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Introduction

After the death of the last Mongolian great qayan Lingdan in 1634, the
Mongolian chieftains of the tribes in the southern and northeastern parts of
Mongolia officially accepted the Manchu Han’s rule at the assembly held in
Mukden in 1636. It was the beginning of the so-called Manchu Era of Mongolian
history. Later, Mongolian historians evaluated this era in a highly negative
manner as “the most difficult era in the history of the Mongolian people.”” On
the other hand, Chinese historiography considers the Qing’s conquests as the
final stage in the unification of China and describes in a more positive fashion.
Whatever the case may be, it is undeniable that the Qing’s rule over the
Mongols was highly stable and successful. In this era, there were no major
revolts or uprisings in the Mongolian part of the Empire. Thus, what brought
such success to the Qing’s rule over Mongolia? The traditional answers given
to this question are “protection” and “separation.” It is said that the Qing
emperors were highly aware of the merits of the Mongolian nomads as a source
of the Empire’s military forces, and accordingly, tried to keep their nomadic
lifestyle intact to maintain the Mongolians’ skills as cavalrymen. In this context,
“protection” refers to the preservation of nomadic Mongolian culture from the
influence of sedentary Chinese civilization. On the other hand, the Manchu
court was cautious of rebellion against its rule by the united Mongols and any
trans-ethnic alliances between Mongolian and Chinese subjects. It was with
this purpose that the “separation” policy was introduced. It is generally called
the “Fengjin #/%%” (blockade) policy by modern historians. Chinese historian
Ma Ruheng 5% H7 listed the items of this policy in the most comprehensive
manner as follows:?

Demographic blockade
1. The prohibition of arbitrary immigration among farmers of the inner
provinces into Mongolia and the cultivation of land
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2. The prohibition of arbitrary mercantile activity and trade by Chinese
merchants in Mongolia

3. The prohibition of subjects of the inner provinces entering Mongolia
with their families, construction, permanent residence, marriage to
Mongolian women, use of Mongolian names, or joining the Mongolian
registration

4. The prohibition of entry into the inner provinces by Mongolian subjects

5. The prohibition of kidnapping, hiding, or inviting farmers of the inner
provinces by Mongolians

6. The prohibition of the human trade of subjects among the Mongolian
banners and the hiding of escapees

7. The prohibition of private exchange, marriage, and trade between the
subjects of different Mongolian banners

8. The concealment of thieves

Regional blockade
1. The prohibition of unauthorized cultivation of pasture
2. The prohibition of cross-boundary pastoral migration and hunting
over the borders of banners
3. The prohibition of arson in grazing land
4. The prohibition of unauthorized trade with Russia

Resources blockade
1. The prohibition of unpermitted tree cutting
2. The prohibition of unpermitted mining of mineral resources
3. The prohibition of carrying metalware, arms, and ironware into
Mongolia

The equivalents of the Chinese term Fengjin in Manchu and Mongolian were
“fafulambi” and “cayajalamui,” respectively, both of which literally mean “to
prohibit by law” (Ma. fafun, Mo. ¢ayaja). In contemporary legal sources, this
word was used for prohibiting any unpermitted entry into places where
resources such as ginseng, furs, and trees were harvested, and to enclosed areas
reserved for royal hunting. In the Mongolian banners, where agricultural
cultivation had been developed, a certain amount of land was reserved for
grazing livestock and was also called “prohibited land.”® Such a usage of this
word shows that the prohibition was introduced within a limited area. However,
Ma Ruheng’s interpretation of Fengjin covers all of Mongolia. There are two
dimensions of the restrictions. One was the prohibition of crossing the borders
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between the territories of Mongolia and the “inner land” of China proper and
the Three Northeastern Provinces, which was separated by the Great Wall in
the West and by the Willow Palisade in the Northeast. Another dimension was
the separation of the Mongolian banner territories from each other through
the demarcation of borders that were authorized by the Qing government.
Accordingly, the policy is alleged to have been created to regulate the trans-
boundary movement of both Mongolian and Chinese subjects. Chinese
subjects were prohibited from crossing the Mongolian border and entering
Mongolia on the one hand, while on the other hand, Mongolian subjects were
prohibited from crossing the banner borders and moving into other banners’
pastures or the inner provinces.

The demarcation of the banners’ pasture lands is considered to have been
highly effective in limiting the movements of the nomadic Mongolians, who
had often invaded China in previous times, and this policy contributed to the
Qing’s success in the pacification of this once hostile nomadic population.”
Under the policy, the Mongolians did not have the right to move freely
throughout the banner territories and they lived their entire lives within the
strictly limited space of their home banner. In this respect, the policy is deemed
to have been highly effective.”)

Strangely enough, this policy is said to have had quite different
consequences for the Chinese subjects. As is well known, the crossing of the
border by Chinese immigrant farmers was a frequent occurrence, especially in
the second half of the Qing era, and Chinese merchants were highly active all
over Mongolia. In this respect, the policy was not workable.” Thus, a basic
question arises. Why did the same policy have such differing consequences for
the two different populations?

Such a discourse about the Fengjin policy discusses two quite different
types of movement. First, regarding the nomadic migration of Mongolian
pastoralists, we need to pay attention to the fact that nomadic pastoralism was
a highly organized means of production. For the nomads, migration was an
indispensable part of their daily life, and the movements and locations of
nomadic camps were under the control of the local communities.

In contrast, the movement of migrating Chinese farmers took place in
quite a different manner. In most cases, the migration north of the Great Wall
occurred beyond the control of the county administrations to which they
originally belonged; furthermore, government control of this migration was
almost impossible. When they reached their destination, they tried to survive
initially not as independent farmers, but as employed laborers or small traders.
After several years of eking out an existence, they may have had the chance to
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become tenants on somebody’s farmland. Thus, in the beginning, the
immigrants were not farmers but worked as laborers or traders. The small
amount of trading they did with the local habitants made it possible for them
to save resources for their future. They were also employed by larger scale
merchants as vendors.” The uncontrollability of the emigrants annoyed the
government a lot, because they were not controlled by either the local
governments to which they had originally belonged or the governments of the
Mongolian banners where they lived; therefore, they appeared as runaways
from the standpoint of the administrative system.

It is without doubt that the mercantile activities of the Chinese itinerant
traders were legal. When they traded in the Mongolian banners, they were
required to have an official document issued by the Lifanyuan, and later by the
local governors of Zhangjiakou, Kékeqota, and Dolonnuur.®) In due course,
they established trading bases called maimaicheng B &% in Mongolia. This
proves that the Qing did not prohibit their entry into Mongolia, but only tried
to control them. The merchants’ business enjoyed the official approval of the
local Mongolian administration.”

We have to pay attention to this asymmetric composition of the discourse
of the Fengjin policy. Even when the transgression of banner borders by nomadic
families occurred, their activity was easily observed and intervened in by the
local banner administration, who took the intruders back to their home

banner."”

) This thus occurred within the scope of the local area. The movement
of Chinese farmers to Mongolia had quite a different nature. They left their
home and evaded the control of their original administration. While the
nomads moved with their property, that is, their livestock, the Chinese migrant
farmers abandoned their homes and possessions and started new lives from
zero as migrant workers.

Such an asymmetry seems to be caused by restricting the discussion on
the movement of the Mongols to nomadic pastoralism. When we enlarge the
scope of the discussion to include other types of movement that occurred
among the Mongols as migrant workers, traders, and other kinds of activities
that were not directly motivated by nomadic pastoralism or caused by the loss
of livelihood, what can we learn about the movements of the Mongols?

In this article, we study cases that show the real nature of the Mongols’
movements during their lives away from their home banners in the mid-Qing
era when the Fengjin policy was alleged to have been implemented. The cases
analyzed here were reported in the memorials presented by the Lifanyuan' to
ask the Emperor to provide a final judgement on the results of the Lifanyuan’s
investigation of the cases of livestock theft among Mongolian subjects.’ All the
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cases discussed here occurred in the Qianlong era (1736-1795). The Emperor
Qianlong is generally said to have tried to enforce the Fengjin policy more
rigorously than previous emperors, including Kangxi and Yongzheng."?

The Qing treated livestock theft as a very serious crime in Mongolia. The
thieves were punished by death by hanging in the early years. Later, the severity
of the punishment was modified according to the number of livestock stolen,
and ranged from banishment to the inner provinces or execution by hanging.'*
Because of the seriousness of this crime, cases were reported to the Emperor
and the final decision was enacted by imperial edict. In most cases, the convicts
were not professional criminals. They were ordinary but poor Mongolians and
their criminal acts were impulsive and haphazard, so the cases are somehow
different from those of the “Mongolian bandits” discussed by Sechin Jagchid
as “anti-Chinese” or “anti-feudal” insurgencies.””’ What is important for us is
the fact that the majority of the cases took place in the course of the Mongolian
subjects’ daily lives and were committed when the criminals were outside of
their own banners. Most of the thieves were living in dire poverty and left their
home banner to seek a livelihood. Some of them visited neighboring cities for
shopping and trade, and the villages to look for short-term wage labor.
Therefore, these cases demonstrate the conditions and circumstances of
ordinary banner subjects’ cross-boundary activities beyond the borders of their
home banners.

1. The Legal Setting and the Actuality of Leaving One’s Home Banner

Despite the widely accepted view of life in Mongolia under the Fengjin
policy, it was not always illegal for Mongolian subjects to leave their home
banners.

The procedure for leaving was clearly outlined in the Qing’s Mongol
Code (Menggu li %¢1i11). When Mongolian subjects had to travel to different
banners, they were required to report it to the banner princes and officers."”)
The Lifanyuan zeli #3% BeHI1 B prescribed as follows:

B NI, BRAREN EFG RS EHER - BlER - 2
GRS - TRE BB, 05

When Mongolians cross the border of their home banner, they must notify
their local banner officials. If they do not do so, the mismanaging
lieutenant governor (guangi zhangjing “E1EH ), deputy lieutenant
governor (fu zhangjing F|% 3T), the chief of regiment (canling 227H), the
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chief of company (zuoling 1:7H), and the chief of ten households (shijiachang
1% ) should be investigated and punished according to the precedent
of mismanagement.

Furthermore, leaving one’s banner for trade purposes was legal. The Qing
legal code says:

NEENFE S, EPILEw EAFIRE R - BIFER, Hi—E5E
Hi, AU LSBT HBPEEHIN, S N, B
R, BRI SR,

Generally, trade by Mongolians should be reported to the jasay princes,
the lieutenant governor, and the deputy lieutenant governor, and the
trading caravan should be headed by one janggin and consist of more
than ten traders. If the caravan does not have a head trader and is captured
by somebody because they caused trouble, they will receive the appropriate
punishment.”)

In addition, it was possible for Mongolian banner subjects to obtain legal
permission to visit other banners for various purposes.

