkiang) from 1862 to 1878. When China suppressed these rebellions, it had large forces deployed in Xinjiang that could have forcibly retaken the occupied territories had Russia not backed down. Because of these large Chinese deployments and because of Russian financial problems caused by the expensive Russo-Turkish War (1877–78), Russia agreed to scrap the 1879 Treaty of Livadia giving it these territories, in order to sign the 1881 Treaty of St. Petersburg.

The key Russian negotiator for the Treaty of St. Petersburg blamed this unusual Russian setback in its dealings with China on the lack of a railway system capable of deploying troops to defend the borders. He advised the Russian foreign minister: “It is absolutely necessary to have defensive naval forces in Vladivostok and to consolidate our military presence along the entire Siberian frontier.” He continued: “Of all the means for defense, the most effective and at the same time, the most economical—because it would be productive—is the Siberian railway! I ardently hope that we can proceed with it as rapidly as possible.”4 Later he added: “The only way to reduce these unproductive expenses for defense is, I repeat, a Siberian railway. It has become a political necessity of the first order for us.”5

Since as early as 1857, there had been intermittent discussion among Russian officials to lay such a line. Railroads did not reach the Ural Mountains, the geographic divide between European and Asiatic Russia, until 1878 with the links to Orenburg and Ekaterinburg.6 In 1887, Russia undertook preliminary surveys of the route from the western Siberian city of Tomsk to Irkutsk on Lake Baikal, and from the southern shores of Lake Baikal to Sretensk, a town located on the Amur River, which forms the Russo-Chinese border. Then on 29 March 1891 a special imperial rescript announced the intention to build a Trans-Siberian railway.7

The first major section of the Trans-Siberian Railway, from the Urals town of Cheliabinsk eastward to the Ob River, opened in 1896; the section between Vladivostok and the Amur town of Khabarovsk in 1897; the section between Krasnoyarsk and Irkutsk in 1898; the Irkutsk-Lake Baikal Line as well as the Ussuri River section in 1899; and the section between the eastern shore of Lake Baikal to Sretensk in 1900. Due to the extremely rough terrain, the section around the southern end of Lake Baikal was completed only in 1904; before that time ferries linked the railway line.8

In other words, by 1904 the Russians had completed railway lines connecting European Russia to the Chinese border south of Lake Baikal and connecting Vladivostok via Khabarovsk to the Chinese border in the east. This left a major gap in between. Until 1896, the route for the final section connecting Lake Baikal to Vladivostok remained unresolved. It was in this period that a major foreign relations crisis, the Sino-Japanese War, precipitated a decision to build the Chinese Eastern Railway.



The First Sino-Japanese War and the Chinese Eastern Railway

The First Sino-Japanese War overturned the long-standing balance of power in East Asia to make Japan the dominant regional power at Chinese expense. China had unsuccessfully attempted to maintain Korea’s tributary status and limit Japan’s increasing influence there. But China’s rapid defeat, resulting in the 1895 Treaty of Shimonoseki, forced China not only to abandon claims of suzerainty over Korea, but also to cede Taiwan, the Pescadore Islands, and the Liaodong Peninsula in southern Manchuria, to Japan. Russia, however, successfully intervened to stop the cession of Liaodong, with the support of France and Germany. In the Triple Intervention, Japan was forced to give up the Liaodong Peninsula and its strategically important harbor of Lüshun (Port Arthur), located within easy striking distance of Beijing.9

During the war, Russian officials repeatedly discussed the possibility of Russia’s absorbing part of Korea and northern Manchuria.10 The government policy announced in the spring of 1895 was “[o]fficially to inform the European powers, and likewise China, that we consider it necessary, for the protection of our interests, to insist that Japan renounce the annexation of the southern portion of Manchuria, without seeking any annexations on our part.”11 Despite this official denial of Russian territorial ambitions in East Asia, the tsar had already secretly recommended taking an ice-free port in eastern Korea as well as territory along a proposed railway line through Manchuria.12

