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HON. W A L T E R M. C H A N D L E R ,
Mr. CHANDLER of New York. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
present to the House of Representatives at this time facts and
arguments in favor of the recognition by the United States of
America of the independence de jure of the Baltic Republics of
Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.
The great war brought about a new era in the history of man
kind, It recast the map of the earth and created a new political
world for the human race.
The group of men who composed the peace conference at Paris,
in reconstructing the map o f the world and in determining the
rights of peoples with reference to the boundaries then created,
were guided by certain well-known political principles. These
principles were represented, in part, by the theories of President
Wilson in his famous 14 points.
One of these points related to the so-called doctrine of selfdetermination, a doctrine first proclaimed on this continent by
Thomas Jefferson in the Declaration of Independence, when he
declared that all just powers of government were derived from
the consent of the governed, and later beautifully described by
Lincoln in his Gettysburg address as “ government of the people,
by the people, and for the people.”
By self-determination is meant, as I understand it, that any
considerable group of people having a proper physical basis of
territory and population, with certain national earmarks or
characteristics of race, language, and religion, can claim this
right of self-determination, provided a proper educational basis
of citizenship can be shown, and provided further, that many
years of oppression have been exercised by the dominating power
over the smaller power seeking separation and claiming rights
of self-determination and independence.
It quite naturally follows, then, that the small nation that as
serts independence and claims rights of self-determination,'in
the reconstruction of the map of the earth after the Great-World
War, must show the existence o f four essential concurring ele
ments :
(1) The requisite physical basis of geography, territory, and
population.
(2) Certain well-defined distinctions in blood, language, and
religion that differentiate its people radically from the people of
the larger nation from whom separation ,is sought.
(3) An educational basis of citizenship that justifies the en
joyment of rights of self-determination and independence.
(4) Governmental oppression, extending over decades or cen
turies, exercised by a larger over a small nation, rendering selfdetermination by the smaller nation a supreme necessity.
Now, it is easily demonstrable that all these conditions and
characteristics exist in the history of the Baltic Republics of
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Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. Let us consider briefly each
of the above subdivisions in order.
(1)
The extent of the areas of the Baltic States with refer
ence to rights of self-determination and independence.
The following tables of comparative statistics furnish satis
factory proof on this point:
(A )

B ALTIC

GROUF.

Area.

Latvia...............................................................................
Lithuania................................................... ....................
/
(B )

Holland.......
Belgium.......
Denmark....
Switzerland.
Greece...........
Montenegro.
Norway. ...

Square miles.
16.500
24,442
30,500

Population.

1.750.000
2.552.000
4.500.000

GROUP OF O TH ER IND EPEN DENT ST A T E S .