EREBENAFHATEZN, FEVERLZAHR LA, REHE
BRU - BIELT FREEE] AR AT HRREETE A TaRaE
AT PE, RARIER LR, Higl e TASEREL - BIEL, A
R

If somebody goes (out of the banner) to visit relatives or has any need to
leave, each of them should go only after reporting it to the wang, beyile,
beyise, giing, or tayijis, who are in charge of administering the banner, or
the lieutenant governor or the deputy lieutenant governor. Their reason
(for departure) should be recorded in the documents issued to them. If
any persons who were given these documents committed thievery during
their journey, each of them will be appropriately punished. In addition,
the princes, the lieutenant governor, or the deputy lieutenant governor
who had issued them the document will be punished for their
mismanagement.'¥

Under the former law, traders were ordered to report their purpose for leaving
to the banner princes and officers, and to acknowledge that if they caused
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trouble they would be punished. The latter was the regulation for somebody
who was going to leave their banner with the purpose of visiting relatives or
because of some other necessity. They were also required to report it to the
banner officials and to carry an official document. Again, the law warned that
the committing of any illegal act, including thievery, would be punished. It is
obvious that these codes did not prohibit people from leaving their banner, but
they did ensure that travelers were under the control of the local administration.

From some cases, we can see that the travelers did have the consent of
local officials.

On the 2nd day of the 1st month of the 22nd year of Qianlong (1757), two
cattle were stolen from the relay station of Bedune,”) a city located in the
jurisdiction of Girin Ula General ##547/% #. on the shore of the Sunggari
river, opposite the Mongolian I'orlos Banner of Jirim League. The thieves were
three Mongolians: Orhoda, Darhan, and Neremungke.””” They belonged to
different banners of Jirim League. Orhoda and Darhan were the subjects of the
Rear Banner of the Right Flank of Qorcin, and Neremungke belonged to the
Middle Banner of the Right Flank of Qor¢in (Tiisiyetii wang’s Banner). In the
4th month of the previous year, Neremungke visited his sister who had married
Darhan’s father and stayed there. On the 26th day of the 12th month of the 21st
year of Qianlong (1757), Darhan and Neremungke left the banner with their
friend Orhoda for Bedune with the purpose of looking for wage labor, but they
could not find any work. Then, they stole two cattle from the relay station on
the border of the 'orlos Banner and they were arrested by a Bedune bannerman
soon after. Upon the investigation of the banner office, the local officers who
charged Neremungke answered that Neremungke had left his banner to visit
his sister and had not returned yet. Obviously, they knew about Neremungke’s
visit to the other banner and his purpose. Thus, Neremungke’s visit had been
authorized by them.?)

Dondob’s case of livestock theft is an interesting one, in which the
permission of the banner administration to their subjects to leave the banner
is expressly mentioned. Dondob was a subject of Jasaytu qan Ciwangbaljai’s
banner of Western Qalg-a Mongolia.?”» He was arrested because he had stolen
livestock in the Jaqacin banner.? Ciwangbaljai reported the case to the office
of Governor Lieutenant General of Uliyasutai. He wrote:

In the spring of last year (the 45th year of Qianlong, 1780), Dondob, a
subject of our banner, asked me for permission to visit his relatives living
in the banners of giing Wangcinjab?! and jasay Dasicerin.*”) Although the
allotted time for his visit had ended, he did not come back. So, when we
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were about to pursue him...?%)

Ciwangbaljai permitted Dondob’s departure and he did not begin to search for
him until the allotted period of his trip had ended. In his confession, Dondob
himself affirmed that he had lied and his real purpose was to find a labor
opportunity with Chinese merchants. It is also interesting that Jasaytu qan
Ciwangbaljai did not mention any document that should have been issued to
Dondob according to the Qing legal code. Supposedly, Mongolian subjects
used to leave their banner with unwritten permission from their banner
administration, and written documents were not issued.

Many cases suggest that thieves were not always runaways. We make this
assumption because the crimes took place on their way back to their home
banner.

On the 14th day of the 6th leap month of the 19th year of Qianlong (1754),
a Mongolian called Minjur was placed under arrest for having stolen two
horses from a Chinese merchant named Jang Ds-i. Minjur was a subject of
jasay Giirjab’s banner of Tiisiyetii qan’s ayimay of Qalg-a Mongolia.””) Before he
stole the horses, he had been working for a Chinese merchant in Uliyasutai
since the 6th month of the previous year. Then, he decided to return home and
committed the theft on the way to his banner.”

On the 16th day of the 11th month of the 15th year of Qianlong (1750),
one ox of Sideku, a bannerman of the Plain Yellow Banner of Butha, was stolen.
The thieves were two Mongolian subjects of the Dérbed Banner of Jirim
League,” Undurhai and Ubasi. In the 5th month of the same year, they had
been employed by a Butha bannerman and worked for him. After their term of
work ended, they returned to their home banner. On the way to their home, at
Tabunger village they saw Sideku’s ox on the plain and stole it.*”

In these cases, the thieves committed the acts of theft on their way back to
their home banners. It means that they did not escape from their home banner,
but their purpose had been to earn money through wage labor. Such long
absences were searched for through official channels along with runaways. A
document of the Vice Governor General of Sahaliyan Ula [ FEVLE#R#t dated
in the 5th year of Qianlong (1740) records the list of runaways and missing
subjects presented by the Jalayid Banner of Jirim League that asked the
Governor General to search for and arrest them. This list named 98 missing
subjects. 69 of them were reported as runaways, the other 8 as job seekers and
21 as the subjects who left the banner for eking out their lives.®” The runaways
and job seekers were recorded in different ways, as follows:
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meni gusai ilaci jergi tayiji jamiyan i harangga gabala, gabutu, janggiya,
ilan nofi honin aniya hasun turime genefi jidere unde tayiji bihe tekunggel
i harangga kabu honin aniya ninju juwe se, (1 A honin) suka i jibca,
Sanggiyan hiici mahala ihan suku i giilha etuhebi. honin aniya ukaka.

Gabala, Gabutu, Janggiya, these three belonging to tayiji of the third
rank, Jamiyan, of our banner have not come back yet after they left to seek
work in the year of the sheep. Kabu, who belongs to late tayiji Tekunggel,
62 years old and born in the year of the sheep, ran away in the year of the
sheep. Then, he wore a fur caftan, hiici hat, and boots made of cattle hide.

This description shows that the banner administration clearly discriminated
the runaways from job seekers whose purpose for leaving their home banner
was known by the officials.

These cases show that the banner subjects had the opportunity to leave
their banner with the written or unwritten consent of their local administration
and that they did so for various purposes, including visiting relatives, seeking
work opportunities, and so on.

2. Vagabondage and Seeking Shelter

To earn a living or find a means for subsistence was main reason for the
departure of indigent Mongolian banner subjects. It is quite possible that the
Mongolian pastoral society itself had enough capacity to accept and support
such poor economic fugitives. However, we have only a small number of cases
in which Mongolian subjects availed these opportunities. One of them is the
Arabtan’s case of thievery, which happened in the 34th year of Qianlong (1769).
Arabtan was originally a subject of the Dalad Banner (the Rear Banner of
Ordos Left Flank). After his father’s death, his mother, Jab, left her banner
with her sixteen-year-old boy, Arabtan. They lived two years in the neighboring
Urad Banner by begging.’” Two years later, when Arabtan was eighteen years
old, one lama called Erdemun Dalai of Subargan temple (Mo. Suburyan
stim-e)*®) of the banner of Urad Western Giing (Urad Front Banner) took them
under his care. After his mother’s death, twenty-four-year-old Arabtan married
a widow by Erdemun Dalai’s arrangement and grazed her livestock. They had
four daughters. Later, Arabtan was sent to the Qalg-a Dalai Diigiireg¢i wang’s
banner® to sell grain, which had been borrowed by Erdemun Dalai from a
man called Bayatai. The grain that remained unsold was given to Arabtan as

his share. In the 8th month of the 34th year of Qianlong (1769), Arabtan visited
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the Urad Middle Banner for trade. On the way, his horse was exhausted and
unable to go forward. On the 27th day of the 8th month, he came across three
camels of tayiji Babai and his subject Jambarasi in their pasture land of Urad
Middle Banner, and stole them. On the 2nd day of the 9th month, Arabtan was
arrested by a Chinese merchant Ijintai while he was on the way to Kékeqota,
where he planned to sell the camels he had stolen.*

Arabtan’s case was investigated by his original banner of Ordos and he
was banished to a relay station of Huguang i#]/# province. Previously, Arabtan
had lived in a foreign banner for 32 years under the care of a Buddhist monk.
This case shows that impoverished Mongolians were accepted by the Buddhist
community, wherein they found a way to earn a living. However, this role of the
Buddhist community should not be overestimated, because we find plenty of
theft cases committed by the subjects of $abi (the subjects of the Buddhist
temple) who conceived of thievery under the pressure of poverty.

The insufficiency of banner administration was the reason of its subjects’
vagabondage, which led to thievery. On the 11th day of the 3rd month of the
58th year of Qianlong (1793), three cattle of a Chinese merchant called Biliktu
were stolen in Qalg-a Sayin noyan’s ayimay. Two thieves were followed and put
under arrest by Biliktu’s employee Sarab and four of his neighbors of giing
Lobsangdorji’s banner.’® The thieves were Minjur and Gendun of beyise
Sundubdorji’s banner of Tiisiyetii qan’s ayimay.*” Six years ago, Minjur had
been sent by his banner to Uliyasutai on duty to graze the camels of the
Governor Lieutenant General of Uliyasutai.*® Gendun also had been on the
same duty for two years. In the autumn of the previous year, they had been
dismissed from their duty at the same time, but they could not go back to their
home banner because of their poverty, and this incident happened when they
were roaming in neighboring banners of Uliyasutai.*”)

3. Cities and Villages as the Destination of Mongolian Banner Subjects:
The Cases in Eastern Inner Mongolia

The opportunity of waged labor motivated poor subjects of Mongolian
banners to move into cities and sedentary agricultural villages in which there
was demand for labor. We have records of several cases of theft by such migrant
workers.

For the Mongolian subjects of the eastern part of Inner Mongolia, the
cities and villages belonging to the Eight Banners administered by the three
Generals of Mukden (Shengjing #3%), Girin Ula (Jilin wula ##k547), and
Sahaliyan Ula (Heilongjiang 5EVL) were places where they could find work.
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The Jirim League was close to the cities of Cicihar and Hulan under Sahaliyan
Ula General’s jurisdiction to the northeast and the city of Bedune under the
jurisdiction of the Girin Ula General to east. To the southeast, the Willow
Palisade, or “Mukden’s Great Wall,” separated the banners of Jirim and Josutu
Leagues from the Mukden General’s jurisdiction in which were the large cities
of Mukden, Kaiyuan FfJ, Jin zhou $#/H, Yi zhou 3/, Guangning %%, and
so on surrounded by the bannermen’s agricultural villages. The Mongolian
subjects of the neighboring banners usually visited these cities for various
purposes.

On the 9th day of the 3rd month of the 19th year of Qianlong (1754), two
donkeys of Ba 3il living in the “tokso” (guanzhuang E}#¥, official manor) of
Hulan'” were stolen.") Two days later, one ox and one donkey were stolen from
the house yard of Fan Ding moo of the Plain Red Banner. Fan Ding moo
followed their trail and found a Mongolian with the stolen livestock at the bent
side of the Hulan river and arrested him. The thief was Aharna, a subject of
the I'orlos Banner. He had come to Hulan on the 15th day of the 1st month of
the year and worked for one month at the house of a relay station soldier, G’u
Wan liyang, on a wage of 1 liang. When his employment had ended on the 6th
day of the 3rd month, he left G'u Wan liyang’s house and stole the livestock of
Ba 3il and Fan Ding moo on the way to his home banner.*?

