



















http://lccn.loc.gov/2015030975

Contents

List of figures viii
Acknowledgments X
Note on transliteration, dates, and maps X
List of abbreviations xi
Introduction 1

1 Demographics, economy, and communication in the

borderland, 1911-1917 22
2 Transcultural spaces and entanglements, 1911-1917 44
3 The Buryat national autonomy, 1917-1918 67
4 Power struggle in a stateless context, 1918-1919 95

5 The Mongol Federation and the Buddhist theocracy,

1919-1920 115
6 The new independent states, 1920-1921 147
7  The Buryat autonomy in transcultural governance,

1921-1924 174

Conclusion 212

Index 218



Figures

L1

1.2
L3
L4
L5
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6

1.7

2.1
2.2
23

3.1
6.1
7.1

The Baikal region and the recognized international boundaries
in Asia, 1917

The Mongol Federation

The Rightfully Detached State of the Khudun Valley

The Middle Mongolian Realm

The Buryat-Mongol Republic, Mongolia, and Tannu-Tuva
The political and administrative spaces of the Baikal region
The Baikal region in the larger communication space

Major mineral deposits in the Baikal region

Economies in the Baikal region

Ethnic spaces in the Baikal region in 1914

Ethnic spaces in the Baikal region in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries

Ethnic spaces in the Baikal region in the late nineteenth
century

Land use in the Baikal region in 1914

Religious spaces in the Baikal region in 1914

Buddhist places of worship in the Baikal region in the early
twentieth century

The Buryat aymaks and the international regime
Independent states and autonomies in the Baikal region, 1922
The Buryat-Mongol Autonomous Socialist Soviet Republic,
1923-1927

~N N D

25
28
30
32

34
35
45
48
49
79

156

191















Introduction

The fall of the Qing and Russian empires in the early twentieth century resulted
in economic and political turmoil throughout Eurasia, quest for restructuring
social organizations, and formation of new political entities. Between 1911 and
1924 several independence and autonomy projects were developed and imple-
mented in the areas populated by Mongolic peoples in North and East Asia ulti-
mately leading to the establishment of the Buryat-Mongol Autonomous Socialist
Soviet Republic (BMASSR) within the Russian Socialist Federative Soviet
Republic (RSFSR) of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) and inde-
pendent Mongolian People’s Republic (MPR) which introduced new boundaries
to Asia’s post-imperial spaces.

The study covers the period between the collapse of the Qing Empire in 1911
and the creation of the MPR in 1924 and focuses on the northern part of the
former imperial borderland, the area around Lake Baikal, where most of the new
state and autonomy projects were developed. Some of the events which were
crucial for the topic took place in Urga (Khiiree; Ulaanbaatar after 1924), Vladi-
vostok, Harbin, Saint Petersburg (Petrograd in 1914-1924; Leningrad in
1924-1991), Omsk, Moscow, Beijing, Tokyo, Paris, Lhasa, and elsewhere.

The Baikal region (Figure I.1) (Pereselenceskoe upravlenie 1914a;
W. & A. K. Johnston 1912) had long been a zone of dynamic interactions
between various European, Asian, and Eurasian actors. Its entangled social
environment had been shaped by the movement of people and transfer of ideas
and material objects. Politically active exiles, Christian missionaries, Buddhist
monks and scholars, Siberian and Mongolian shamans, Asian and European set-
tlers, merchants, explorers, diplomats, and soldiers came to the region with their
beliefs, knowledge, values, practices, and goods, whereas people of various
ethnic, religious, and social backgrounds born there traveled to other places in
Eurasia and beyond. The Baikal region had long played a major role in the polit-
ical and economic topologies of the Russian Empire securing its control over
Siberia, the Russian Far East, and even Alaska, granting access to Mongolia and
Manchuria, and connecting Europe with East Asian and American markets.

The creation of the BMASSR in 1923 and MPR a year later was supposed to
provide the Bolsheviks with effective control over the strategic border region
between the recently collapsed empires and demonstrate a globally applicable
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Figure 1.1 The Baikal region and the recognized international boundaries in Asia, 1917.

model of transcultural governance to follow the World Revolution and fall of
imperialism. The project proved effective in the short term: the MPR turned out
to be the only successful attempt to create a socialist state outside the Soviet
Union before the Second World War. Although both republics were nominally
based on ethno-national categories (Buryat-Mongols and Mongols), the non-
national religious, political, and economic considerations played a major role
during the development and implementation of the Soviet project.