From the Russian point of view, Japan’s victory in the Sino-Japanese War marked the beginning of a new era in Russo-Chinese relations.13 Should the Japanese establish themselves in either Korea or Manchuria, the Russians feared that the next objective would be to expel the Russians from eastern Siberia. During the Sino-Japanese War, security concerns became widespread in the Russian press. Once the terms of the Treaty of Shimonoseki became known, such security concerns received front-page coverage with special emphasis given to the Japanese occupation of the strategic Liaodong Peninsula. There were renewed calls for the Russian acquisition of an ice-free port in East Asia as a terminus for the Trans-Siberian Railway. Not only the Russian press, but Russia’s leaders also concluded that Japan now posed a serious security threat whose antidote was the expansion of Russia’s East Asian railway system.14 Above all, Russia wanted closely to circumscribe Japanese activities on the mainland and to limit its expansion up the Korean Peninsula.

During the war, Russian engineers realized how technically difficult the Amur section of the Trans-Siberian Railway would be to build. They immediately looked into an alternative route cutting straight across Manchuria from the east side of Lake Baikal to Vladivostok. Without securing Chinese permission, by August 1895, the Russian government had sent a surveying mission and by January 1896, Russia had drawn up the plans for a railway concession. After China’s defeat in the war, Russia preferred a straight line through Manchuria for reasons of foreign policy as well as geography—it wanted to preempt any Manchurian ambitions of Japan or any other country.15 Military leaders argued that the significantly shorter line (shorter by 1,300 miles) running straight through Manchuria would both be much easier to defend than a long meandering line following the course of the Amur River and would create a buffer zone protecting the river transport from being cut.16

While the Russian government revised its East Asian strategy to take into account China’s growing weakness, it simultaneously engaged in a massive industrialization program at home under the direction of Finance Minister Witte, who was also the architect of the Trans-Siberian Railway and in many ways of the entire Russian East Asian policy in the 1890s. During his tenure as minister, the Ministry of Finance eclipsed the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for formulating Russia’s East Asian policy.17 In Witte’s mind the economic development of Russia; the maintenance of Russia’s great power status; the construction of the Trans-Siberian Railway; and Russia’s East Asian policy were all inextricably linked. He believed that successful Russian industrial development required the integration of Siberia into European Russia in order to dominate Asian territories and markets still untouched by the other powers. He hoped that a railway link to Vladivostok via northern Manchuria would open lucrative Chinese markets, guarantee Russian dominance in Manchuria, and prevent access by other powers.18 Witte dreamed of a Manchuria where the Russian Empire would be “recognized not as a colony of the West but as a ‘mother country’ equal in status with the other great powers.”19

At the time of the Triple Intervention after the Sino-Japanese War, Chinese newspapers had rumored that, in return for Russian help in expelling Japan from the Liaodong Peninsula and in return for the loan to China of 6 July 1895, Russia had extracted Chinese permission to build a Manchurian railway ostensibly to protect both countries from any future Japanese aggression.20 By the spring of 1896 the Russian envoy to Beijing had already approached the Chinese about building the railway.21 The Chinese rejected the proposal despite Russia’s threat to ally with Japan if China did not cooperate. Russia, in turn, rejected China’s preferred plan to build a Manchurian railway of its own within six years.

During the coronation of Nicholas II, Witte resumed the negotiations with the attending Chinese dignitary, Li Hongzhang. Witte offered a defensive alliance with China against Japan and a three-million-ruble bribe to Li, in exchange for permission to build what became known as the Chinese Eastern Railway.22 The offer of a defensive alliance proved increasingly attractive to China.