12,648
1X, 37S
15,388
15,976
41,690
5,570
124,860

6.114.000
7.638.000
2.772.000
3.780.000
4.363.000
516,000
2.392.000

An examination of these tables will show that all of the
Baltic States, Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, are larger in
territory than Holland, Belgium, Denmark, Switzerland, and
Montenegro. It will also show that both Latvia and Lithuania
are greater in population than Montenegro and Norway, and
that the population of Lithuania is greater, as her territory is
larger, than that of Denmark and Montenegro combined.
It will thus be seen that the first essential of the right of
self-determination, a proper physical basis of territory and
population, is undeniably present in the case of all the Baltic
States. Everything, great or small, good or bad, right or
wrong, must be measured by standards of comparison and con
trast. Every little patch o f land and every little handful of
people can not assert independence and reasonably expect recog
nition from larger nations having greater geographical units
and more numerous populations. But unless we are prepared
to deny rights of independence to Holland, Belgium, Denmark,
Switzerland, Norway, Montenegro, and Greece, we must grant
that Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are as well qualified by a
proper standard of physical comparison to be as free and inde
pendent as they.
While a certain extent of territory is necessary as an element
of the right of self-determination, it should not be forgotten
that neither liberty nor civilization can be gauged by acres o f
land or by density of population. The greatest and freest
peoples of the earth, as well as the noblest civilizations of all
the centuries, have lived and thrived upon small and barren
tracts of land. The most gifted of all the ancient races were,
perhaps, the Hebrews and the Greeks. Around the civiliza
tions o f Palestine and of Greece have circled all the other high
civilizations of the world. The Hebrews were the master
builders of the great spiritual temple of the human race, whose
eorner stone is Hebrew prophecy and whose gorgeous domes are
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the claims of Jesus and Mahomet to the Messiahship of God.
The Greeks surpassed all mankind, ancient or modern, in the
variety and grandeur of intellectual triumph, and to-day, among
the ruins and wrecks of their genius, the modern world still
wanders to contemplate, admire, and study, the pride o f every
master and the perfection of every model.
And yet both Hebrews and Greeks inhabited comparatively
barren stretches of land, not as large nor as fertile as Lithuania;
for it must be remembered that Palestine has only 13,724 square
miles, a territory smaller than that of either Esthonia or Latvia.
(2) Let us now consider the second element above mentioned
o f the right of self-determination; that is—
Certain well-defined distinctions in blood, language, and re
ligion that differentiate its people radically from the people of
the larger nation from ichom separation is sought.
This element is also very clear and well defined in the claims
o f all the Baltic States to rights of self-determination.
The racial and religious differences between Esthonians, Letts,
and Lithuanians, on the one hand, and Russians on the other,
are as radical as those between Germans and Russians, or
between Englishmen and Frenchmen.
The Esthonians are Finns in blood ; the Russians are Slavs.
The Esthonians are Finnish in language; the Russians are
Slavic. The Esthonians are Lutheran in religion; the Russians
are Orthodox Greek Catholics.
The Letts and Lithuanians are Indo-Europeans in blood and
language; the Russians are Slavs. The Letts are overwhelm
ingly Lutheran, and the Lithuanians are overwhelmingly Roman
Catholics, while the Russians are overwhelmingly Orthodox
Greek Catholics.
In each of the Baltic States the language both of the Govern
ment and the people is the mother tongue, which is spoken and
written by a vast majority o f the population.
In short, a pure strain of Finnish blood flows through the
veins of Esthonians, as an almost pure Finnish language is
spoken by them, while a pure strain o f Indo-European blood
flows through the veins of Letts and Lithuanians, at the same
time that an almost pure Indo-European language is spoken
by them, proving a radical difference in blood and language
between the peoples of all the Baltic States and those of
Slavic Russia.
'
•> The logic and philosophy at the foundation o f this second ele
ment of the right o f self-determination as a reason and re
quirement for separate national life are to be found in the
experiences and observations of mankind, that race and re
ligious differences breed strife among nations, resulting in
bloodshed and in warfare. The reason of the principle and the
cause of the trouble are found deeply embedded in human
nature and in the bias and prejudices o f men. We like our
“ kith and kin ” and are naturally disposed to regard strangers
with distrust, if not with positive dislike. Deadly feuds arte
born of the loves and hatreds of the clans, and race prejudice
and tribal impulse are the most powerful of the motives o f
men.
(3 ) I come now to discuss the third element, namely:
An educational and cultural status that justifies the privilege
and the enjoyment of the right of self-determination.
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This element is absolutely necessary in appealing to the
nations of the earth for recognition. However extensive the
territory and however numerous the people, illiterate bar
barians can not reasonably expect recognition of their inde
pendence from literate and civilized races. The ability to be
self-governing must be shown in order to claim self-government,
and the ability to be self-governing is impossible without a cer
tain degree o f educational and cultural development and
achievement.
This third element of the right of self-government is con
spicuously present in the history, life, and civilization o f the
peoples of all the Baltic States. There is practically no illit
eracy among them. The man or woman of adult years in Esthonia, Latvia, or Lithuania who can not read or write is
usually a mental delinquent, a lunatic, or an idiot.
The extraordinarily high rate of literacy in the Baltic coun
tries is really astonishing when we consider that just across
the border in Russia the population is 70 per cent illiterate, by
conservative estimate, and is placed by many writers as high as
80 per cent.
In university as well as in common-sehooi education the popu
lations o f Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania are remarkably ad
vanced. The following comparative statistics in university edu
cation are illustrative. The university students of Latvia in
1913, the year before the war, were by comparison as follow s:
University students.
Latvia______________________________________________________________ 1,
Denmark____________________________________________________________ 1,
Norway_____________________________________________________________ 1,
Sweden_____________________________________________________________ 1,
Portugal____________________________________________________________ 1,