On the 19th day of the 9th month of the 7th year of Qianlong (1742), a
horse belonging to Matise of the Plain Yellow Banner of Heilongjiang was
stolen by a Mongolian called Teguldur from the house of a bannerman called
Sose, who lived in Nicuhun village."®) Teguldur was a subject of the Rear
Banner of the Right Flank of Qor¢in. Previously he had been employed by a
soldier, tlet Ubasi, of the Bordered White Banner of Heilongjiang and had
worked for him for twenty days. On that day, he was dispatched by his employer,
Ubeasi, to the house of Acindai, Ubasi’s older brother, in a village called Goto
to invite Ubasi’s younger brother, Sirab, who was living there. While returning
to Ubasi’s village, Teguldur saw Matise’s saddled horse in Sose’s house and
stole it. In this case, Teguldur, a subject of a Mongolian banner, worked for a
soldier of the Eight Banner of Heilongjiang for a short period of twenty days
during which he committed thievery.*"

On the midnight of the 19th day of the 3rd month of the 21st year of
Qianlong (1756), two cattle were stolen from the pen of Ginggun, a bannerman
of the Plain Red Banner of Cicihar. Ginggun pursued and arrested a Mongolian
called Kalja. Kalja was a subject of tayiji Samiya of Jasaytu wang’s banner (the
Rear Banner of the Qor¢in Right Flank). He had come to Cicihar city the
previous day looking for work. He then happened to see the cattle in the pen of
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Ginggun’s house and stole them. But he lost one of the two cattle in the dark
and was arrested together with the remaining one by Ginggun.*) His home
banner, Jasaytu wang’s banner, was in the northern part of Jirim League at
about 200 km from Cicihar.

Bedune city and its surrounding villages were also visited by Mongolian
subjects of neighboring banners who came seeking jobs and to buy daily
commodities. We can find several cases related to this city. In the 31st year of
Kangxi (1692), the city of Bedune was established in the neighborhood of the
relay station of Bedune as the administrative stronghold of the Deputy
Lieutenant General (meiren janggin) under the jurisdiction of Girin."” The
surrounding land was originally distributed to the soldiers who served at the
relay stations. Later, agriculture was developed and three official manors were
established in the 51st year of Qianlong (1786).*”) The city was bordered by the
Sunggari river along with the T'orlos Front Banner to the southwest and the
I'orlos Rear Banner to the northwest.

On the 15th day of the 12th month of the 7th year of Qianlong (1743), a
Bedune bannerman, Badumtu, had his riding horse stolen by a Mongolian
thief called Jula while he was shopping at a store. According to his confession
to the meiren janggin of Bedune, Jula named himself as a subject of I'orlos
jasay tayiji Cahtn’s banner, that is, the 'orlos Front Banner. On that day, he
had come to Bedune city to buy tea leaves and cloth, and catching sight of
Badumtu’s horse on the street, he stole it.**)

On the 6th day of the 10th month of the 55th year of Qianlong (1790),
Sereng, a subject of tayiji Ubasi of the I'orlos Front Banner, visited Bedune
seeking work. When he arrived at the watch post on the bank of the Sunggari
river, he found several picketed horses outside the watch post and stole two of
them. He brought the horses to Bedune city and tried to sell them, but he was
noticed and reported to the original owner of the horses, a Chinese merchant
called U Guwangbi; he was then arrested by the patrolling soldiers. The victim
of this thievery was Engke, a tayiji of Jasaytu wang’s banner (the Front Banner
of Qor¢in Right Flank). Engke visited Bedune on the 9th month of the year for
shopping. On that day, he decided to go back to his banner, but his horse was
exhausted. So, he borrowed a horse from his acquaintance U Guwangbi and
stayed the night at the watch post on the bank of river from where his borrowed
horse was stolen. This was not Sereng’s first act of thievery. He confessed that
he had committed thievery twice before in the 43rd year of Qianlong (1778) at
Bedune and in the 51st year (1786) at Cicihar. So, Sereng was an ex-convict of
the thieveries and he had committed all his acts in the neighboring cities
outside his own banner territory. As it became obvious that the supervision of
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his master, tayiji Ubasi, was quite lax, Ubasi was punished by having 27 of his
livestock confiscated.”) This case, together with many other thievery cases
committed by poor Mongolians, shows that wage labor was essential for them
to survive and that it was possible for them to find someone who would hire
them. The victim, Engke, was on the way to home from Bedune where he had
gone shopping. He was, moreover, riding a borrowed horse of the Bedune
merchant U Guwangbi, who had trustingly lent his horse to Engke. Furthermore,
we notice that Engke stayed the night at the watch post stationed on the border
of I'orlos Banner, and this shows that the border watch post neither prevented
Engke from crossing the border nor stopped Sereng from passing to the other
side of the river to look for labor.

On the 22nd day of the 1st month of the 25th year of Qianlong (1760),
Dolba and his older brother Dolo stole two cattle in the village of Losan tokso,
near Bedune. They had been hiding in a graveyard for two days and were
arrested by the villagers. Dolba and Dolo were subjects of the Rear Banner of
Qor¢in Right Flank, which was 250 km to northwest of Bedune. They came to
Bedune in the 12th month of the previous year to find employment.
Unfortunately, they were unable to find labor and hence resorted to thievery.*

The thieves often brought the stolen livestock to the cities of the Three
Northeastern Provinces and tried to sell them. On the 18th day of the 1st
month of the 60th year of Qianlong (1795), two Mongolian thieves were arrested
at Da pu village.”” The thieves, Dahu and Saintu, were the subjects of Darqan
Banner of Qor¢in (The Middle Banner of Qorcin Left Flank). On the 2nd day
of the month, Daht visited Saintu’s house and proposed to him the idea of
stealing horses and selling them in Girin city. On the 7th day of the month,
they left their home banner and stole eight horses. After crossing the Sunggari
river to the jurisdiction of Girin Ula General, they stole another five horses.
When they were passing by the village called Da pu, they were accosted by the
banner soldiers, who arrested them.’?

As can be seen in the cases mentioned above, the cities along the
Mongolian border were the economic centers with markets of livestock and
products for daily use; they also provided labor opportunity. In the case of
Eastern Inner Mongolian banners, such cities were in the neighboring
territories of the Three Northeastern Provinces. Here, the Mongolian subjects
of Eastern Inner Mongolia could find labor to sustain their lives and markets
where daily commodities, grain, and livestock were available.

In contrast to the western part of Inner Mongolia, where the Mongolian
banners were separated from the inner provinces by the Great Wall, the border
control between the eastern Mongolian banners and the Three Northeastern
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Provinces was less strict and more easily permeable.

The banners on the way to the northeastern cities were meeting points for
the subjects of different banners, who thus became acquainted with each other.
On the 14th day of the 11th month of the 57th year of Qianlong (1792), three
horses of two Cicihar bannermen, Yang Hung and Wang Sy, of the relay station
Moohin,*® were stolen at Hayul village of I'orlos Rear Banner.”” They traced
and arrested one of the thieves at the Olo holo village in the eastern vicinity of
Bedune.” Shortly after, on the same day, another four horses were stolen at
Hayul village. The suspects in the former case were Obosi of Qorcin Tiisiyetii
wang’s banner (The Middle Banner of Qor¢in Right Flank) and his acquaintance
Serendasi of the I'orlos Rear Banner. Obosi met Serendasi on his way home
after unsuccessfully looking for wage labor at Bedune and invited him to go
along with him to steal livestock. The thieves of the latter case were also
Serendasi and tayiji Sainjargalang of Qor¢in Jasaytu wang’s banner.
Sainjargalang visited Serendasi’s house while returning from Bedune, where
he had gone to sell his grain. They both knew each other. Serendasi lured
Sainjargalang into stealing horses from Hayul village.*"

The Mongolian banners of Eastern Inner Mongolia, including those of
the Josutu League and the Jirim League, were separated from the jurisdiction
of Mukden General by the Willow Palisade, and the passages were controlled
by thirteen gates.” Cities and villages were already well developed in Liaodong
area under the rule of the former Ming dynasty.

Although we do not find any regulations mentioned in the procedures of
the Qing Code for Mongolian banner subjects to pass through the gates, there
is no doubt that the Mongolian subjects of neighboring banners regularly
crossed the palisade and entered the territory under Mukden General’s
jurisdiction. It is apparent that the Willow Palisade did not function as an
impenetrable barrier to stop the trans-boundary activities of the Mongols.

In the 4th year of Qianlong (1739), three thieves, Ubasi, Mujai, and
Damba, were arrested by the office of the Deputy Lieutenant General (meiren
janggin) of Jin zhou ##/. They were the subjects of the Tiimed Right Banner
of the Josutu League. One day, Mujai was asked by Ubasi to pay back his debt
of 2 liangs. To pay back his debt, Mujai had to get back his own money of 1 liang
which he had lent Damba. Damba did not have any money and he proposed
that Mujai and he steal livestock. Mujai accepted his proposal and drew Ubasi
into the plot. They crossed the Palisade “through the channel of flowing water”
and stole six horses and one donkey belonging to Cang Ging, an inhabitant of
Ing ceng dz village.® Cang Ging chased them and arrested Ubasi in the north

59)

of Yi zhou &/H. Soon Mujai and Damba were also caught by Jin zhou officials.



The Mobility of Mongolian Banner Subjects in the Mid-Qing Era 15

The case of Arbinsang and Laibao is a record of four successive thieveries
in the Right Banner of Tiimed, Josutu League.”” On the 21st day of the 8th
month of the 24th year of Qianlong (1759), five Mongolians met at the house of
Dolodai, a subject of Tiimed Right Banner. These were Laibao, Losjab, Baijihu,
Bandi, and Dolodai. Dolodai, Laibao, and Losjab belonged to different sumus
of the Tiimed Right Banner, and Baijiht and Bandi were subjects of any one of
Qaracin banners. They plotted to steal horses from Laibao’s master, Ukin, and
carried out their plan on the 22nd day. They then brought Ukin’s two horses to
Yi zhou® and sold them to a Chinese, whose clan name was Lio. On the 27th
day, Arbinsang of Tiimed Right Banner met Dolodai, Losjab, Laibao, Liosiba,
and Burin on the street of Yi zhou. Arbinsang was in Yi zhou to sell his foxtail
millets. Liosiba was also a subject of Tiimed Right Banner and Burin was a
subject of Naiman Banner. On the 30th of the 8th month, they left Yi zhou and
spent a night at the gate of Sira tala.’” On the 2nd day of the 9th month,
Arbinsang stole two horses from the house of tayiji Olbang together with
Laibao and two other Mongolian subjects, Unjun (Nomun) of Qor¢in Banner
and Namtar of Tiimed Right Banner. They gave these horses to Liosiba and
Burin, and asked them to sell the horses at Yi zhou. Later, Arbinsang and
Namtar gave them meat from a sheep they had stolen from jalan janggin
Nasundelger that night. On the same night, Laibao and Namtar also stole jalan
janggin Bayansang’s donkey and gave it to a Chinese trader called Sui Hawang
in exchange for Namtar’s debt. Arbinsang and Laibao were banished to the
provinces of Zhejiang and Jiangnan. Their accomplices were arrested and
punished with hundred lashes and the confiscation of three sets of nine
domestic animals (sanjiufa —JL#i) each, and Lifanyuan was ordered to search
for and arrest the others who had escaped.