The initial boundaries of the two political entities changed, but they still exist
today as independent Mongolia and the Republic of Buryatia within the Russian
Federation. The overarching structures, which were supposed to connect and
govern these and other entities, the Communist International (Comintern) and
the Soviet Union, collapsed in 1943 and 1991 respectively.

Even though by the time of its demise the USSR had ceased to be the once
envisioned globally applicable model of governance, its understanding as a cen-
tralized unitary structure proved misleading. The collapse of the USSR was
largely unexpected by the academic community and unmasked major flaws in
contemporary approaches to Russian and Soviet history, which were outlined by
Ronald Grigor Suny whose critique and suggestion to pay more attention “to the
non-Russian peoples, to the extrapolitical social environment, and to the
particular contexts, contingencies, and conjunctures of the Soviet past” (Suny
1993, 1-2) contributed to the view that Russian history featured a multitude of






4 Introduction

affirmative action empire which responded to the rising tide of anticolonial nation-
alism. Although it is hard to disagree with Martin’s main thesis, the leading role of
the Bolshevik elite, especially that of Vladimir Lenin and losif Stalin, in designing
the new structure (Martin 2001, 1-9; Slezkine 1994) needs reassessment.

The evidence coming from North and East Asia demonstrated that Lenin and
Stalin were not unanimous on the issue of national autonomies within the
RSFSR. Besides, the Bolsheviks split into more than two groups on the matter.
Apart from the “internationalists” and “nation-builders” (Martin 2001, 2) there
were people whom one might call “transnationalists.” This group, which
included two major Bolshevik leaders in North Asia, Ivan Smirnov and Boris
Sumackij, viewed the creation of autonomies on the territory of the former
empire as an instrument for spreading the revolution beyond its boundaries.
Smirnov and Sumackij, who were credited for the successful export of revolu-
tion to Mongolia, found support from Lenin and Georgij Cicerin in their dis-
agreement with Stalin over the form of the Buryat-Mongol autonomy. These
“transnationalists” were the practitioners who implemented the new structure on
site and modified it based on their experiences.

Smirnov and Sumackij formulated their suggestions in close contact with
prominent indigenous politicians, such as Elbek-Dorzi Rin¢ino and Cyben
Zamcarano, and hence may not themselves be seen as the authors of the Soviet
project in North Asia. Similar to many other contexts, the Buryat educated strata
actively participated in the process of national formation (Suny 1993, 11). An
important role in rallying official support for the Buryat-Mongol Republic and
securing special status for Buddhism in the new structure was played by the
eminent Buddhist monk Agvan Dorziev.

Francine Hirsch underlined the role of a third group of actors, the imperial
experts in ethnography (Hirsch 2005, 5-15). Although they undoubtedly parti-
cipated in shaping some ethnic territories, her argument is only partially sup-
ported by the evidence from the Baikal region. Zamcarano, Bazar Baradijn, and
Gombozab Cybikov were indigenous politicians and imperial experts at the same
time. Having received education from famous ethnographers and Buddhologists,
they did not cease to belong to and identify themselves with the groups which
they studied and defined (Tolz 2011).

The named actors are missing from the recent narratives of early Soviet
history which pay little attention to North Asia (Hirsch 2005; Kaiser 1994;
Martin 2001; J. Smith 2013; Suny 1993). It therefore appears apt to shed some
light on the formation of the Soviet Union from local and regional perspectives
and assess the role of indigenous actors in designing the transcultural govern-
ance structure. The relevance of many local actors is reinforced by the fact that
they were also transnational actors whose activities spanned across the bound-
aries of the Russian and Soviet empires. Most authors paid attention to the global
context of the Soviet project and viewed the Great War and the Russian Civil
War as the premise and background of its development and implementation. This
study goes further and argues that the two wars (which in North and East Asia
flowed together with the clashes in the former Qing territory into one multilayered
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conflict) and the corresponding power relations were the driving force behind
the making of the new governance structure. The adversaries of the Bolsheviks
in the Civil War, Grigorij Seménov and Roman von Ungern-Sternberg, and the
representatives of foreign governments, especially Japanese officers, contributed
to the mobilization of regional population, articulated the need for restructuring
post-imperial Asia, and indirectly co-authored the Soviet project.