950
460
400
200
150

It will thus be seen that although her population is smaller
than that of either Denmark, Sweden, or Portugal, the number
of university students of Latvia is numerically greater, and
what is true of Latvia in university education is equally true
of Esthonia and Lithuania.
I beg you to pardon me for personal reference to myself and
to what I have recently done and seen and heard in this con
nection. In the summer of 1919 and again in January, Febru
ary, and March o f this year I visited all the Baltic countries
and traveled extensively through them by train and automobile.
I was astonished at the high-grade civilization of the masses
of the people and at the fine accomplishments and brilliant edu
cations of the public men with whom I met. At Reval, at Kovno,
and at Riga, the capitals, respectively, of Esthonia, Lithuania,
and Latvia, I was honored by being the invited guest at public
dinners given by ministers of state. I was surprised and
pleased to learn that all of these statesmen were university
graduates and that most of them spoke several languages, in
cluding English, fluently.
Any doubt as to the educational qualifications o f all the Baltic
Republics for self-determination and independence will be re
moved by a short visit to these countries. The visitor will find
peasant populations with books, periodicals, magazines, and
musical instruments in the home, and, to his amazement, he will
find that a considerable percentage o f the people of Esthonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania speak three languages—German, Russian,
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and their mother tongue—and that they are somewhat familiar
with the history and literature of the countries of these lan
guages.
Of all the elements that form a just basis of claims to rights
of self-government and independence among the Baltic peoples,
the test of literacy is the greatest, for the thirst o f Esthonians,
Letts, and Lithuanians for knowledge and education Is as un
quenchable as their thirst for freedom is unconquerable.
(4)
Permit me, if you please, at this time to discuss the
fourth element of the right of self-determination above men
tioned, namely:
Governmental oppression, extending over decades or centu
ries, exercised by a larger over a smaller nation, rendering selfdetermination by the smaller nation a supreme necessity.
It seems quite unnecessary to. discuss this element or phase
of the subject at any length. All men are thoroughly familiar
with the history o f Russian cruelty and oppression. Scholars
o f every nation know well the details of Russian tyranny and
persecution. Siberian dungeons have been the horror and the
nightmare of Russian freedom in every age. Not only nihilists
and anarchists, who deserved incarceration, but patriots and
freemen who thirsted and fought for liberty spent wretched
lives and met horrible deaths within them.
Russian history is replete with instances o f governmental
cruelty and oppression. Russian imperial administrative affairs
were simply records of revolting and horrible stifling of man’s
natural cravings and struggles for freedom. Other nations—
Greece, Rome, Spain, France, and England—have had periods of
<iespotic sway. Russia has been uniformly the land o f barbarism
and illiteracy, of tyranny and oppression. This tyranny and op
pression have been dealt out not only to Letts, Esthonians, and
Lithuanians but to the Russians themselves. Slavs as well as
Finns and Indo-Europeans have been the barbarized and perse
cuted victims o f the Russian imperial system of government.
The fixed and unalterable policy of tha t Government was to hold
in ignorance and abject slavery the masses of the Russian popu
lation, trusting to this method o f government to destroy the
aspirations for freedom that are natural to men.
When we turn from the regime o f the Ozar to the rule of the
soviet, we find neither hope nor consolation. We have simply
passed from one gloomy prison dungeon to another. Both are
monumental, pyramidal tyrannies, and o f the two the. reign
of Nicholas would be preferable to the rule o f Lenin and
TrotSki, for the absolutism of an aristocracy is better than the
despotism of the proletariat.
In other words and in short, Esthonians, Letts, and Lithu
anians can not and will not consent to enter into political union
with Russians under any known form of Russian government
that history presents.
Russian tyranny and oppression was born o f the design and
determination of the Russian clergy and Government to reduce
to one homogeneous whole the heterogeneous masses and na
tionalities o f the various peoples and races of the Russian Em
