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     This article is the writer’s attempt to examine Japanese source materials relating to the diplomatic intercourse between Japan and Latvia. The purpose of this paper is to show that Japanese government approached the Latvian affairs at her emergence as a Nation State. The efforts of her struggle for her independence are examined by the documents from the Diplomatic Record Office of Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan.
     The most interesting materials on the Latvian affairs are included in such files as : “ State of Russian Affairs on the Russian Revolutions and the Wars in Europe ,” “Secession and Incorporation of Various Countries,” “State of Internal Affairs in Various Countries : Latvia,” “Establishment of Japanese Diplomatic Agencies abroad” and , “Riga johou”（Riga Intelligences）, in the Diplomatic Records Office of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan.  Based on these documents, three features characterize the Japanese government position toward Latvia in the period of leading up to its independence.  First, Japan’s attitude toward Latvia followed that of the Great Powers.  Second, the Japanese government was also interested in Latvia’s economy.  Third, the Japanese were totally ignorant about Latvia and the other Baltic States.

    The first question we have to ask here is how Latvia as an independent state was created after the First World War and the Russian Revolution.  Although a large number of researches have been carried out into the formation of Latvian Republic in the years 1918—1920, these discourses could rather tend to be characterized by the period and the country. 

In Latvia the focus of the study now tend to describe her “national” history, because of the continuity from the period before the Second War to the period after regaining her independence. This focus is very similar to the study in the period between the Two World Wars.  It has been shown in most studies on the formation of Latvian Republic that Latvian people had evolved for her independence from the second half of 19th century.

What we are concerned here is why the Latvian Independence emerged on the base of the fragile administrative underpinnings.  After the First World War and the collapse of the Empires in Europe,   a lot of newly independent nation states appeared in Eastern and Central Europe.  Latvia was one of such newly nation states.

I should point out very briefly that the Latvian provisional government, which had been formed in November, 1918,  lacked solid backing for an independence both in Latvia and international community.  In Latvia they persist in Latvian’s territory.  According to their claim, the territory of Latvia must be united all three provinces, where Latvian lived, that is to say, Vidzeme (a southern part of Livland), Kurzeme, Latgale (a part of Vitebsk) and unites all three, which had been divided under the Russian Empire.  Such an appeal shows us they aimed to establish a nation state.  Something else to be borne in mind here is the Latvian Bolsheviks in Latvia.  The Latvian Bolsheviks rapidly developed to have influence over  Vidzeme, Latgale after the Russian March Revolution in 1917.  Kurzeme  had already occupied by the German force since autumn in 1915.  At that time the territory of Latvian people were really divided by the front line between the German and the Russian, and later the red army.  The Latvian non-Bolsheviks have only the idea of a united Latvia in common with the Latvian Bolsheviks.  It is reasonable to suppose that the turned the Latvian non-Bolsheviks forced to turn to the orientation towards an assertion for her independence, because the Latvian Bolsheviks had had an advantage over the Latvian non-Bolsheviks. 
Acting  upon the proposal of the Provisional Council of the Province of Vidzeme, representatives from the most important Latvian organization were convened on 12 August in 1917 to discuss the legal status of Latvia.  The one of the resolution, which was adopted at the conference, was that Latvia constitutes  a politically autonomous unit in the Democratic Republic of Russia.
 It was very clear that the Latvian Bolsheviks wanted to join Russian federation and to have their territorial autonomy.  Contrasting  with this appeal, the Latvian non-Bolsheviks made an ambiguous remark on the issue of their future. 
In my understanding,  Meierovics was one of the most important person on the way to their independence.  Though some members of  the Agrarian Union, which had been founded on 12 May 1917 and became the biggest political party later,  wanted independence for Latvia,  Merierovics, who was a member of the Agrarian Union and became later Foreign Minister, believed the independence movement was premature.  Meierovics, however,  changed his mind on this argument when the Bolshevik Revolution broke out and he found it was any more impossible for the non-Bolsheviks to cooperate for the idea of a united Latvia. with the Latvian left wing party in November,1917.
 Meierovics was concerned that the Latvia’s fate will be determined between imperialistic governments and the Bolsheviks regime.
  Consideration on his view, if they had not be able to take the initiative on the way for Latvia,  the Latvian Bolshevik would have done so.  He could not help taking the third way, that is, a united, democratic independent state, it means that  he began to play an active part in the policy toward the foreign countries, because he had denied to be included into the imperialistic Germany and to be cooperated with the Soviet Russia.  The Latvian non-Bolsheviks needed to defend their own land against the Latvian Bolsheviks, too.
Then, they  started  to move to another stage in Petorograd in the end of 1917. There were three reasons. The first reason for  this was that Riga, a center of Latvia, fell to the German in September and another cities in Vidzeme fell to the German force one after another. The second reson for it was that the Latvian Bolsheviks won an overwhelming victory in Vidzeme over the election of the All-Russian Constituent Assembly in November.  The Latvian Bolsheviks got 72% of the total number of voters in Vidzeme.
 They began to oppress the non-Bolsheviks groups. Since the Latvian non-Bolsheviks had few supports in Latvia, they needed to find their supporters outside Latvia.  And then, they established the Department of Foreign Affairs and distributed many pamphlets and printed matters like “Līdums”(clearance) and “Dzimtenes Atbalss”(homeland’echo). 
In order to gain supports for their survival from international community, the Latvian provisional government stated at first their self-determination and later moved to their emphasis on the anti-bolshevism.