Hence, the post-imperial boundaries and the Soviet project had no definitive
authorship. The new governance structure was a product of interactions between
numerous and diverse actors. The Soviet federalist project was a compromise on
the way to a nationless society, just like state capitalism which was reintroduced
during the New Economic Policy presented a compromise on the way to social-
ism (Ball 1987). The purpose and design of the Soviet structure changed tremen-
dously between the October Revolution of 1917 and Stalin’s rejection of the
World Revolution (Hirsch 2005, 63).

The ultimate demarcation of Mongolia and Buryatia was preceded by several
alternative suggestions about how to draw new boundaries on the remains of the
empires. Among these projects developed and partly implemented in the Baikal
region (Figure 1.1) in 1911-1924 there were the theocratic Outer Mongolian
state (autonomy) proclaimed in 1911, the Buryat Autonomy proclaimed at the
First All-Buryat Congress on April 25, 1917, by Mihail Bogdanov and other
indigenous intellectuals; the federation of Inner, Outer, Hulunbuir (Barga), and
Buryat Mongolia proclaimed in February 1919 (Figure 1.2) (GARF 200-1-406,
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Figure 1.2 The Mongol Federation.
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1-2; GARF 200-1-478, 78; Pereselenceskoe upravlenie 1914b; The Edinburgh
Geographical Institute 1922b; RGASPI 495-152-20, 43); the Buddhist theo-
cracy created by a dissident Buddhist monk Lubsan Samdan Cydenov and his
disciples later the same year (Figure 1.3) (Bazarov and Zabaeva 2008; Dandaron
2006); the federation of Asian peoples from the Caspian Sea to the Pacific envi-
sioned by Ungern in 1921 (Figure 1.4) (GADM 2012; The Edinburgh Geograph-
ical Institute 1922b; Uzefovi¢ 2010); and the autonomous regions within the Far
Eastern Republic (FER) and the RSFSR created in 1921 and 1922 respectively.

The proponents of the BMASSR and MPR (Figure 1.5) (Burnarkomzem
1924; The Edinburgh Geographical Institute 1922a, 1922b) considered the
experience of the failed projects and paid much attention to the identities they
sought to articulate. Furthermore, many actors who developed or opposed them
helped in shaping the two republics, both of which were established with sub-
stantial participation of regional intellectuals.

Although all suggested boundaries technically partitioned the Earth’s surface,
they were constructed not in the geographical space, but in the many spaces
formed by various relations between people, places, institutions, and other
objects (Wenzlhuemer 2010; Low 2001). Some spaces were created by the rela-
tions between, within, and beyond various social groups and sites (for instance,
the religious spaces constituted by churches, Buddhist temples, lamas, priests,
missionaries, congregations, and legislation). Other spaces emerged from inter-
actions of technological and economic nature, including transport and communi-
cation spaces shaped by railways, roads, and telegraphs.
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In some of these transcultural (entangled and overlapping) relational spaces,
boundaries were imagined and articulated in terms of group identities or social
categorizations (ethnic, religious, or occupational) and then projected onto the
geographical space suggesting demarcation of territories. Just as the groups
themselves, corresponding cultures (Lévi-Strauss 1967; Ortner 1984) were mul-
tiple, overlapping, and dynamic; they were produced and reproduced through
interpretative interactions.

Although cultures as fuzzy networks of mental constructions cannot be delin-
eated and compared, the intersections between them reveal themselves in histor-
ical sources through the diverse interpretations of the same individuals, groups,
places, objects, ideas, practices, and phenomena. An individual is placed in
complex power relations and can be subject to a variety of forms of domination,
exploitation, and subjection (Foucault 1982, 778, 781, 786, 788, 793). This
variety can be described in terms of social identities (gender, race, ethnicity,
class, and others) and relational spaces which feature multilayered or intersec-
tional power asymmetries (Valentine 2007). Transculturality, as a multitude of
complementary, coexisting, or conflicting interpretations (Bourdieu 1985,
731-732), broadens the scope of possible response, making the outcome of
power relations less predictable and lowering thereby power potential of their
participants.

As Michel Foucault suggested, the term to govern should be understood in a
broader non-state sense, as “to structure the possible field of action of others”
(Foucault 1982, 790), and there are many actors who attempt to govern within
different social spaces beyond states. This means that in a stateless context there
is no power vacuum. In the case of Eurasia after the fall of the Qing and Russian
empires political, economic, religious, clan, gender, and other power relations
persisted and occasionally intensified. In a stateless context, global and local
interactions come to the forefront, as these are now not mediated, structured, or
constrained by state authorities. At the same time, the struggle to reestablish the
state may increase the dynamics and complexity of power relations, which
include competition, negotiation, and mutual tensions. The key question here is
to determine which major group and individual actors engaged in power rela-
tions in post-imperial North and East Asia.