pire. One Czar, one Orthodox Catholic faith, one Russian lan
guage was the slogan o f all the Russian priests and statesmen,
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and from this policy of amalgamation proceeded centuries of
discrimination, persecution, and mean oppression. The idea of
one Czar caused the attempt to suppress tribal impulse and the
aspirations of distinct races for self-government and inde
pendence. The idea of one Orthodox Catholic faith caused re
ligious persecution out o f which came the most bitter of all
revolt. The idea of one Russian language caused the attempt
to suppress the mother tongues of the Esthonians, Letts,
Lithuanians, and other non-Russian nationalities, and this in
every age has been a mean form o f persecution, for the love of
the mother tongue is second only to the love of the mother
herself or to that of God and country.
A peculiar form of Russian malignity and persecution, in the
matter of attempted suppression of language, took place in the
year 1864, when Muravjev prohibited the publication of any
thing in the Lithuanian language and in Latin characters. The
compulsory us§ o f Russian lettering in the publication of books
and papers in Lithuania was intended to destroy gradually all
knowledge of the mother tongue of Lithuanians.
When the Letts demanded judges with a knowledge of their
own language the Russians replied by forbidding such judges
to use the Lettish language.
When Esthonians and Letts demanded a voice in the solution
of the agrarian problem in accordance with modern notions of
right and justice, the Russians replied by extending sympathy
and aid to the German Baltic barons, and, to aggravate the
matter, brought Russian colonists from the interior of Russia
to colonize Esthonia and Latvia.
Innumerable forms of Russian tyranny and oppression might
be mentioned, but it is considered that sufficient has been said
as a matter of illustration.
Up to this moment I have discussed the subject of the recog
nition of the independence of the Baltic peoples from the view
point of certain cardinal elements of the right of self-govern
ment ; that is, extent of territory and population, race and re
ligious differences, educational status, and long-continued op
pression.
I come now to discuss the economic, industrial, and agricul
tural life of these countries as a secondary, but nevertheless
very essential, element of the claim to recognition o f independenee'by the nations of the world. Indeed, this element is given
primary consideration by many writers upon the subject o f the
justice and advisability of recognizing the independent national
existence of the newly created non-Russian republics o f the
former Russian Empire. It is contended by some o f these
writers that Latvia, Esthonia, and Lithuania are too weak and
undeveloped economically, industrially, and agriculturally to
maintain separate and independent stations among the nations
of the earth. It is further asserted by them that to recognize
the independence of these little States would be to create perma
nently dependent communities whose helplessness would make
them perpetual wards of the larger nations. This is the chief
contention of the advocates o f a reunited and federated Russia.
Facts and figures, however, and especially comparative sta
tistics, negative completely the idea that these countries are not
fitted economically for separate and independent life. It can be
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easily shown that other nations less strong and well developed
economically, commercially, and agriculturally have maintained
centuries o f separate national existence. Unfortunately, how
ever, the time allotted to me does not permit an elaboration of
argument from statistics. I have time to suggest only one illus
tration o f the economic strength of the Baltic countries.
I respectfully submit on this point that the revenue-producing
powers o f a country, under normal conditions o f equitable taxa
tion, give a most satisfactory idea of the economic strength of
that country.
In 1913, the year before the outbreak of the war, when condi
tions were normal, Esthonia, the smallest and poorest o f the
Baltic Republics, paid 50,000,000 rubles into the Russian treas
ury. This money paid all the expenses o f her local government
and left a balance, a net deposit o f 5,000,000 rubles for the bene
fit o f some other Provinces o f the Russian Empire that showed a
deficit. Esthonia being the smallest and poorest^ this fact alone
is proof of the economic abilities of all the non*Russian Republics
to be self-sustaining under an independent regime.