In this case, the thieves went back and forth between the Tiimed Right
Banner and Yi zhou, a city located in the Mukden General’s jurisdiction, and
near the Willow Palisade. The fact that the convicts had committed a series of
thieveries makes it clear that they were accustomed to committing such crimes.
However, at the same time, the purpose of Arbinsang’s visit to Yi zhou was not
to steal livestock, but to sell his foxtail millets, and obviously it was one of his
usual visits to this city.

The Dureng’s case of the 59th year of Qianlong is highly interesting
because it is an example of Mongolian subjects as migrant workers who
regularly worked for the bannermen of the Eight Banners on the farmland
around their villages. Dureng, 39 years old, was a slave (boo i niyalma) of tayiji
efu Yarimpil of the Central Banner of Left Flank of Qor¢in. On the 2nd day of
the 12th month of the 58th year of Qianlong (1793), the chief of Si giya pu
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village and his men were on the lookout for a thief who had stolen a villager’s
horse. Si giya pu was a village in the Southwestern vicinity of Kaiyuan city.”)
They found a Mongolian called Dureng at a lodge owned by Wang San. Dureng
was interrogated, and he confessed that he had stolen two horses from his own
village in his banner. He was arrested together with Wang San, and two other
bannermen including Usici and Yuwanboo who were visiting Wang San and
were staying at the lodge. Dureng’s employer, Wang San, was a bannerman of
the Chinese Bordered White Banner, and he lived with his two sons and their
wives in the village. He had his crop field in the western vicinity of the village.
Usici was a bannerman of the Manchu Bordered Red Banner and an inhabitant
of Wang San’s village. Yuwanboo was an ethnic Sibe who belonged to the
Bordered Red Banner and had been working on Wang San’s farm. Seven
months ago, in the 5th month of the year, Dureng came to Si giya pu village
and was employed by Wang San. Yuwanboo also worked on Wang San’s field
in the summer. One day, Wang San asked Dureng to find someone who had
horse or cattle to sell. In the 11th month, Dureng’s work at Wang San’s crop
field ended, and he went back to his own banner. He then stole two horses and
brought them to Si giya pu. Wang San bought one of them for 60 thousand
gians. Although Usici also wanted to buy one, he was worried because he was
unsure about the horse’s real owner. However, Wang San backed Dureng and
said, “He is a man whom I usually employ. He is all right!” Usici then bought
one of Dureng’s horses for the same cost. On investigation by the Mukden
Court of Justice, Dureng was banished to Shandong or Henan for penal
servitude at a relay station. Wang San was fined by 50 zhangs #{ for buying
Dureng’s horse without paying tax and by 80 lashes for his carelessness in not
asking about the origin of the horses he bought. Usici was not punished because
he paid tax for the horse he bought. Interestingly, Wang San was not blamed
for employing Dureng. It is apparent that the Court of Justice of Mukden did
not consider the employment of Dureng by Wang San as a crime.®”

As this case shows, Dureng had been repeatedly employed and well
trusted by his employer, Wang San. It shows the constancy of their relationship.
It is also interesting that despite his status as a slave of a Mongolian tayiji, he
regularly traveled between Wang San’s village and his home banner. Obviously,
he was not a runaway and his visits to Si giya pu were permitted by his master,
tayiji Yarimpil.
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4. The Mobility of Mongolian Banner Subjects:
The Cases in Western Inner Mongolia

In contrast to the conditions in Eastern Inner Mongolia, the situation in
Western Inner Mongolia was different. In this territory, the Mongolian banners
were separated from the inner provinces by the Great Wall, and the cases
reporting Mongolian thieves crossing the Wall and entering the inner provinces
are quite rare. This can be explained by the existence of big cities on the
Mongolian side of the Great Wall. The largest of the cities in this area were
Kokeqota and Suiyuan cheng, both in the territory of Kékeqota Tiimed Banner.
Tiimed Banner was densely populated by Chinese and Tiimed Mongolian
farmers, and agriculture was well developed, especially toward the south of the
Daging shan mountain range. Kékeqota was also the largest religious center of
Tibetan Buddhism in Mongolia and the biggest basecamp of Chinese
merchants of Shanxi province for their distant trade in Mongolia and Xinjiang
too. Kokeqota was bordered by the Western Banners of Cagqar to the east,
Doérben keiiked Banner and Muumingyan Banner to the north, three Urad
Banners to the northwest, and Ordos banners to the west.

Zhangjiakou or Ciyulaltu qayaly-a, where the Governor Lieutenant
General of Caqar Eight Banners was stationed, was another base of the Chinese
merchants’ Mongolian trade. The military relay route to Uliyasutai and Yeke
Kiiriy-e began in this city.

The Dolonnuur of Eastern Caqar was a religious center where the temples
of Lchan kya Qutuytu were located, and Chinese merchants established the
basecamp in this city for their trade in the banners of Silinyol League and the
eastern part of Outer Mongolia.

These cities attracted Mongolian migrant workers, traders, and pilgrims,
and offered them opportunities for waged labor and trade. It is easy to
understand why most of the thievery cases reported in the memorials were
related to these cities in one way or another. These cases were reported to the
Lifanyuan from the governing personnel who were stationed in this region,
which included the Governor General of Suiyuan cheng, the Lieutenant-
General (dutong #1i%, later Deputy Lieutenant-General, meiren janggin &lJ#l
) of Kokeqota, the Lieutenant-General of Caqar, and other lower level
officials including tongzhi [F] 41 and tongpan 18} stationed in Kokeqota, Saraci,
Qoringer, Toytu, Fengzhen, Zhangjiakou, Dolonnuur, and so on, who were
appointed to handle the troubles and crimes in which Mongolian banner
subjects and Chinese inhabitants were involved. Naturally, the frequency of
troubles and crimes was higher here than in more remote areas of Mongolia.
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The city of Kékeqota, especially, and its agricultural hinterland reported
most of the thievery cases. Job seekers gathered here from the neighboring
banners and often were involved in theft cases.

On the 5th day of the 6th month of the 4th year of Qianlong (1739), two
cattle belonging to Bandi and Haraohin, who were living in Orgesun village of
Kokeqota Tumed Banner, were stolen. The thieves were Badaranggui and
Damba. They were subjects of different tayijis of the Urad Middle Banner of
Ulancab League. Their banner was about 200 km northwest of Orgesun
village.® They were soon arrested while trying to escape, when they were found
smoking with a passerby. Badaranggii had left his banner ten months ago. He
had come to Orgesun village and was employed by a Tiimed bannerman,
Haraohin. On the Ist day of the 6th month, he left Haraohin’s house looking
for another job and met his landman, Damba, on the 5th day of the month.
Damba lived hand-to-mouth in the villages of Kokeqota Tiimed Banner.
Badaranggui suggested to him that they steal Haraohin’s cattle, and Damba
agreed. That night, they stole two cattle from Haraohin’s house yard and were
arrested.®

On the 11th day of the 6th month of the 4th year of Qianlong (1739),
janggin Loojan of Kokeqota Tiimed Banner was stopped by a lama,
Nawangjotba, of Urad giing Sirab’s banner (Urad Rear Banner). Nawangjotba
had come from Dolonnuur to Kékeqota to buy food. When he camped in the
nearby Kara buta village, in the eastern vicinity of Kokeqota, his mare was
stolen.”) Loojan and Nawangjotba followed the trail and found a Mongolian
man watching Nawangjotba’s stolen mare and arrested him. His name was
Arabtan, and he was a subject of Muumingyan Banner. He was impoverished
in his home banner and was living in Kékeqota earning wage labor along with
another countryman, Bayan. The thieves who stole Nawangjotba’s horse were
Sirakeo and Kemen of Tiimed Banner and Asida and Bayan of Muumingyan
Banner. Asida was the subject of tayiji Ubasi of Muumingyan Banner and he
was also working in Kokeqota. On the 10th day of the 6th month, Sirakeo
proposed that they steal livestock, and the other three agreed. After stealing
Nawangjotba’s mare, they gave it to Arabtan and asked him to watch it. Sirakeo,
Asida, and Kemen were arrested, but Bayan escaped.”® The thieves who
committed this crime were three Mongolian subjects of Muumingyan Banner
who were working at Kékeqota and two locals of Kokeqota Tiimed Banner.
Sirakeo, Kemen, and Asida said that they were acquaintances of each other
and that Asida, Bayan, and Arabtan came from the same Muumingyan Banner.
They became acquainted while they were working as wage laborers in a village
of the Ttimed Banner.
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A similar case was reported to the Emperor on the 12th day of the 3rd
month of the 5th year of Qianlong (1740). On the 4th day of the 9th month of
the 4th year of Qianlong (1739), thirty five sheep of Bandarsi, a slave of Tiimed
bannerman Wangjal, were stolen. Bandarsi followed the trail and arrested
three thieves at the nearby Namurja village. They were Tarba and Amuhtlang
of Ordos beyise Ciwangbanjur’s banner (Qanggin Banner, The Rear Banner of
Ordos Right Flank) and Bandi of Qalg-a Jasaytu qan’s banner. Tarba’s work
was harvesting grain at Casuci village with Amuhulang and then at Saloo
village with Bandi. Bandi came to Tiimed after he had lost his parents. He had
been employed by a Chinese for logging wood before he worked with Tarba at
Saloo village. On that day, they stole Bandarsi’s sheep at Ike baising village.*”
Qanggin Banner was in the northern part of Ordos and it bordered on the
Tiimed Banner in the east. Bandi left his banner during his childhood when
Jasaytu qan Gelekyampil escaped from the war in the border area of the
banners of Alasa and Urad toward the end of the Yongzheng reign. So, all of
them came from the neighboring areas of Kokeqota Tiimed Banner.”” This
case occurred in the western part of the Tiimed Banner neighboring the Ordos
banners.

On the 23rd day of 11th month of the 8th year of Qianlong (1743), Ubasi,
a subject of Urad Amarlingyui’s banner (Urad Middle Banner), visited his sister
who was married to Damba, a slave of tayiji Ciwangjab. Damba and his wife
stayed in Kokeqota after their pilgrimage to Dolonnuur. On the night of the
23rd day of the 11th month, Ubasi’s horse was stolen from Damba’s house
yard. Ubasi followed the trail and found two thieves in the northern plain of
Kokeqota and arrested one of them, Ubasi. On the 27th day of 11th month, a
patrolling soldier, Ciyan Si hi of Suiyuan cheng, and Ubasi caught the escaped
thief Suhur and put him under arrest. One of the thieves, Ubasi, was a slave of
tayiji Banjun of Jegiin yar Banner of Ordos (The Front Banner of Ordos Left
Flank). Suhur was a subject of Kokeqota Tiimed Banner.”” The two were
acquainted with each other. When they were working at Tu ceng ts village
together, Suhur borrowed 800 gians from Ubasi and went back to Kokeqota.
On the 25th day of the 11th month Ubasi left Tu ceng ts and visited Suhur at
Kokeqota, where Suhur lived. Ubasi asked Suhur to repay his debt. Suhur did
not have the money to pay and he proposed that they steal Damba’s horse.