The Creation of the Sino-Russian Alliance

After China’s defeat by Japan, Li Hongzhang and other prominent officials concluded that China must ally with Russia as a counterweight to Japan.23 In return for Russia’s guarantee of help in the event of further Japanese aggression, China granted Russia a railway concession cutting through Manchuria, which, according to the treaty of alliance, implied no territorial designs by Russia or in any way diminished Chinese sovereign rights over the territory in question. On 3 June 1896, China and Russia signed the secret treaty of alliance, providing for the construction of the Chinese Eastern Railway and a fifteen-year alliance for China, whereby both countries agreed to support each other in the event of a Japanese attack on Russia, China, or Korea, and promised not to make a separate peace with Japan.24 According to the Russian envoy to Beijing: “In concluding the contract of 1896, given the weakness of China at that time, we had in mind nothing other than the annexation in due course, if not of all, then at any rate of the northern part of Manchuria.”25

The railway contract was later negotiated in Berlin and signed on 8 September 1896.26 It provided for a 900-mile-long railway concession connecting Vladivostok with Chita, a city located about four hundred miles to the east of Lake Baikal.27 Because Li Hongzhang would not agree to a railroad owned or constructed by the Russian government, Witte agreed to put the railroad under the control of a nominally independent joint stock company called the Chinese Eastern Railway.

However, by manipulating the company’s stock sales in Russia, in contravention to the agreement with Li, the Russian Ministry of Finance (which meant Count Witte) actually ran the concession. This was accomplished by a public sale of the railway shares, announced in the official Russian government newspaper only on the morning of the sale, thus precluding the participation of independent investors. At that time, the Russian government bought outright just 25 percent of the shares, but it acquired an option, held by the Russo-Chinese Bank, to buy the rest. By 1902, after the Boxer Uprising, the Russian government had exercised this option to acquire a majority stake, bringing its outright control to 53 percent.28 According to Witte, as another “subterfuge,” the railway security guard was made up of “‘temporarily retired’ soldiers from the border guards and retired soldiers.”29

The twelve-article railway contract30 stipulated a track gauge following Russian specifications, making the railway incompatible with the other railway lines in China. The railway gauge integrated northern Manchuria into the Russian transportation system, while isolating it from the Chinese railway system. Russia received preferential tariff rates—less by a third compared to those stipulated for the maritime trade dominated by the Western Europeans. Although China retained the right to buy back the railway thirty-six years after its completion or to take control automatically after the passage of eighty years, Witte considered the financial terms of redemption for the railway to be so difficult that Russia would run the railway for the full eighty-year term of the lease.31

The treaty did provide for Chinese legal control over the railway zone, but the lands and even income of the railway were exempt from Chinese taxation.32 After the Boxer Uprising, the Russians unilaterally revised the statutes governing jurisdiction over the railway zone. In an edict dated 2 August 1901, the tsar in effect declared extraterritoriality over the zone, when he put all Russian citizens under Russian legal jurisdiction. The only exception would be cases where the accused was not a Russian subject.33

The Statutes of the Chinese Eastern Railway, signed in St. Petersburg on 16 December 1896, had repeated the contents of the original railway contract. But the document also gave Russia such additional privileges as the right to build and maintain mining, industrial, and commercial enterprises, as well as telegraph lines along the track, while further limiting the Chinese jurisdiction over the railway zone itself.

Years later the commander of Russian troops on the Amur prior to World War I wrote: “It is a well known fact that the private C.E.R. Company represents a plain fiction, inasmuch as it exists exclusively at the [Russian] state’s expense.” He continued: “The Chinese Eastern Railway Administration represents, in the full sense of the word, a colonial government with all the functions inherent in it. The manager of the railway administers at the same time the territory of the zone together with its population through all branches and in all respects; he is even endowed with the power of diplomatic relations, for which there is a special department in the structure of the administration.”34



The Construction of the Chinese Eastern Railway

With the construction of the Chinese Eastern Railway, Russian security interests no longer extended just to the Amur River, but several hundred miles southward into Manchuria. This made any possibility of foreign occupation of the Liaodong Peninsula or other areas in northern China particularly threatening. Protection of the railway line required a sizable naval force in East Asia, but Vladivostok’s harbor was inadequate as a naval base because, even with the introduction of icebreakers, it remained frozen for an average of fifty-two days per year.35 So Russian leaders wished to secure an ice-free port, particularly after Germany made clear its determination to take Jiaozhou harbor, and the city of Qingdao (Tsingtao), in the North China province of Shandong.