Nevertheless, it may be mentioned as additional proof that
Latvia, in 1913, produced 88,054,576 rubles revenue; that the
grand total of her local provincial expenses in that year were
54324,205 rubles, leaving a net revenue amounting to 33,730,871
rubles to be sent to the Imperial Russian treasury.
As still further illustration and proof, permit me to say that
in the same year, 1913, Lithuania raised a national or, rather,
provincial revenue of 55,000,000 rubles, and spent some 20,000,000
rubles in her local government, according to a statement fur
nished me by Mr. J. Vileisis, former minister of finance o f the
Republic o f Lithuania. It will thus be seen that Lithuania sent,
in the year preceding the war, 35,000,000 rubles as a contribution
to the Imperial Russian treasury to help pay the expenses of
less-favored portions of the Empire.
I respectfully submit that these facts and figures furnish in
dubitable proof that these little countries could each maintain
the government o f an independent republic at home and sustain
all necessary diplomatic offices abroad.
The contentions heretofore made in behalf o f the independence
o f the little republics have been affirmative. Certain negative
considerations or objections should be noted at this time.
In the first place, it is contended that the peoples of these nonRussian republics are not fitted fo r self-government because
they have had no experience; because it would be like sending
out little children into the world without training and guidance.
This is worse than foolish, for it flies completely in the face
o f the history and the essential conditions o f the lives o f
nations and o f men. No great nation o f this earth ever began
national existence with finished experience. The history of
mankind shows no graduate or postgraduate nations from birth.
Each and all have been compelled to tread the bitter pathway
o f suffering, self-development, self-denial, and individual e x 
periment. Every great man o f eminence of the earth o f any call
ing or profession has had to have his beginning and his indi
vidual experience.
At the time o f the American Revolution it was contended by
the enemies o f America in England that Hie colonists were not
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fitted for self-government. William Pitt, Earl o f Chatham, de
fended them most brilliantly in Parliament against this charge.
With superb eloquence he declared that he had studied the
political masterpieces o f antiquity and o f modern times and
that he had never read finer productions o f statesmanship than
had been sent overseas from America to England by the inexpe
rienced colonial statesmen Jefferson, Madison, and Hamilton.
And yet to-day we have what Americans believe to be the great
est and mightiest o f all Republics of the earth, and when we
Americans make speeches in Congress we support our arguments
by citations from the words and deeds of these inexperienced
colonial master builders of the early Republic.
As a matter o f feet, however, it can not be truthfully con
tended that the statesmen o f these little countries have not had
considerable experience and have not demonstrated the finest
qualities of statesmanship under the most trying circumstances.
About three years have elapsed since they separately declared
their independence. During that time they have adopted consti
tutions, organized stable governments, with cabinets o f minis
ters, and with national assemblies. They have organized and.
outfitted splendid young armies that have already given a fine
account of themselves upon the battle field. The deliberations
and official conduct of their ministers have been marked in
all things by ability and conservatism. Their national assem
blies have acted with wisdom in most cases and have as yet
enacted no foolish or extremely radical legislation. Civil and
religious liberty and the sacred rights of private property are
everywhere to be found in the provisions of their constitutions
and in the enactments o f their national parliaments.
It is now and will always be a matter o f pride and pleasure
that I have met and known the leading statesmen of the Baltic
Republics. Many o f them I met at Paris in the summer of
1919 during the sessions of the peace conference. Others I met
in the capitals of their countries. All o f them are, without ex
ception, brainy and accomplished men, and I never talked to one
of them that I did not think o f the remark o f one o f the Euro
pean diplomats, referring to Venezelos, o f Greece, that the small
nations of Europe had furnished to the conference at Paris its
greatest statesmen.