Interestingly, the victim Ubasi had his horse stolen during his stay at his
younger sister’s house; the sister’s husband, Damba, was a slave of tayiji and
the couple were on their way home from Dolonnuur, where they had
pilgrimaged.” This is one of the cases showing the mobility of the so-called
slave, more literally “a person of the house (boo i niyalma)” or “a slave of house
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(boo i aha).” As in the case of Dureng of Darqan Banner mentioned earlier,
“slaves” often left their master’s house and moved to distant banners and cities
independently, seemingly with their master’s consent. Damba, in this case,
went on a pilgrimage to Dolonnuur and then lived in Kékeqota. Damba’s
brother-in-law, Ubasi, had his horse stolen during his stay at his sister’s house.
The thieves, Ubasi of Ordos and Suhur of Tiimed Banner, were acquainted
with each other while they were wage laborers in the village of Tiimed. The
activities of the people involved in this case include visiting relatives, going on
pilgrimages, and earning a livelihood by wage labor.

Thus, we see that large cities like Kokeqota offered vagrants opportunities
to eke out a living.

Dondob was a 32-year-old man. Although he knew that he belonged to
Ordos Dalad Banner (The Rear Banner of Left Flank), he did not remember
his original sumu and the name of decurion, because he left his banner in his
childhood. He had lost his parents and had no family. He earned a living by
grazing people’s livestock in the neighborhood of Kokeqota city. Interestingly,
he lived this way for more than fourteen years. On the 18th day of the 2nd
month of the 21st year of Qianlong (1756), he stole an ox belonging to Tiimed
bannerman Sebten when he was passing through Onggon teg in the north of
Daqing shan mountain; he was arrested by jalan Ayusi and decurion Coijab
twelve days later.””

Pilgrimages undertaken by poor Mongolians often triggered their
involvement in thievery. On the 2nd day of the 2nd month of the 27th year of
Qianlong (1762), two Mongolian thieves were arrested in the northern vicinity
of Toyto city. Their names were Biliktu and Normajab. Biliktu was a slave of
janggi Malur of the Middle Banner of Ordos Left Flank (Giyan wang’s banner),
and Normajab belonged to janggi Wcir’s sumu of the Front Banner of Ordos
Left Flank (Jegiin yar Banner). The previous day, Biliktu had visited Normajab’s
house and proposed that they go on a pilgrimage to the Maidari temple of
Tiimed. On the way to Tiimed, on Normajab’s suggestion they stole four cattle
of Ombo, a subject of Jegiin yar Banner, and brought them to Toyto to sell
them at the market. They were arrested there by a patrolling official, Lii Giytn
fu.

The involvement of Mongolian subjects in the mercantile activities of
Chinese merchants is clearly seen in the case of Daji, who stole three camels in
wang Dasipil’s banner, Qalq-a Mongolia, on the 12th day of the 8th month of
the 39th year of Qianlong (1774). Daji, 35 years old, was a subject of wang
Dasipil of the Rear Banner of Left Flank of Tiisiyetii qan’s ayimay.” In the 8th
month of the previous year, he was employed by a Chinese merchant of
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Kokeqota, Jao De yan, who was conducting his trade in the Mongolian banners.
Jao De yan employed four other Mongolians besides Daji. They were Galdang
of Dérben keiiked Banner, Cebden of Urad Middle Banner, as well as Sainkeo
and Lubts’ang of Dasipil’s banner. On the 11th day of the 8th month of the
39th year of Qianlong, Jao De yan arrived at Dasipil’s banner with his five
Mongolian employees. Later, Daji borrowed one camel and left Jao De yan’s
camp to bring his invalid wife to her parents’ home. The next day, he met his
relative Cagana and instigated him to steal the camel and exchange it for Jao
De yan’s camel. He then went back to Jao De yan’s caravan and proposed to
him to trade his camel with Cagana’s. Jao accepted his proposal and gave a
horse to him. Galdang gave his horse to Daji too. That night, Cagana stole
three camels of Cereng, a subject of wang Dasipil, and gave them to Daji. Daji
brought these camels to Jao’s camp and gave two of them to Jao and Galdang.
However, they were soon arrested by Cereng and sent to Koékeqota for
interrogation by the officers at the seal office of Kokeqota Tiimed Banner.
When the officers asked why Jao De yan gave his horse to Daji without affirming
the quality of Cagana’s camels, Daji explained saying “Jao De yan is a born
merchant. I have been employed by him. It is a usual matter to trade livestock
when they do their business in the place of Outer jasays. I am a person who has
never gone bad before, so Jao De yan and his fellow workers immediately
trusted me.””)

Daji’s case shows that the Mongolians usually involved themselves in
Chinese traders’ business and won their confidence. For Jao De yan who used
to trade in Dasipil’s banner, it was advantageous to have some Mongolian
subjects of the banner in his caravan to find various opportunities for his
business. At the same time, becoming involved in Chinese trade also offered
fellow Mongolians a chance to carry out their own trade.”

The caravan route along which Chinese traders developed long-distance
trade attracted the Mongolians who belonged to the neighboring banners. Jao
De yan employed two Mongolian subjects of Dérben keiiked and Urad, both of
which were along the main avenue of trade between Kokeqota and the banners
of Outer Mongolia.

Mongolians also were in the trading business, and their trade was deeply
connected to the Chinese trade network. We see another example in the
Dondok’s case, which took place in the 55th year of Qianlong (1790).

Dondok was a tayiji of the fourth rank of the S6nid Right Banner. He
lived at “Dabatu along the arterial road of Gungju kara (gungju kara i amba
jugtn i dalbade dabatu sere ba)” with his wife and children. On the 9th day of
the 7th month of the 55th year of Qianlong (1790), he left his banner to
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Kokeqota to sell his five horses and pay back his debt to a Chinese mercantile
store named Wang hing yung. He had four companions including Masijab,
Bayartu, Cultum, and Dondok’s qamjily-a (retainer), Bardahta. Each of them
except Bardaht had been involved in trade previously. Masijab, 35 years old,
was a Mongolian who did not know his original banner, which he had left long
ago with his parents in his childhood. He bolstered his livelihood by doing
wage labor for Chinese merchants. The previous year, he had been employed
by the merchant Sui Siyoo el of Zhangjiakou and he worked for his caravan at
Qotuyuyitu in northwestern Outer Mongolia. In the 6th month of the 55th year
of Qianlong, he quit Sui Siyoo el’s job and was given an eight-year-old gelding
as his wage. He visited Dondok and sold the horse to him for 6 liangs of silver.
In the 7th month, he again visited Dondok to get the 6 liangs of silver, but
Dondok planned to pay him only after selling his five horses in the city, and
therefore, Masijab accompanied him to Kékeqota.

Bayartu, 26 years old, was originally a subject of Dondok’s banner. His
biography is interesting. He left his home banner at the age of nine with his
father and moved to “the jasay Sonom’s banner of Uriyangqai.” They lived at
the house of a nun called Cobo cibaganca. After his father died when he was
eleven, he left Cobo’s house and earned his living for fifteen years by doing
wage labor for Chinese merchants. In the 54th year of Qianlong (1789), he was
employed by Chinese merchant Ya Sin jiyang of the Sui Siyoo el shop of
Zhangjiakou and he worked for his trading caravan in the Qalq-a Erdeni wang’s
banner.”” In the 7th month of the year, when the caravan came back to Holotu
of S6nid Banner, Bayartu told his employer that he was going on a pilgrimage
to Jebzundamba’s kiiriy-e, and he quit his job. He left his employer accompanied
by a three-year-old mare, which was given to him as his wage. He then met his
acquaintance Dondok and accompanied him to Kékeqota.

Another companion called Cultum was a 26-year-old subject of tayiji
Lobsang of Sonid Left Banner. He lost his father and lived in poverty with his
mother, younger sister, and son at Kureltu (Mo. Kiireltii). In the 8th month of
the 54th year of Qianlong, he was employed by a Chinese merchant of the He
ing ho shop of Hiya Bu lai of Zhangjiakou and worked at his caravan trade in
the Daicing wang’s banner of Qalg-a.”® On the 6th day of the 7th month of the
55th year of Qianlong, when they came back to S6nid Banner, he quit his job
to go on a pilgrimage to the Jebzundamba’s kiiriy-e and received a four-year-
old mare as his wage equivalent to 7 liangs. He then visited his acquaintance
Dondok to accompany him and sell his own mare at the horse market of
Kokeqota.

Dondok left his banner along with his companions on the 9th day of the
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7th month, and arrived at the village called Kara buta’ in the eastern vicinity
of Suiyuan cheng on the 15th day of the same month. Two Chinese merchants
met them and paid for the horse they had bought from Dondok the previous
year and said, “Now the price of livestock has come down. If you sell your
horses through the sales brokers at the city market, you will not make much
money. You will do better selling your horses to us for the same price that we
paid in the previous bargain. I will bring the money early morning tomorrow.”
Dondok believed them and gave them the five mares for the price of 22 liangs
and 5 gians. Bayartu also sold his mare for 4 liangs and 5 gians. Cultum’s mare
was also bought by them for 5 liangs and 5 gians. The next day, Dondok and his
companions waited for them, but they did not appear. On the 17th day, they
went to the horse market of Suiyuan cheng®” and sought in vain for them. On
the 18th day, they looked for the merchants along the road of Onggon dabagan
(Mo. Ongyun dabay-a), the northern passage of Daqing shan mountain, and
even stayed a night there. On the 19th day, they reached Huhu ergi (Mo. Koke
ergi, present day Wuchuang city), but could not find them. On the 20th day,
they turned back to the top of Onggon dabagan and camped there. On the 21st
day, they reached Kékeqota and stayed four days. By then, they had exhausted
all their money. Dondok had no choice but to sell his riding horse to a shop
called Wang hing yung for 5 liangs and paid 3 liangs and 7 gians for his debt. He
paid 7 gians to Masijab as a part of the price of his horse and bought a tobacco
for 3 gians. Cultum also sold his exhausted horse for a low price of 2100 gians
at the shop Wang hing yung, and they used the money to buy food. They
borrowed tea leaves and tobacco and left Kékeqota on the 25th day of the 7th
month. On the way home, when they reached Cakildak (Mo. Cakilday) of
Caqar Bordered Blue Banner®) on the 28th day, their food supplies were
exhausted too. Driven into a corner, Dondok decided to steal livestock for their
food and sent Bardaha, Masijab, and Bayartu to steal a horse. They stole a
horse belonging to a Caqar bannerman, Sodoi, of the Bordered Blue Banner.
Sodoi chased them with five neighbors and arrested Dondok and his four
companions with the help of the banner soldiers. Dondok was rescinded of his
title of tayiji. Bardaha, Masijab, and Bayartu were punished with one hundred
lashes, and Cultum was given ninety lashes.®)

Tayiji Dondok’s case shows the involvement of Mongolian subjects in
trading activities. His banner, Sonid, was located along the trade route
connecting Inner Mongolian cities and Mongolian banners of Outer Mongolia.
He confessed that he was living along “the arterial road of Gungju kara (Mo.
Giingjii qar-a),” which was possibly one of the trade routes. The location of his
home banner gave him an easy access to trading activities and the people who
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sustained their lives being employed in the caravans of Chinese merchants.
The trade of Mongolian banner subjects was rather limited and short range
because they sold their own livestock and traded small amounts of commodities
for their private use, but the commitment to the Chinese trade gave them the
opportunity to visit more distant places. It is visible in the life histories of
Dondok’s companions, Masijab and Cultum, whose paths reached the remote
banners of Qalg-a Mongolia.