Trying to legitimize their claims over particular populations or spaces, parti-
cipants in power relations invest much effort in social mobilization (Regan and
Norton 2005). Using existing global or regional discourses and adjusting them
for local public and particular purposes, actors respond to the need of framing
their arguments (Snow 2004) in a way that is understandable for their recipients.
Discourses provide actors with sets of meanings to choose from and thereby
impose constraints on scopes of action and interpretation (Suny 1993, 13). In the
early twentieth century, major global discourses from which actors extensively
borrowed were those of self-determination, anticolonial nationalism (Manela
2007), social justice, and class struggle (Eley 2002). In some regional contexts
the discourse of nationalism engendered various pan-movements advocating
regionalism based on superethnic commonalities (Conrad and Sachsenmaier
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2007, 11). Internationally, these and other discourses intermingled in a great
variety of combinations. In the Caucasus of the early twentieth century, for
instance, actors relied on such major intellectual trends as socialism, national-
ism, Pan-Turkism, Pan-Islam, and liberalism (Suny 1993, 41). A further
important question is, hence, what notions from what discourses the participants
of post-imperial power struggle used.

Across the former Russian Empire, those nationalists and socialists who neg-
lected transculturality and failed to “appreciate the complex meshing of social
and ethnic grievances in situations where class and ethnicity reinforced indi-
vidual and collective positions in the hierarchy of power and powerlessness”
faced major difficulties in social mobilization (Suny 1993, 29). Boundary con-
struction is a way of coping with transcultural complexity through imposing cat-
egorization (be it a list of social groups and categories in a text; a boundary, an
isocline, or a contour line on a map; or articulation of a uniform group identity);
it is a way of limiting transculturality with univocal interpretations of particular
spaces; it is a way of constructing meanings and setting up bases for action
(Wood and Fels 2008); it is disentanglement and detachment for the sake of gov-
ernance (Fall 2002).

Governance of transcultural spaces does not necessarily involve their detach-
ment, that is, the introduction of a boundary more or less acceptable in one space
and its imposition on other spaces connected to the first (for instance, imposition
of borders based on ethnicity disregarding other identities), and may also be con-
ducted through recognition and institutionalization of existing entanglements
(for instance, imperial systems of local government formally and informally
incorporating indigenous forms of clan and religious authority) and through the
introduction of new entanglements (for instance, the introduction of new over-
arching identities). Disentanglement may be regarded as governance through
homogenization, whereas selective recognition and institutionalization of entan-
glements may be called governance over heterogeneity. The proponents of the
New Imperial History render such an approach to governance as empire (Gerasi-
mov et al. 2005).

In practice governance of transcultural spaces is most likely to involve a com-
bination of these two modes and include boundary construction either in terms
of detachment of particular spaces from others (the detachment of religious
spaces in a secular state may be a good example) or in terms of mental reduction
of social complexity (religious pluralism suggests categorization of a larger
space into several distinct religious spaces; guarantee of minorities rights implies
separation of these from majorities; construction of an overarching identity in a
polyethnic or multilingual state involves categorization of the population into
constituent groups). Major questions here are what spaces of post-imperial Asia
the actors attempted to disentangle and delineate and how they constructed the
boundaries.

The use of a geographic information system (GIS) allowed for discussing
boundaries and the spaces they were supposed to demarcate in detail. Maps and
other spatially referenced representations of categories and identities (statistics,
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legislature, and so on) were integrated into a GIS and analyzed jointly (Knowles
2002, xiii—xv). With GIS it was possible to reconstruct and reentangle the multi-
dimensional social environment of the Baikal region through combining data
from maps depicting ethnic and religious divisions, land use, religious institu-
tions, economic activities, communication lines, and textual sources into a four-
dimensional system (featuring latitude, longitude, altitude, and time). Without
the GIS comparing some of the data would hardly be possible due to the large
volumes and equivocality of representations. Following the post-representational
approach to cartography (Crampton 2003), the four-dimensional GIS did not aim
at reconstructing a historic reality, but combined many different views of it
instead, with interpretation becoming a further parameter of the system.