At Paris I met Antoine Piip, present minister o f foreign
affairs of Esthonia, a young, brave, serious, and accomplished
man, who was formerly professor of international law at the
University of Petrograd.
Afterwards, at Reval, I met Konstantin Patz, who is now
president of the constituent assembly and virtual head of the
Republic o f Esthonia. Patz is a writer and lawyer of distinc
tion, who has translated the Constitution of the United States
into the Esthonian language for the benefit of his countrymen.
His life’s history has a deep touch and coloring of the high
heroic and of maryrdom, for he spent many months in prison and
was once condemned to death for his supreme devotion to the
cause of the liberty and independence o f his country. While at
Reval I met other able ministers of state o f Esthonia, among
them Otto Strandman, prime minister, and Gen. Laidoner, min
ister of war.
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At Kovno, the temporary capital of Lithuania, I had the pleas
ure of meeting Stulginskis, president of the constituent assem
bly and the recognized head o f the Republic of Lithuania. One
of my most pleasant and interesting experiences in Europe was
to listen to Stulginskis address the national assembly on the
occasion of the celebration of the third anniversary of Lithu
anian independence. At Kovno I also met Grinius, prime min
ister, and Purickis, minister of foreign affairs, of Lithuania.
Purickis is a Roman Catholic priest of great learning and piety
and intensely devoted to his country.
At Riga it was my great pleasure and privilege to meet the
leading Latvian statesmen. I met Tschakste, president of the
constituent assembly and titular chief of the Latvian State, a
venerable and accomplished man, whose great good nature and
merry twinkle o f the eye endear him to all who know him. I
also met Meierovics, minister of foreign affairs of Latvia, a
youth in years but a veteran in statesmanship and diplomacy,
a man of fine accomplishments and wonderfully pleasing per
sonality. It was my good fortune, also, to meet Ulmanis, prime
minister of Latvia, a big, brave, brainy man, a rugged patriot
who loves Latvia as Macaulay says Pitt loved England, as an
Athenian loved Athens, as a Roman loved the city of Seven
Hills.
All these men are. university graduates and have had wide
political experience under the Imperial Government of Russia
and later as founders and builders of their own Republics.
And I want to assure you that I have little patience with the
views of those who contend that such men are inexperienced
and incompetent, and that the destinies o f the Baltic Republics
are not safe in their hands. I wish, further, to say that it
would be decidedly ungenerous to judge these statesmen o f
Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, or their early Governments, by
the records of a few short years immediately following a great
and paralyzing war, and without any recognition of their in
dependence whatever from the nations of the earth. It would
be just as generous to chain a man hand and foot and then
command him to run and condemn him because he could not.
In this connection it may be well to observe that the strange
and absurd proposition is avanced that the non-Russian Re
publics are not capable of governing themselves but that Russia
is capable of governing them. A moment’s reflection will
demonstrate the fallacy and the absurdity o f this contention.
Russia is worse than a broken reed. The poor old Russian
ship of state is a mass of wreckage swept by every storm and
tossed ruthlessly by every wave. On the other hand, the little
Republics have, stable Governments, organized along constitu
tional lines o f right and freedom, and sustained by well-dis
ciplined armies that have beaten back bolshevism from their
territories and that stand to-day as breakwaters against a
great tide of anarchy and ignorance. Can it be seriously con
tended that these little well-ordered States can not govern them
selves, blit that Russia can govern them?
Of course, it is nothing but fair to state that the advocates
of a greater Russia contend that a stable government can be
established out of the ruins of the present Russia, and that
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it might be well to leave Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania as
political units or national members of this greater Russia.
Such a proposition is neither fair, feasible, nor just. Neither
the wisdom of the philosopher nor.the vision of the prophet can
tell what will be the result o f government in Russia in the
next generation or century. The return of the Czar and of