It is interesting that Bayartu and Cultum expressed their intention to go
on a pilgrimage to the temple of Jebzundamba qutuytu of Yeke Kiiriy-e, one of
religious centers of Mongolian Buddhism and the mercantile base of Chinese
traders in Outer Mongolia, after quitting their work for the Chinese merchants.
Such an intention was possibly caused by their previous experience of a visit to
Outer Mongolia. We know from this case that long-distance trade provided
poor Mongolians an opportunity for wage labor and encouraged their trans-
boundary activities.

The commitment of the Mongolian subjects to the long-distance trade of
Chinese traders draws our attention, especially in the western part of Inner
Mongolia. The city of Kékeqota was outside the Great Wall and it functioned
as an economic node for long-range trade of Chinese merchants, connecting
the inner provinces and the banners of Outer Mongolia and Xinjiang. Chinese
merchants needed the labor power and their demands were supplied by
Mongolians seeking work and who were impoverished in their own banners.
The city of Zhangjiakou also played a similar role as Kokeqota, together with
Dolonnuur, the advance base of Chinese merchants.

Such demographic mobility was sustained by the agricultural hinterland,
which developed around the cities. The rural economy demanded laborers on
the crop field and this demand attracted migrant workers from the neighboring
Mongolian banners.

Conclusion

The cases of livestock theft in mid-Qing Mongolia reveal the high mobility
of the Mongolian banner subjects. When impoverished Mongolians wanted to
leave their banners, they easily crossed the banner borders and visited the
cities and the agricultural villages looking for a means of survival. In these
places, there was labor shortage, and these job seekers were welcomed by the
Chinese merchants of the cities and the agriculturalist villagers of the cities’
hinterland. The more affluent people visited cities for buying daily commodities
and selling their products. The fact that most of the theft cases reported in the
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Lifanyuan’s reports were related to cities and villages reveals the situation in
the frontier society. These cities were equipped with administrative institutions
in charge of investigating criminal activities of frontier inhabitants. These
cases also show the limitations in the efficacy of the institutions, because the
thefts were perpetrated by impoverished Mongolians who had no organizational
background. The frontier society was well known to attract both bandits and
criminal gangs, but we have only a very small number of apprehended cases
committed by such professionals. The Qing’s facilities deployed on the borders
did not really function as an effective blockade against the cross-boundary
activities of the Mongols. Especially, the borders between the Mongolian
banners and the territories under the jurisdiction of the Eight Banners were
easily transitable. In the cases from the éaqar and Tiimed banners, clearly,
even entering the banner jurisdictions of the three Generals of the Northeast
was an easy task.

Most of the thieves confessed that they were first-time offenders. Some of
them committed a crime only after long years of vagabondage. This shows that
they had enough opportunity to survive as vagrants. The economic fugitives
were not directly deemed as runaways, and the local administration expected
them to come back. In fact, the migrant workers went back and forth between
their banners and the places where they found wage labors. Their migrations
happened with the consent of local administrations, which did not want to
confine the subjects in their banner territories, but only tried to control their
activities following the related Qing’s codes. However, once the assigned time
was over, the search was on for the migrant workers together with the runaways
through the administrative channels.

All of this leads us to following conclusions.

First, it was common knowledge that the subjects of the Mongolian
banners went out of their banner for various purposes including looking for
wage labor, visiting cities to trade their livestock for daily commodities, etc.
Such activities were not considered illegal by the local administrations. Second,
the city markets and the surrounding agricultural villages accepted these
Mongolians and offered them opportunities for wage labor and trade. Third,
the Mongolian banner subjects were able to become acquainted with people
who came from different banners during their journey. Those involved in theft
cases often introduced their accomplices as “an i ucuri takara” (lit. usually
know each other). Their cross-boundary activities and social circumstances
made it possible to forge such relations. Fourth, Chinese trade networks played
an important role in promoting the mobilization of the Mongolian subjects,
who visited remote banners and cities as employees of Chinese traders. Fifth,
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in Eastern and Southeastern Inner Mongolia, the Mongolian subjects
sometimes crossed the Willow Palisade and went to the cities and the villages
under the jurisdiction of the Eight Banners on the other side of the Palisade.
This is explained by the distinctive circumstances of the eastern part of Inner
Mongolia. There were no big cities inside the territories of Mongolian banners;
all of them were in the territory of the Three Northeastern Provinces. In
contrast, we hardly find any cases in which the Mongolian subjects crossed the
Great Wall, probably because they could fulfill their needs in the cities within
the banners of Tiimed and Caqar on the Mongolian side of the Wall. Sixth,
trans-boundary activities were easier between the territories of Mongolian
jasay banners and those of the Eight Banners including Caqar and Tiimed in
the western part and the jurisdictions of the three Generals of the Northeast.
Seventh, the trans-boundary activities of the Mongolian subjects occurred
under similar circumstances that the Chinese migrants experienced during
their journey. In other words, the Qing’s rule cannot be considered a preventive
factor for Mongolian migrants’ move just as it cannot for Chinese immigrants
living in the same area. It means that the Fengjin policy, even if such a policy
existed, did not work effectively for Mongolian banner subjects either. Needless
to say, the ineffectiveness in controlling the Mongolian population annoyed
both the Qing and the local rulers of the Mongolian banners. It is known that
the Qalg-a Mongolian ayimays established a special field office called “kertimel-
in jisay-a (the field office for vagabondage)” at Yeke Kiiriy-e (present
Ulaanbaatar) to gain control over the fugitives living in the city. This problem
had not been resolved under the rule of the Qing, but it was finally fixed by a
series of reforms in the local administration by the government of Mongolian
People’s Republic in the 1920s.

Finally, all the cases mentioned in the study result in a sense of skepticism
about the view that the Qing’s Mongolian policy was directed to restrict the
activities of the Mongolian banner subjects within the territory of their home
banners. Not only the actuality, but also the legal settings of the so-called Fengjin
policy itself have to be reconsidered by a thorough investigation of the related
laws and the real intention underlying the Qing’s approaches to the demographic
fluidity in the frontier region, including Mongolia.

Notes

*  This work was supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number JP15H03128.
1) 1. Haumarmopx, Mowneonvin gpeooanusmein ynocou samuan (Tyyxsn natipyyian).
VYinaan6aarap: YicsiH Xapiaanuits Iazap, 1978, 171 tai.
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Ma Ruheng 5 {&HT, Qingdai Xibu lishi lunheng 1% X VU EHIEE S 551, Taiyuan: Shanxi
Renmin Chubanshe, 2001, pp. 120-121.

Lifanyuan zeli HREEFEHIG, vol. 10, 8a—b. This article prohibited all the princes,
officers, and ordinary people from permitting Chinese immigrants cultivate “the
prohibited pasture land £ %E4#;.” “The prohibited pasture land” is translated as
“Cayajilaysan bel¢iger yajar” in Mongolian and “fafulaha ongko ba” in Manchu. This
word in this article should be understood not as indicating the entire country of
Mongolia, but as limited land that was retained for pasturing in a different banner.
Yano Jinichi K¥~—, Kindai Mokoshi kenkyi JT{5¢ HMF 5%, Tokyo: Kobundo
Shobo, 1925, p. 76.

Such understandings became doubtful after Horiuchi Kaori’s argument about the
cross-boundary migration of Mongolian nomads. See, Xopuyun Kaopu, Mamwxuitn
YEHiTH MOHTOJI JaXb HYTTHHH Xs3raap 0a HYYUIMHH Mall aX axyl: Xalx OaprbiH
KU, Eepoasutin Hyyonuin Ao Axyi. Tyyx, Coén, Xypaansx opuun, IMXTIICH,
C. Yynyyn, Xypu, Auapuan bopucos, Oka Xupoku (CNEAS Reports 22), Sendai:
Center for Northeast Asian Studies, Tohoku University, 2016, pp. 75-96.

The problem of the Chinese immigrants in Mongolia has attracted the interest of
Japanese historians studying the early stage of Mongolia’s modern history. See, Yano,
Kindai Mokoshi kenkyi, pp. 98-188. Tayama Shigeru HILI/%, Shindai ni okeru Maoko no
shakai seido 1 R\ % 57 DFL 2 EE, Tokyo: Bunkyo Shoin, 1954, pp. 327-397.
Yano and Tayama did not call the Qing’s policy “Fengjin.”

The recent inspiring work on the activities of the Chinese immigrants in the Three
Northeastern Provinces is Aratake Tatsurd 7t iiER, Kindai Manshi no kaihatsu to
imin: Bokkai wo watatta hitobito LT O FH5E L R © e % % - 72 A %, Tokyo:
Kytiko Shoin, 2008.

Lifanyuan zeli, vol. 34, Bianjin, 15a—16a.

M. Canxnopx, Xaixao XamaoviH MOH2O XYYieu Xyoaidda HIGMIPU XO2HCCOH Hb.
(XVIII 3yyn), YmaanbGaarap, 1963. The Maimaicheng of Yeke Kiiriy-e and its
relationship with the local banners and the Qing’s office of the resident minister is
well discussed in Sato Noriyuki 15 #A1T, Shindai Haruha Mongoru no toshi ni kansuru
kenkyii: 18 seiki sue kara 19 seiki nakaba no Fure wo rei ni {5 X/ VN - & 2 TV OHLTHT
BT A58 o st R S 19T D 7 L — % B2, Tokyo: Gakujutsu
Shuppankai, 2009.