Now we will try to see the Japanese concerns towards to such a new comer to the International community.                                                                                            
We can find two books, which were written about Latvia in those days,  in the National Diet Library in Japan.　　One was entitled Kohaku no kuni (The Amber Land) [Kobe 1921.], written by Ian A. Ozolin(Jānis Andrejs Ozolinš)
, the other was Ratovia no gennjyo(Present Conditions in Latvia)　[Nichiro Kyoukai-hen, Tokyo 1923.].　 
Concerning the former, let me introduce the author at first.  He, who came from Latvia,  was a professor at Kansei-gakuin in Kobe.

What is interesting in his career is that he worked as a Counsular agent of the Latvian Provisional government in his time in Kobe.  Besides teaching English literature at Kansei-gakuin in Kobe, Japan, he worked energetic as a Consular agent. He not only reported Japanese situation to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Latvia about the political and economical situation in Japan, but  also dealt with trading matters between Latvia and Japan. In 1920 he sent a letter to Jānis Mazpolis , who was a representative of Latvian provisional government in the Far East and Siberia and located in Vladivostok.  In this letter, he asked Mazpolis to the possibility to send a special person to Japan from  the home or Siberia  or  China.

Little is known about the reason why he came to Japan,  although he  got acquaintance with Prof. Hata , who became a president of Kansei-gakuin later, in USA.
  His activity informing about Latvia in USA and in Japan leads to our presumption that he tried to give Japanese people facts of a newly independent state Latvia in English or even in Japanese like another Latvian politicians or diplomats in the Allied.　　He started to write his book  Kohakuno-kuni (The Amber Land)  with the reason why people knows little about Latvia.  It should be noted here that he emphasized the Japanese success during the Russo-Japanese War.  I would like to focus attention his statement that  this success had given the opportunity for the Latvian independent movement because it caused the 1905 Revolution in Latvia.
  
The more interesting for us is an small article giving an information on his return to Latvia in 1921.  According to this article, his homeland was introduced as an newly independent state, whose mother had been the recent War in Europe.
  This article shows us a Japanese point of view in those days.
The latter was published in 1923 by Nichiro-kyoukai(Japan-Russian Association), which had been established in 1902.  The information is seen to be of value to the Japanese economical interests between Japan and Soviet-Russia. According to its introduction, the situation in Latvia shows us an aspect of the study for Soviet-Russia.

       Now we have to cite the memoirs of the former Japanese Ambassador Kinya Niizeki in Moscow in 1970s. He wrote his memoirs “Berurin no yoru (The Nights in Berlin)”[Nippon-Housou-Kyoukai, 1988] that he didn’t have any knowledge about Latvia even when he was dispatched to Latvia as a researcher from Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1938.  The reason why he stayed in Riga was very simple.  He learned Russian language and researched Soviet affairs there.  At that time Riga, capital of Latvia, a neighboring country to USSR,　was a kind of  center for the diplomats, who were concerned with the Affairs in Soviet Union.　This is　really  the first point which Japanese government established Japanese Embassy in Riga in 1935 and sent some young diplomats, who had to learn Russian and to research the Affairs in Soviet Union, since Japanese government had already sent a diplomatic representative to Latvia from the beginning of the 1920s.

     The above mentioned features are very similar ones,which  are found from  the Japanese government position toward Latvia in the period of leading up to its independence. We could point out three features.
      First, Japan’s attitude toward Latvia followed that of the Great Powers, especially Great Britain.  On becoming a member of the “Big Five Powers” after World War I,  Japan had had little experience in great power diplomacy.  Therefore, it relied heavily on the example set by the other powers.  This was true for Japan’s policy towards the small European states,  which were newly formed after the First World War and it was also true for Latvia.　　On November 30, 1918, the Japanese Ambassador in London, Viscount Sutemi CHINDA reported to the Japanese Foreign Minister, Viscount Yasuya UCHIDA that the request had been made by Z.A. Meierovics for Japan to recognize the Latvian Provisional Governｍent.  A copy of Z.A.Meirocvics’s appeal to Great Britain and of the answer of British Foreign Minister Balfour were enclosed with the above request.  In Foreign Minister Balfour’s answer to Meierovics on November 11, 1918, the British Government granted provisional recognition to the Lettish National Council as a de facto independent body until the Peace Conference and informed Meierovics that he would be considered as the informal diplomatic representative of the Latvian Provisional Government.  Ambassador CHINDA asked also in the above report if he might give the Japanese answer to Meierovics similar to the British answer.
 On January 4, 1919, the Japanese government recognized the de facto independence of Latvia by telegram on December 27, 1918 from Japanese Foreign Minister UCHIDA.  Ambassador CHINDA informed Meierovics that it was “ ・・・the (Japanese government’s) decision to grant provisional recognition to the Lettish National Council as a de facto independent body pending the final settlement at the forthcoming Peace Conference.” 
  It is noteworthy that the Japanese government granted provisional recognition not to the Latvian People’s Council which was created as a new representative body in Riga on 17 November 1918, but to the Latvian National Council.  The Japanese government had apparently relied on Meierovics’s information about Latvia and followed the British policy.