The two modes of dealing with transculturality were combined in Siberia and
Mongolia, but the proportion between them and emphasis varied. All unsuccess-
ful and provisional projects preeminently followed the disentangling strategy
and attempted to find a foundation for an imagined community (Anderson 1991)
and a respective territorial entity to be detached from “the others.” They envi-
sioned political commonalities and constructed boundaries through exclusion.
Such an essentialist approach proved ineffective. The successful Soviet project
also involved boundary construction, but placed the emphasis on the institution-
alization of entanglements. It utilized both, existing and newly created identities
which were addressed and altered through a macro-identity. This macro-identity
on different occasions was articulated as the one uniting socialists, communists,
revolutionaries, proletarians, or simply all those under oppression globally. The
Soviet project led to the redefinition of local ethnic, superethnic, gender, age,
and religious categories, and the emergence of new transboundary socialist iden-
tities supported by specialized organizations, such as the Comintern. The macro-
identity of formerly oppressed strata in its broadest understanding allowed for
constructing a multi-ethnic and multi-confessional polity (Gerasimov et al. 2005,
43; Suny 1993, 37) which spanned beyond the boundaries of the former Russian
Empire.

The categories of state, nation (G. Smith et al. 1998, 8-9), and empire (as a
descriptive historical term) do not grasp the difference between the two modes
because both, colonial empires and nation-states were legitimized through chau-
vinisms and racisms (Wimmer and Schiller 2002). The metaphors of the “affirma-
tive action empire” (Martin 2001) and “empire of nations” (Hirsch 2005) are more
applicable for the period after the Bolsheviks gave up the Marxist ideal of a post-
state borderless world (Marx 1970), opted for building socialist nationalities, and
developed the Soviet Union into a structure resembling other sovereign states. The
difference in strategy, we argue, is crucial for understanding the success of the
Soviet project and the failure of the others in North Asia. Unlike the authors of the
pre-1924 state and autonomy projects, the proponents of the Soviet project sug-
gested restructuring regional transcultural spaces instead of their detachment, pio-
neering thereby transnational or even post-national governance.

The choice of the period and area for a case study was motivated by the
extreme dynamics of transculturality in a practically stateless context which
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allowed for the unmediated interactions between the global and the local. The
collapse of the named and other Eurasian empires (German, Austro-Hungarian,
and Ottoman) intensified local power relations, brought many external actors
into play, and triggered complex processes of boundary construction. Although
the Russian and Qing empires attracted much attention, the borderland between the
two could not find its place within either national histories or area studies, often
being neglected by Eastern Europe and East Asia scholarship. The case of the
Baikal region, however, provides a great deal of material for studying how the
conflicts between overlapping identities are resolved, how multilateral power
relations unfold, and how global and local discourses intermingle and interact.

Some of the events, personalities, and phenomena relevant for our research
were discussed in Russian, Mongolian, Czech, American, Japanese, French,
Italian, Canadian, and British works (Bazarov and Zabaeva 2008; Batsajhan
2011; Graves 1941; Gajda 2008; Hara 1989; Mautone 2003; Janin 1933; Moffat
2008; Ward 1920). A plausible way to reconstruct the region as a zone of tran-
scultural interactions (Clarence-Smith et al. 2000) is to bring fragmented and
disconnected literatures together, intersect national and international narratives,
and write a transcultural history based on relevant primary sources without a
major historiographical and political construction (Herren et al. 2012, 15-19)
behind it.

Most of the works which touched upon the Baikal region, relevant actors, and
the state and autonomy projects focused on the Russian Revolutions, the Russian
Civil War, the Allied Intervention, and the formation of the Soviet Union.
Studies on Mongolia’s independence, the Buryat national movement, and inter-
national relations in the region were less numerous (Bazarov and Zabaeva 2008;
Bradley 1984; Ewing 1980; Fitzpatrick 2008; Friters 1937; Hirsch 2005; Kaiser
1994; Lobanov-Rostovsky 1927; Martin 2001; Pipes 1997; Slezkine 1994;
Smele 2006; J. Smith 2013; Suny 1993). Despite questionable political interpre-
tations of the Revolutionary and post-Revolutionary periods, the works pub-
lished during the Soviet period offered a great deal of reliable statistical data and
grounded critique of the Tsarist regime. The analyses conducted by P. T.
Haptaev and other scholars (Bogdanov 1926; Gir¢enko 1927; Gudosnikov and
Ubugune 1933; Haptaev 1938) proved invaluable for this study. Non-Soviet
authors of the 1930s—1980s briefly referred to the history of Buryat-Mongols
during the imperial crisis within broader topics (Ewing 1980; Friters 1937; Sark-
isyanz 1958). One of the few exceptions was Robert A. Rupen who published
several works with the Buryats in focus (Rupen 1964; 1956a; 1956b).