Xopuyuu, MaHHI{H YeHiH MOHTOJ JaXb HYTTHHH Xs3raap 0a HYYUIMHH MaJl ax axyi.
About the Lifanyuan, see Zhao Yuntian HZEM, Qingdai zhili bianchui de shuniu:
Lifanyuan i 6 BLEFERYHRAE: 23 S, Wulumugi: Xinjiang Renmin Chubanshe,
1995. Chia Ning, Lifanyuan and the management of population diversity in early Qing
(1636-1795), Max Planck Institute for Social Anthropology Working Papers, no. 139, 2012,
and the articles published in Managing frontiers in Qing China: The Lifanyuan and Libu
revisited, ed. by Dittmar Schorkowits and Chia Ning, Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2017. This
board was originally called “Monggo jurgan” in Manchu and later “T'adayadu
Mongyul-un térii-yi jasaqu yabudal-un yamun” in Mongolian. Both meant “the Board
of Mongolian Affairs.” Such an implication of this board was consistently maintained
to the very end of the Qing dynasty. The affair of Tibet, or more precisely the affair
of the Tibetan Buddhist order, was adjoined because it was an indivisible factor in
handling the Mongolian affairs.
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These memorials were published by facsimile in Qingchao giangi Lifanyuan Manmengwen
tiben {7 ST A B BEimi 58 SCE A, ed. by Zhongguo Diyi Lishi Dang’anguan H1 B 5
— SRS 424 (First Historical Archive of China), and Zhongguo Renmin Daxue
Guoxueyuan Xiyu Lishi Yuyan Yanjiusuo H[E[ A R CERE S P4 3 J5 51 5 S 58
i (School of Chinese Classics of Renmin University of China), Huhehaote: Nei
Menggu Chuban Jitan and Nei Menggu Renmin Chubanshe, 2010 (later “77ben”).
Yanagisawa Akira MIEERH, Kenryta 13-14 nen no Shinchoé ni yoru “Fakin rei” wo
megutte HzfET=~TVUEDEIIC L 2 [HEES] 290 o C, in Kingendai
Uchi Mongoru tobu no henyo LB € > TV 224, ed. by Mongoru Kenkyiijo
& ¥ IVHFERT, Tokyo: Yazankaku, pp. 71-84.

See, Shimada Masao [ HIEHE, Shincho Mokorei no kenkya {5 515% 15 B O WFSE (Toyo
Hoshi Ronsha G4 5), Tokyo; Sobunsha, 1982, pp. 456-542. The reason
why livestock thievery should be severely punished was explained by the Emperor
Qianlong in his edict issued in the 6th month of the 42nd year of Qianlong (1777),
“The Mongols living outside of the Wall rely on their livestock in their livelihood. It
is impossible to think in the same way as the case of the Inner realm. The law should
be stricter.” Tiben, vol. 17, Report no. 27, The 3rd day of the 9th month of the 45th year
of Qianlong, pp. 385-386.

Sechin Jagchid, An interpretation of “Mongol bandits” (Meng-fei), Altaica: Proceedings
of the 19th Annual Meeting of the Permanent International Altaistic Conference, held in Helsinksi,
7-11 June 1976, Helsinki: Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura, 1977, pp. 113-121.

Menggu liili % HHEB), vol. 5, Lifanyuan zeli, vol. 34, 24a.

Menggu liili, vol. 5, 3b—4a, Lifanyuan zeli, vol. 34, 8a-b.

Ibid.

Bedune fF#[i is in present-day Songyuan #4Ji city, Jilin province. The relay station
of Bedune was not far from the city, toward the northwest.

The personal names of Mongolians appearing in the Lifanyuan reports in Manchu
are transcribed in this article as it is in the original Manchu texts.

Tiben, vol. 6, Report no. 75, pp. 593-605, 11th day of the 7th month of the 22nd year
of Qianlong, “Je& Hik be By R B 1A AE S5 REFRL A U0 5 o 50 B 28 2 1t
AR A IR PR AR

Jasaytu qan Ciwangbaljai’s banner was in the territories of the Tayshir, Delger,
Khaliun sums of the Govi Altai aimag, Mongolia. L. Conomnarsa, Mowneon Yacuin
3acae, 3axupeaanvl 30XuOH Gaueyyianbin eopunonm, wundwidn  (1697-1997),
Vnaan6aarap: MXAY Tanxumbid X9BmxX Yilnasap, 1998, 249 ran.

Jaqacin Banner was located in Uyench sum of Khovd aimag, present Mongolia.
Conomparsa, Mowneon Yacuein 3acae, 378 Tain.

The giing Wang¢injab’s banner was the Last Banner of Central Right Flank of Jasaytu
qan’s ayimay and its territory covered the present-day Tonkhil, Bugat, Togrog sums
and part of Dariv, Altai, and Tseel sums, southwestern part of Govi Altai aimag,
Mongolia. It bordered jasaytu qan’s banner to the southwest. Conomnarsa, Mowneon
Vacoin 3acae, 272 tan.

jasay Dasicerin’s banner was the Rear Last Banner of Right Flank of Jasaytu qan’s
ayimay. This banner was in the territory of present-day Tsokt sum of Govi Altai
aimag. It bordered jasaytu qan’s banner to the south. Conompnarsa, Moneon Yacein
3acae, 258 tan.
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Tiben, vol. 16, Report no. 51, pp. 469-492, 9th day of the 2nd month of the 45th year
of Qianlong, “HEE L PE g Fo il i B b 20 55 AR LR so BT B 2 A i s
BEBET IR B E P AR

Jasay Giirjab’s banner was the Right Last Banner of the Right Flank of the Tiisiyetii
qan’s ayimay. This banner was in the territory of present-day Baruun biiren sum of
Selenge aimag, Mongolia, which is 600 km from Uliyasutai to the East. Conomnarsa,
Mowneon Yacvin 3acae, 56 tan.

Tiben, vol. 5, Report no. 35, pp. 312-318, 10th day of the 7th month of the 19th year of
Qianlong, “F“E Bk e FH 7 RS 12K 555 AR S HUHE B 51 T TG 6 0
PR B ek R DA

Butha, present-day Morindawa Autonomous Banner of Dahur Nationality of
Heilongjiang province is 180 km north from the Autonomous county of Dérbed
Mongol nationality of the same province.

Tiben, vol. 4, Report no. 33, pp. 2567-263, 30th day of the 5th leap month of the 16th
year of Qianlong, i Hi b3 K E (A AH SR G A E s b Ui 25 10 ol 1
A R AR PR R A

Heilongjiang Jiangjun Yamen Dang’an SRSV HEMH MRS, no. 23-1740, abkai
wehiyehe i sunjaci aniya nadan biyaci jorgon biyade isibume, sahaliyan ula mergen
hulun buir meiren i janggin, butha htlan, giyamun i hafasai baci isinjiha bithe be
ejeme araha dangse. 70-78. The microfilms are kept at the Library of Research
Institute for Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa (ILCAA), Tokyo University
of Foreign Studies.

Urad banners and Ordos Dalad Banner bordered each other across the Yellow River.
Suburyan siim-e was at “the southern foot of the Wula mountain.” Wulate Qiangi zhi
FIFFATIEE, ed. by Wang Wenzhong £ 3CHL, Huhehaote: Nei Menggu Renmin
Chubanshe, 1994, p. 889.

Qalg-a Dalai Diigiireg¢i wang’s banner is possibly the Left Banner of Central Left
Flank (Erdene degiiriig¢i wang’s banner) of Jasaytu qan’s ayimay. This banner is in
present-day Tsagaan uul sum and Tsetserleg sum of the Southeastern part of Kobsgol
aimag and Bayan uul sum, Bayan khairkhan and Bayantes sum of northern part of
Zavhan aimag, Mongolia. It was more than 1300 km northwest from the Urad
banners.

Tiben, vol. 12, Report no. 19, pp. 163-169, 24th day of the 6th month of the 35th year
of Qianlong, “/& LB i e F75 B - [0 25 R S5 WU 0 oy W A £ g A B B e
eI A8l R B 15 AR

Giing Lobsangdorji’s banner was the Left Banner of the Left Flank of Sayin Noyan
ayimay. Its territory covered present-day Khureemaral, Bayanbulag, Gurvan bulag
sums, the northwestern part of Bayankhongor ayimay, Mongolia. Conomparaa,
Moneon Yacein 3acae, 218 tan.

Beyise Sundubdorji’s banner was the Middle Banner of Tiisiyetii qan ayimay, which
was in the area including present-day Ulaanbaatar city and its neighboring sums of
the eastern part of Tov aimag. Ulaanbaatar is about 700 km from Khureemaral sum.
According to Sh. Natsagdorji, there were two flocks of “Breeding camels” (iirjiitilekh
temee) which consisted of 65 units grazed by more than 70 families called out from
the banners of Tiisiyetii qan ayimay and Sayin Noyan ayimay. III. Hanarmopx,
Mandicuiin spxwssn0 baiican yeulln XauxvlH Xypaaneyt myyx, 166 tan. Also see: L.
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Hacaunbamxup, Ap moneonooc Mawow uun yicad saneyyioc oatican arba 1691-1911,
VnaaunGaarap: [umkmx Yxaansl AkageMuidd X337, 1964, 107-108 Tai.

Tiben, vol. 22, Report no. 41, pp. 487-497, the 12th day of the 12th month of the 58th
year of Qianlong, “& i e 585 B AN FR 5 R R % 1 Tl TS 8 ok A
SRS BE T A R IR B R L SRR

Hulan "] was in the north of present-day Harbin city, and neighbored I'orlos Rear
Banner on the northwest.

“Tokso” or guanzhuang 3+ was the agricultural manor established by the Qing
government for feeding the Eight bannermen living in the Three Northeastern
Provinces. The “tokso” of Hulan were first established in the 2nd year of Qianlong
(1737) under the jurisdiction of the Heilongjiang General. See, Aritaka Iwao £ 5 iz,
Kokuryiikosho Huran Heiya no kaihatsu ni tsukite S2HEVL A I-BE T8 0 BAFE 125k
& C, in Naito hakase kanreki shukuga Shinagaku ronss VIR 1- 3= JEHUE IR i #%,
Tokyo: Kobundo Shobo, 1926, pp. 819-864.

Tiben, vol. 5, Report no. 34, pp. 305-311, 10th day of the 7th month of the 19th year of
Qianlong, A8 i e 25 5 £ 20 55 25 R Rl 2 A0 P M Y 2 e it
BE AR R R TR A”

Nicuhun village is probably present-day Nigikun JEH !, which is about 10 km north-
northeast of Cicihar city. On the map made by Japanese in 1933, Nicuhun appears as
Nigiukun JE:K . Chigoku Tairiku 10 manbun no 1 chizu shasei (1T) HEIKFE- 745D
— b £ 1Y (later TMCPME) (IT) [Manchuria IT]. MC-029-13[0743] “Qiqihaer 75751
#.” Goto is present-day Gaotou =558, which is about 7 km from Nicuhun toward
east-southeast. Teguldur’s banner was approximately 200 km southwest of Nicuhun
village.

Tiben, vol. 3, Report no. 32, pp. 287-293, 28th day of the 3rd month of the 9th year of
Qianlong, “Ht8 i i e F37% S0 AT 1 35 JE 8 Rl B AT UC SRR o D A e P SRR L
AR S IETH B AR

Tiben, vol. 6, Report no. 22, pp. 151-156, 24th day of the 9th month of the 21st year of
Qianlong, “ZFHRHL i e F75 R o ORAG RERCRY HT 0 0 0 L/ e o B
FRIZ AR

Daging Shengzu Ren Huangdi Shilu K% BEAHA" B2 75 B %, vol. 155, 7a-8a; Cong Peiyuan
M, Zhongguo Dongbeishi H1 Bl HAL S, vol. 4, Changchun: Jilin Wenshi Chubanshe,
1998, pp. 1304-1307.