     Another example reveals the extent to which Japanese policy was in line with Great Britain’s.  A Latvian group in the Far East lobbied the Japanese government to support their aims, while it appealed to the British for additional support.  On April 26, 1919, the Niedra Government,  which was fairly pro German, was formed after the Liepaja putsch. The Latvian Provisional Government of Ulmanis, which had formed from the Latvian People’s Council on November 18, 1918, faced an attack from three groups: the Bolsheviks, German troops, and from within its ow ranks.  The Central Bureau of the Lettish National Council in Siberia and the Ural District, in light of the above situation, sent the letter to the Japanese Councul WATANABE in Vladivostok on May 30.  According to the request to the Allied countries in this letter, they demanded for the evacuation of German troops from Latvia and Lithuania and “urged the Governments of France and Great Britain to grant permission for the possibility to continue the formation of the Lettish National Army in the territoryof Siberia, where about a half million Lettish refugees and colonists are scattered.”
  In this letter, they described their gratitude also for the help and support given to the Latvian Provisional Government by the British.

The Japanese government paied attention to British policy toward European Russia as a matter of course.  Naval Commander NANATA, military attaché at the Japanese Embassy in Stockholm on September 24, 1919, reported to the Vice-Chief of Naval Staff Headquarters in Tokyo by the encoded telegram stamped secret that most of the indigenous actions in the Baltic provinces were under British direction.  He argued that the British aim in the Baltic provinces was to gain future the rights there which would give Great Britain economic control over European Russia.

     Second, the Japanese government was also interested in Latvia’s economy.
  The Japanese government was of the opinion that Latvia would benefit from the transit trade to Russia, which would also serve Japan’s economic interest.  The First Secretary of the Japanese legation in Riga Sentarou UEDA reported on October 21, 1923 to Foreign Minister Baron Hikokichi ISHUIN on general conditions in Latvia.  In this report, UEDA pointed out that there were three favorable ports in Latvia, and offered his judgment Latvia would have difficulty to maintaining its economy in the future if it relied solely agriculture production.  First Secretary UEDA also added that Latvia  would be a key location, both politically and economically, for another power to carry out its policy towards Russia.

     Indeed, Latvia was an important gateway to Russia, and for Japan, it became an important factor in Japanese policy towards Russia.  It goes without saying that Latvia was also important for other countries.  The Soviet Russian Government had not yet been recognized by the Powers even after Latvian Independence, and the Powers didn’t have diplomatic and counsular offices in Soviet Russia.  Great Britain, USA, France, Italy, Germany and others had already collected intelligence about Russia.  Along with these countries, the Japanese Government was of the opinion that Latvia was and would be the best place to observe the situation in Soviet Russia and the other Powers’ foreign policy towards Soviet Russia.  The Japanese government wanted also to have an observation bureau in Latvia.  Later, in the 1930’s, many reports on the situation in Soviet Russia and on the Powers’ foreign policy towards Soviet Russia were sent from the Japanese legation in Riga to the Japanese government by the name of “Riga Jyouhou (Riga Intelligence)”.

     Third, the Japanese were totally ignorant about Latvia and the other Baltic States, and only a very few military and diplomatic officials who were sent there understood,  and were repressed by the Latvian effort for independence.  First Secretary UEDA deplored the fact that even Japanese diplomats had sometimes confused Latvia and Estonia or Latvia and Lithuania.  Former Japanese Ambassador in Moscow, Kinya NIIZEKI, the above mentioned, wrote his memoirs Berurin no yoru( The Nights in Berlin) [Nippon-Housou-Kyoukai, 1988] that he didn’t have any knowledge about Latvia even when he was dispatched there as a Foreign Ministry researcher in 1938.  First Secretary UEDA insisted on the need for more popular information about Latvia in Japan, and he pointed out that after the Great Kanto Earthquake of 1923,  the Latvian people had sent assistance to Japan.  This situation, in fact, continues today.
     This is an introduction for my study on the relationship between Japan and Latvia.
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