The collapse of the Soviet Union allowed for accessing previously unknown or
restricted sources suggesting new interpretations of Pan-Mangolism, Mongolian
and Siberian Buddhism, interethnic and interreligious relations in the Baikal region,
and exploring personal histories of important individual actors such as Dorziev,
Cydenov, Rinc¢ino, Ungern-Sternberg, Dasi Sampilon, Cyden-ESi Cydypov, and
Seménov. The works by A. I. Andreev, B. V. Bazarov, O. V. Buraeva, N. V.
Cyrempilov, L. V. Kal’mina, L. V. Kuras, S. L. Kuz’min, L. A. Uzefovi¢, P. K.
Varnavskij, L. B. Zabaeva, and others proved especially illuminating (Andreev
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The State Archive of the Republic of Buryatia holds a large collection of
documents produced by indigenous self-government bodies. The collections
483: The Central Buryat National Committee (Burnackom), 305: People’s Duma
of the Buryats of Eastern Siberia (Burnarduma), 477: The Revolutionary
Committee of the Buryat-Mongol Autonomous Region of the RSFSR
(Burrevkom), 476: The Revolutionary Committee of the Buryat-Mongol
Autonomous Region of the FER, 484: The All-Buryat People’s Revolutionary
Committee (Burnarrevkom), 485: The People’s Revolutionary Committee of the
Buryat-Mongols of the Far East, and 278: The Administration of the Buryat-
Mongol Autonomous Region of the FER (Burmonavtoupr) allowed for
reconstructing ideas and activities of numerous indigenous intellectuals who
participated in constructing post-imperial projects and developed from colonial
subjects into key participants of power relations.

In the State Archive of the Russian Federation the collections of the anti-
Bolshevik All-Russian Government located in Omsk were of particular interest.
The collection 200: the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Government
(Omsk) contains diplomatic correspondence, intelligence reports, and original
documents covering the relations between the various Russian political and
military groups, Buryat intellectuals in Siberia and Mongolia, indigenous armed
forces, Outer, Inner, and Hulunbuir Mongolian lamas and noblemen, Japanese
and American military personnel, and diplomats of various countries in Siberia,
Mongolia, Manchuria, China proper, Japan, and elsewhere. It also provided
detailed information on the Mongol Federation project. The collection 1701: the
Native Department of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the Russian Government
(Omsk) includes correspondence and other documents related to the indigenous
population of the Baikal region, indigenous self-government, Transbaikal
Cossacks, and the activities of Buryat emigrants in Outer Mongolia. This
collection offered much material on the Buryat-Mongol Autonomy. The
collection 1318: The People’s Commissariat of Nationalities (Narkomnac
RSFSR) was another important collection in the State Archive of the Russian
Federation. This collection holds extensive correspondence between various
groups within the Soviet political establishment concerning the Buryat-Mongol
autonomous regions within the RSFSR and the FER and the project of their
unification into the BMASSR.

In the Russian State Archive of Socio-Political History, which holds the
documents of the Russian Communist Party and the Comintern, the most
important materials were found in the collection 372: The Far Eastern Bureau of
the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks). The named collection contains
several reports on the Rightfully Detached State of the Khudun Valley and much
material on the Balagad anti-autonomous popular movement closely connected
to the project. It also provided evidence of major disagreements within the
Communist Party on the matter of the Buryat-Mongol Republic, offered
information on non-Russian, non-Buryat, and non-Buddhist groups of the region,
and shed some light on gender politics. Besides, it contained many captured
documents of regional anti-Bolshevik groups. The documents of the Executive
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Committee of the Comintern make up the collection 495 of some 152,306 files.
The inventories 152: The Mongolian People’s Revolutionary Party and 154: The
Eastern Secretariat of the Executive Committee of the Communist International
elucidated the transboundary activities of some Buryat-Mongol intellectuals, the
Comintern’s policies towards Mongolia and Tibet, and difficulties caused by
boundaries in the region.