Wang Weixian FAE#&, et al., Bodune Manzu wenhua gailan (AEANIE IR SCAUEREE,
Changchun: Jilin Renmin Chupanshe, 2011, pp. 39-41.

Tiben, vol. 3, Report no. 6, pp. 69-76, 20th day of the 7th month of the 8th year of
Qianlong, “A& R i e 347 181 T A S5 R S0 A AR 0T SR B fie 725 G E AR Rt
BRI B A

Tiben, vol. 19, Report no. 39, pp. 469-477, 4th day of the 7th month of the 56th year
of Qianlong, “& B HH i e FH 5 K EL AN I SF REBRE AP AR A 3 S S5 G A0 b e it
TR R g B h P EAR

Tiben, vol. 8, Report no. 62, pp. 379-384, 18th day of the 9th month of the 25th year
of Qianlong, “7& BB i e S5 RN A 23 5 e Bt RO 0 2 A S5/ SR B OR B D
AR

Dapu village is on the right bank of the Sunggari river in present-day Dapo Zhen KX
Y8R of Yushu Ftsf city of Changchun ﬁ%,‘]ilin province, 80 km north of Jilin city.



52)

53)

54)

55)

56)

57)

58)

59)

60)

61)

62)

63)

64)

The Mobility of Mongolian Banner Subjects in the Mid-Qing Era 31

The other side of the river was the territory of I'orlos Front Banner.

Tiben, vol. 23, Report no. 16, pp. 160-171, 16th day of the 6th month of the 60th year
of Qianlong, “& ¥ ¥ i e F85 R EL LA PS5 R bR/ B S A 15 G U ) S5
FEIR R E W F I R A

Moohin % was the southernmost of the six relay stations established under the
jurisdiction of Heilongjiang General in the 25th year of Kangxi (1686). It was at
present-day Maoxing zhen %##f of Zhaoyuan Z£J§ county of Daqing KEF city,
Heilongjiang province, 48 km north-northwest of Bedune. See; Cong, Zhongguo
Dongbeishi, pp. 1367-1369.

Hayul village appears in the 7MCPME map published in 1933 as Hayou tun M4 i
and is present-day Hayou cun "5/} of Zhaoyuan county of Daging city. TMCPME
(1), MC-030-04 [0759] “Maoxingzhang i #yf;.”

Olo holo village is present-day Aojia huoluo FHZ tki% village or Tuanjie cun FH#5 4T
located 9.5 km east of Songyuan f2J5 city. See, Wang, et al., Bodune Manzu wenhua
gailan, p. 55. TMCPME (IT), MC-030-05 [0760] “Bodune fH#R.”

Tiben, vol. 23, Report no. 10, pp. 97-116, 23th day of the 6th month of the 59th year
of Qianlong, “& BLH e F47% KRB AN BH S5 B I R I S8 25 6 JU B 16§ 354
B AL AR

The Willow Palisade separated the jurisdiction of three Generals from the neighboring
Mongolian banners including Qarac¢in Left Banner of Josutu League, the Siregetii
kiiriy-e, three banners of the Left Flank of Qorc¢in and I'orlos Front Banner. See,
Qingdai Liutiaobian 15 XHI%:%, ed. by Yang Shusen 151 #%, Shenyang: Liaoning
Renmin Chubanshe, 1978; Li Jiancai 23}, Dongbei shidi kaoliie H L5 1 FZ W,
Changchun: Jilin Wenshi Chubanshe, 1986, pp. 270-281. Cong, Zhongguo Dongbeishi,
pp- 1389-1399.

Ing ceng dz is probably present-day Yingchengzi cun Y374 of Jin zhou #i/H city
of Liaoning province. This village is about 30 km south of Yi zhou and 12 km north
of Jin zhou.

Tiben, vol. 2, Report no. 23, pp. 123-131, 24th day of the 2nd month of the 5th year of
Qianlong, “E L e 5 1581 L oABe 5k L B I M T LA M A F6 L — K
W ST e 4B i T AN

Tiben, vol. 8, Report no. 49, pp. 305-315, 7th day of the 7th month of the 25th year of
Qianlong, “A& L e F% RS- [0 25 e L BAR H 1 BT A 2 S S5 iR TR A
— RIEANFZEFR 45 5 4" The Right Banner of Tiimed was in present-day Beipiao
Jt.EE city of Liaoning province.

Yi zhou is the present Yi # county of the Liaoning province and about 30 km south
of the Qinghe {7 gate of the Willow Palisade.

We are unable to find such a gate in related literatures. Possibly, it is the Jiuguantai JU
B & gate. It was in the north of Jiuguantai mountain at 36 /i northwest of Yi zhou.
Also see, Qingdai Liutiaobian, pp. 49-50.

Si giya pu village is seen as Shijiabu fiZ £ at approximately 20 km southwest of
Kaiyuan and 30 km east-southeast of Faku %/ ["] gate which led to the territory of
the Central Banner of Qorc¢in Left Flank (Darqan banner). It was also seen in Shengjing
Tongzhi B 5 as Shijia bu S EE. See, Shengjing Tongzhi, vol. 29, 38b, Tieling xian
jienei zhubu #EER AL FH R

Tiben, vol. 23, Report no. 9, pp. 84-97, 8th day of the 6th month of the 59th year of



32

65)

66)

67)

68)

69)

70)

71)

72)

73)

74)

75)

76)

The Memoirs of the Toyo Bunko, 76, 2018

Qianlong, “4& R i e =5 5 SR B S5 RE SR B 400 5 T A SR P i
IS AR T R A

Orgesun village is seen in Guisui Shiliie 5% kM as Eergexun 5 {153 as one of “the
seventeen villages of western region of Saraci,” 16 km to the west of present-day Saraqji
town (Chi. Salaqi Tf}jé?ﬁ%f“). Guisui Shiliie, vol. 20, Cunzhuang, p. 148. Also see TMCPME
(IV) [Inner Mongolia] 30, CP-001-030 [1465] “Salaqi xian F&$7 75 .

Tiben, vol. 2, Report no. 2, pp. 5-12, 10th day of the 10th month of the 4th year of
Qianlong, “ P b () Y HE 28 25 AR L S8 o 1AL RS 1 R L i 3 R s B
FERKIR SR TRAR

Kara buta village appears in Guisui Shiliie as Halabutan WWIAN . Guisui Shiliie, vol.
20, Cunzhuang, p. 138. This village appears in TMCPME (II) as Heilanbuta. TMCPME
(IV) CP-001-008 [1443] “Guisui (Guihua cheng) §irf% (55 1L3%).”

Tiben, vol. 2, Report no. 3, pp. 13-21, 10th day of the 10th month of the 4th year of
Qianlong, P B v T i AE 2 252 RE R BT 1 L3R - BRARF LSR5 i R DU A JLL45¢
SRR B AR

Tiben, vol. 2, Report no. 29, pp. 182-188, 12th day of the 3rd month of the 5th year of
Qianlong, “& BLEH i [5e 175 1 8L L oABE S RS0 i 2 Wi B i DA R R E RN
UL Bk e A

Namurja village is found as Namujia #8/KZE, one of 73 villages of the eastern region
of Toyto (Tuoketuo cheng) in Guisui Shiliie, vol. 20, Cunzhuang, Tuoketuo xian, p. 153,
and appears in TMCPME (11) as Damuerjia #f2/8 48, TMCPME (IV) 19, “Lamawan
WEIWHEE . Tke baising was 26 northwest from Namurja. It appears in the same book as
“Yikenbansheng 1 #7I,” one of the 172 villages of the eastern region of Salagi.
Ibid., p. 147. Casuci (Chi. Chasuqi £33 75) village was a town in present-day Tiimed
Left Banner, which is 45 km west of Kékeqota. Ibid., p. 153. In TMCPME (II), it
appears as Yikebanshen CWHHI. TMCPME (IV) 25, CP-001-025 [1460] “Shuanglong
zhen #EFEHE.”

Ordos Jegiin yar Banner was in the eastern part of Ordos and bordered with Tiimed
Banner by the Yellow River to the east.

Tiben, vol. 3, Report no. 58, pp. 493-513, 9th day of the 11th month of the 9th year of
Qianlong, “St8 B i e F3 7% J0 A1 1 25 B 28 S5 R i Lok - PR AR e BL T W) 0 SR M6 4%
B R A BB TR A

Tiben, vol. 7, Report no. 1, pp. 1-11, 24th day of the 7th month of the 22nd year of
Qianlong, “4& FLEH ik e B A S [E 5 RERR SN A 2 0 58 S0 A i e B
B Rk B A

Wang Dasipil’s banner was in the southwestern part of present-day Dundgov’ aimag,
and the northeastern part of Omnégov’ aimag. Conomnaarsa, Monzon Yacwin sacae, 25
Tal.

Tiben, vol. 14, Report no. 29, pp. 276-290, 18th day of the 5th month of the 40th year
of Qianlong, “H& HHk b 345 Al v 54 e 20 5 R b L = A A SR B BB U0 5
SEHAL D B EEIR A

Tiben, vol. 14, Report no. 29, 18th day of the 5th month of the 40th year of Qianlong,
S PR e o T 0 A 2 S R R LR M e AR B AL A S 0 B
#EIEH A Chinese merchants’ activities in Mongolian banners were discussed in
the author’s article, Oka Hiroki [ 718, Kenryiki chiyo ni okeru Kanjin Ryomosho
no shogyo katsudo HzFEH I BEIZ 35 1T 2 BN HREE P O WS, in Tohoku Ajia ni
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okeru koeki kyoten no hikaku kenkyi RALT ¥ 72 BT 5 A G Wr O FLEHISE, ed. by
Yamada Katsuyoshi [1H 575, Sendai: CNEAS, 2001, pp. 17-33.

Erdeni wang’s banner was the Right Rear Banner of Right Flank of Sayin Noyan
ayimay. It was in present-day Zag and Jargalant sums and part of Buutsagaan and
Gurvanbulag sums of Bayankhongor aimag, Mongolia. Conomnarsa, Moreon Yacwin
3acae, 183-184 Tan.

Dayic¢ing wang’s banner was the Left Banner of Right Flank of Tiisiyetii qan’s ayimay
(Erdene Dayi¢ing wang’s banner) which was located in present-day Bulgan aimag,
Mongolia.

See footnote no. 67.

Guisui Shiliie wrote about the livestock market of Kokeqota and said “There are several
livestock markets in Guihua cheng. The horse market is in Suiyuan cheng and called
Magiao F4G.” Guisui Shiliie, vol. 17, Shiji T4, p. 122.

The Bordered Blue Banner of Caqar neighbored on the Tiimed Banner to the east. It
was located in present Zhuozi EL& country and part of Chahaer Youyi zhongqi p=a1
WA E P HE of Inner Mongolian Autonomous Region of China.

Tiben, vol. 19, Report no. 40, pp. 478-496, 7th day of the 7th month of the 56th year
of Qianlong, “&BLHHHE BB R LB S ERERRE A A H B E ikl
B A I R T LB S S A