In 1897, Russia failed to secure Chinese permission to build a southern Manchurian railway line to either an ice-free Manchurian or ice-free Korean port. Even worse from the Russian point of view, China attempted to counterbalance the growing Russian influence in Manchuria by permitting Britain to build a line from Jilin (Kirin), Manchuria to Shanhaiguan (whose name literally means the pass between the mountains and the sea), near where the Great Wall meets the sea. This initial attempt by China to counterbalance Russia with Britain failed to stop further Russian expansion because, at that time, Russia and Britain were delimiting their respective spheres of influence in China. In an agreement signed on 28 April 1899, Britain said it would forego any railway concessions north of the Great Wall while Russia said it would not seek any railway concessions in the Yangzi River Basin.36 Although this agreement curtailed Britain, Russian’s most important European rival, Russia had not come to terms with Japan.

In December 1897, Russia informed the Chinese that it had seized the Liaodong Peninsula ports of Lüshun and Dalian, under the ruse that the measure was temporary in order to protect China from Germany, which had just seized Jiaozhou Bay.37 In fact, Russia and Germany had reached a prior accommodation to support each other in the seizure of the Liaodong Peninsula and Jiaozhou Bay.38 According to the annual report for 1897 of the Russian Foreign Ministry, the Chinese were so desperate to secure Russian help against Germany that they agreed for the time being to open all ports to Russian ships and granted them the use of all port facilities and arsenals.39 Far from trying to dislodge the Germans from Jiaozhou, the Russians planned to use the German occupation as a pretext for their impending seizure of Lüshun.40

In January 1898, Russia began forcibly evicting Chinese living in the vicinity of the Liaodong Peninsula and killing those who resisted.41 On 4 March 1898, Russia formally requested a concession encompassing the ports Lüshun and Dalian on the grounds that the single port of Vladivostok prevented Russia from providing China with year-round protection in keeping with their treaty of alliance. The note warned that the Russian government would interpret a Chinese failure to respond favorably in four days as proof that China did “not want to resolve the matter in friendship, after which the Imperial Government in turn will make the appropriate decision.”42 Only in the eleventh hour did the Chinese agree to negotiate.43

Had the Chinese refused to sign the lease agreement, Russia planned that very day to launch an attack by sea in order to occupy Lüshun.44 Eleven days before the actual lease was signed, the Russian military had already cleared the area of Chinese military forces.45 As Witte noted, had China refused to yield, Russia “could easily have occupied the territory, for the Chinese had no troops there and the fortress at Port Arthur [Lüshun] was a mere toy.”46 Well-placed bribes—according to Witte, he paid 500,000 rubles to Li Hongzhang and a 250,000 ruble bribe to Li’s subordinate—combined with decisions by the other powers not to block Russia or Germany, but to follow suit and carve out their own concessions, left China with little room for maneuver.47

On 27 March 1898, China and Russia concluded a twenty-one-year lease agreement for Lüshun, China’s most important northern naval base.48 When Russia declared Lüshun to be a closed naval port, the British protested so vehemently that Russia then promised to build a large commercial port at the nearby town of Dalian, which would be open to foreign ships.
OEBPS/toc.xhtml


Manchurian Railways and the Opening of China





Table of Contents





		

Cover Page





		

Half Title Page





		

Title Page





		

Copyright Page





		

Dedication





		

Table of Contents





		

About the Editors and Contributors





		

Acknowledgments





		

Preface





		

Maps





		