Further documents which proved relevant for this study included the
collection 39454: the Headquarters of the Asian Cavalry Corps holding the
documents of Ungern’s forces, 40138: The Headquarters of the Eastern Siberian
Independent Army containing the documents of Seménov’s troops, and 40308:
The Collection of Documents of the White Guard Forces, Formations, Units, and
Institutions “Special Varia” of the Russian State Military Archive; the United
States National Archives Microfilm Publication M917: Historical Files of the
American Expeditionary Forces (AEF) in Siberia, 1918—1920; and separate files
related to Japanese involvement in Siberian affairs in the Japan Center for Asian
Historical Records.

Some relevant documents were published over the last two decades in
thematic collections. The volumes on the Buryat national movement (Batuev
1994), international politics in the Far East (MalySeva and Poznanskij 1996),
Dorziev (Nimaev 1993; Samten and Tsyrempilov 2012), and Ungern (Kuz’min
2004a; 2004b) offered access to some rare documents.

The writings of individual actors comprised another group of sources. These
were the articles and books by Bogdanov, Cybikov, and Rin¢ino (Bogdanov
1926; Cybikov 1981; Nimaev 1994). Even though some of these texts were not
devoted to the region during the period under study, they made it possible to
understand how the authors positioned themselves within their social
environments and perceived them. Many actors wrote autobiographies and
memoirs. Even though such sources are problematic and only verified
information from them can be used, some of them (G.-D. Cyrempilov 2013;
Dorziev 2003; Seménov 2002) provided additional information on interactions,
personal likings, and antagonisms.

The evidence supporting our main argument was organized into seven chapters:
Chapters 1 and 2 discussed the transcultural spaces of the Baikal region recon-
structed in a post-representational GIS. The discussion began with the economic
and communication spaces, passed on to the groupings of population into ethnic,
religious, and other categories, and finished with the pre-revolutionary transbound-
ary entanglements. Chapter 3 addressed the collapse of the imperial structures in
the region after the February Revolution and the Buryat Autonomy designed and
implemented by indigenous intellectuals. Chapter 4 concentrated on transcultural
violence and formation of the international regime of the Trans-Siberian Railway.
Chapter 5 focused on the global interactions in a stateless context which led to
emergence of new projects: the Mongol Federation and the local Buddhist theo-
cracy. The formation of the Far Eastern Republic and its consequences for the
Buryats was studied in Chapter 6. Chapter 7 concentrated on the design of the
Soviet project and its implementation, including the ethno-territorial autonomous
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regions in the RSFSR and the FER, the alternative project reverting to superethnic
and religious commonalities, and the opposition to the final boundaries in popular
and party circles and discussed the role of identities and transboundary entangle-
ments in the new transcultural governance structure.
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1 Demographics, economy, and
communication in the borderland,

1911-1917

1.1 Russian and Qing governance structures

The representatives of the Qing and Romanov dynasties arrived at the future
border region in the seventeenth century. The incorporation of the Baikal region
into the Russian state began when the “men of service” (sluzilye ladi), regular
soldiers, and tradesmen (promyslenniki) advancing eastwards of the Urals
reached the lake, overcame the opposition of the local population, and estab-
lished tributary relations with most regional groups (Forsyth 1992, 28-47). The
rule of the Qing had spread to Inner Mongolia in the 1630s, before they estab-
lished themselves as a new dynasty in China. The Treaty of Nerchinsk in 1689
set the boundary between the two states along the Argun’. Two years later Outer
Mongolia was incorporated into the Qing Empire (Cosmo 1998, 291-292). The
Treaty of Kyakhta (1727) specified the Russian-Qing boundary. According to
the Treaty of Aigun (1858) and the Convention of Peking (1860), the areas north
of the Amur and on the Pacific coast became part of the Russian Empire (Bassin
2006; Habarov 2008, 1:21, 30—37) and the international boundary took the form
which can be seen on the map (Figure 1.1) (Pereselenceskoe upravlenie 1914b;
1914c; 1914g; W. & A. K. Johnston 1912).

For the regional population engaged in nomadic herding the boundary turned
out to be a disaster, as it disturbed their seasonal migrations. The people had to
decide which pastures to choose and on which side to pay tributes. All this
resulted in major transboundary migrations before 1727 when the border was
closed and minor resettlements throughout the rest of the eighteenth century
(Bogdanov 1926, 52, 63, 74-75; Haptaev 1954, 1:101).

The Qing ruled Outer Mongolia, which was understood as the four Khalkha
aymaks' or the four aymaks plus Khovd and Tannu Uryankhai, through the
regional nomadic elite. In the early twentieth century the four aymaks of
Khalkha Mongolia consisted of khoshuns.> Somons® were the smallest adminis-
trative units from which the nobles with their dependents and the Buddhist
clergy were exempt. The Qing authority was exercised by a military governor in
Uliastai and two civil governors (amban) in Khovd and Urga. The highest reli-
gious authority in Mongolia since 1639 was the Jebtsundamba Khutuktu, a
prominent lama in the Gelug tradition of Tibetan Buddhism. Inner Mongolia,
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Figure 1.1 The political and administrative spaces of the Baikal region.

which consisted of khoshuns united into six leagues, was administered by the
Qing more closely. Apart from more self-government rights, Outer Mongolia
was subject to more restrictive immigration policies for Chinese settlers as com-
pared to Inner Mongolia (Cosmo 1998, 297, 300-302).

The administrative structures of the Russian Empire were marked by variety.
In the early twentieth century the two Baikal provinces, the Irkutsk Province
with the center in Irkutsk and the Transbaikal Region* with the center in Chita,
consisted of thirteen districts (Figure 1.1). Two Orthodox Christian eparchies
corresponded to the provinces and shared their names. The two provinces also
gave names to respective state chambers and settler districts. The larger Irkutsk
Military Region, the Irkutsk Judicial Circuit, the Irkutsk Educational Circuit, the
Irkutsk Supervisory Chamber, and the Irkutsk District Administration of Agri-
culture and State Property united the entire Baikal region with other areas in
Siberia (Glinka 1914, fig. 10-17). These numerous administrative structures
occasionally conflicted with each other (Damesek et al. 2007, 103).

Between the 1820s and early 1900s, the complex structures of imperial
administration featured bodies of indigenous administrative, economic, and judi-
cial self-government based on clan and territorial groupings: Clan Administra-
tions, Alien Administrations, and Steppe Dumas (councils) (Vysocajse
Utverzdennyj 1830). The abolition of self-government in 1896—1901 resulted
in major protests (Zalsanova 2008). The introduction of uniform Russian
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administrative divisions in the Baikal region can be seen as an attempt to turn
the heterogeneous empire into a homogenous nation legally. This reform, which
apart from the new divisions imposed land regulations unfavorable for the non-
Russian population of the region, triggered the emergence of an organized
Buryat national movement which manifested itself during the First Russian
Revolution (1905-1907). Gombozab Cybikov, Tsyben Zamcarano, and other
intellectuals campaigned for self-government, and education in the native lan-
guage at Buryat congresses and in the press (Bazarov 2011, 15-16; Bazarov and
Zabaeva 2008, 48-50).

The Buryat national movement responded to the grievances caused by the
imperial policies. In 1901, indigenous peoples and Jews were the only two
groups not allowed to acquire public land in Siberia. The land-use regulations
passed in 1896-1901 and 1905-1917 put indigenous peoples in a marginalized
position: their lands were seized to form the land fund for settler colonization
and resolution of land shortage in European Russia; the lands which were
ascribed to the indigenous peoples were not their property and the people had to
pay land tax for it. Indigenous peoples were subject to social inequality, racial
discrimination, and Russification policies which aimed at a full merger of Rus-
sians and non-Russians. Driven by racism, some high officials described the
Transbaikal Buryats as potential allies of the “yellow race” in the Russo-
Japanese War (1904-1905) and discussed the idea of their mass resettlement to
the inner provinces of the empire (Damesek et al. 2007, 58, 67, 213-214, 221,
236, 238-239).

The political space of the Russian Empire extended beyond the international
boundary. With the construction of the Chinese Eastern Railway (CER) in
1897-1903 Russian presence significantly increased in Manchuria. The CER
Zone with the center in Harbin became Russia’s de facto colony. After its defeat
in the war with Japan, which contested Russian presence in East Asia (Schim-
melpenninck van der Oye 2001), the Russian Empire lost control over most of
the South Manchuria Railway (Urbansky 2008). By 1911 semi-official Russian
presence was also significant in Tannu Uryankhai. A 1911 Russian map of north-
ern China used the colors of the Russian and Japanese empires to depict their
zones of influence along the railroads and in Tannu Uryankhai (Kartograficeskoe
zavedenie A. II’ina 1911).

1.2 Waterways, railroad,