Introduction





		

Part I Competing Railway Imperialisms



		

1 The Chinese Eastern Railway from the First Sino-Japanese War until the Russo-Japanese War





		

2 Japan's South Manchuria Railway Company in Northeast China, 1906–34





		

3 Sino-Soviet Tensions and Soviet Administrative Control over the Chinese Eastern Railway, 1917–25





		

4 Railway as Political Catalyst: The Chinese Eastern Railway and the 1929 Sino-Soviet Conflict













		

Part II Competing Railway Nationalisms



		

5 Technology Transfer in Modern China: The Case of Railway Enterprises in Central China and Manchuria





		

6 Chinese Railroads, Local Society, and Foreign Presence: The Tianjin-Pukou Line in pre-1949, Shandong





		

7 Railways in Communist Strategy and Operations in Manchuria, 1945–48





		

8 Return of the Chinese Changchun Railway to China by the USSR













		

Epilogue: Rivers of Steel: Manchuria’s Railways as a Natural Extension of the Sea Lines of Communication





		

Selected Bibliography





		

Index













Book Landmarks



		

Cover Page





		

Half Title Page





		

Title Page





		

Copyright Page





		

Dedication





		

Table of Contents





		

About the Editors and Contributors





		

Acknowledgments





		

Preface





		

Maps





		

Start of Body















Pagelist





		

i





		

ii





		

iii





		

iv





		

v





		

vii





		

viii





		

ix





		

x





		

xi





		

xiii





		

xiv





		

xv





		

xvi





		

xvii





		

xviii





		

1





		

3





		

4





		

5





		

6





		

7





		

8





		

9





		

10





		

11





		

12





		

13





		

14





		

15





		

16





		

17





		

18





		

19





		

20



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































OEBPS/images/coverpage.jpg
and the

An International History

Edited by
and





OEBPS/images/logo_B.jpg
:
2{ Routledge

Taylor & Francis Group
LONDON AND NEW YORK





OEBPS/images/mapfm_xviii_01_B.jpg
=

G

“

\2

ot Sea s
White Sea

s

st} ] 9 N

mw. _3’3.\
F
EUROPEAN RUSSIA S

SIBERIA

In 1800 the total Siberian population was only half a million.
Between 1800 and 1897 over five million Russians crossed the
Urals into Siberia; between 1897 and 1911 a further three and
a half million. By 1914, of the total nine million inhabitants,
as many as a million were criminals and political exiles, many
of whom spent most of their adult life in Siberia, some in
prison or labour camps, but manyin townships where they
could earn a living and participate fully in local affairs






OEBPS/images/mapfm_xx_01_B.jpg
0

13

EASTERN
SIBERIA

The gold mines at Kara were worked
by convict labour. 1,000 convicts 4
were in close confinement, 1,000

in barracks and cabins around the LU
mines. There was a special women's
barracks nearby for women prisoners.

To be sent to Kara was one of the

most feared threats of the Tsarist regime

Begunin1891, the Trans-Siberian railway served
both as an economic link between European

U]
Russia and the Far East, and as a challenge to

Japanese expansion in Manchuria. From Chita,
the Chinese Eastern Railway, under Russian
control, randirect to Viadivostok, and linked up
with Port Arthur. The single-track all- Russian
route to Viadivostok was completed in 1917,
Through traffic from Moscow to Viadivostok via
Harbin opened in1903; the 4,388 milejourney
took13days. A million Russians used the railway
tomigrate to Siberia between 1903 and 1913;

they were offered quarter fares, but the supply
of good farming land was limited

m——— Trans-Siberian Railway ; section completed by 1899

-——++ Completed by 1917, with dates of completion.
Until 1915 Lake Baikal was crossed by ferry

B Important geological prospecting made possible
by the railway, and begun during construction

=——= Otherimportant lines in Asia open by 1915, and
serving to advance Russian administration and
frontier authority