absolutism is unthinkable, and is seriously contemplated by
nobody except the interested Russian aristocracy. But whether
a constitutional monarchy, a federative republic, or several
independent republics, for the territory of the ancient Russian
Empire, is a question for debate. Each, has its advocates, and
one of them must be a solution o f the Russian problem.
A constitutional monarchy is not practicable or advisable for
Russia. The history of England shows that years and genera
tions were required to determine whether a given race of
people, endowed with certain national and individual attri
butes, are capable of self-government under a liberal monarchy.
The first Englishmen of more than a thousand years ago were
probably more intelligent and conservative and adapted to selfgovernment than are the Russians of to-day, and yet it took
all these years of painful development, with all the strange
vicissitudes of British history, such as the contest of the
Barons with King John over Magna Charta, the beheading of
King Charles, and the establishment of the Commonwealth of
Cromwell, to bring England to her present proud station as the
leading monarchial democratic Commonwealth of the world.
A federative republic is out of the question, as a conference
of Russians at Petrograd, under the Kerensky regime, admitted.
A republic of any kind, to be worthy of the name, must of ne
cessity rest upon the will of the people and be controlled by the
action of the majority. Russia proper has 130,000,000 of the
ISO,000,000 people of the former Russian Empire. This vast ma
jority is densely illiterate and can not justly rule the intelligent,
literate non-Russian minority. If England, France, the United
States, or some other masterful and intelligent nation could be
placed where great Russia is, a federative republic might be
possible, since the dominating race would then form the intelli
gent head of a confederacy of peoples of different races and
religions. The United States, Great Britain, and France illus
trate this truth in their governments to-day. But it is incon
ceivably to think that great Russia could govern a federative
republic where the non-Russian members of the confederation
would form the only intelligent and educated elements. The
Russians ruled the empire of the Czar on principles and under
terms of absolutism, and not upon the principles of freedom and
democracy, such as the existence of a republic necessarily implies.
Besides, our American experiment throws serious doubt upon
the advisability of a federative republic for Russia, In America,
after seven years and eight months of bitter struggle,' we
gained our independence; but from the surrender of Cornwallis
at Yorktown to the adoption of our Constitution at Philadelphia
in 1787 was a period of six years, and then it required more
than half a century, until the close of our Civil War in 1865, to
determine whether free government under a federative republic
in America were possible. And I respectfully submit that
Americans in every age, besides being homogeneous in race,
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language, and religion, and contiguous in territory, have been
more intelligent, conservative, and literate than are the Russians
of to-day.
To suppose that Russia can develop in a generation a stable
form of government is to fly in the face of the facts and teach
ings o f history. The illiteracy and the emotional and idealistic
tendencies of the Russian mind will make Russians for many
years to come a buffet and a prey of every fanatic like Lenin
and every demagogue like Trotski that may come along.
Should the rights of the intelligent, well-organized, nonRussian Republics to self-determination and independence be
made contingent upon the speculative proposition o f the estab
lishment of a stable government in Russia any time within the
next few years? I think not. Justice requires that these little
countries be immediately recognized and admitted to the
League of Nations or otherwise protected by an alliance of
nations, with the understanding that they are to perform all
their obligations under the league or alliance, including the
maintenance of friendly relations with all mankind, and espe
cially with their immediate surrounding neighbors, and that
they shall then have the protection o f the league or alliance o f
nations against the aggressors of all mankind, particularly
against Germany and Russia.
The Baltic baron land question is acute, and in the minds
o f many forms a serious objection in connection with the con
sideration of the question of the recognition o f the independence
of Esthonia and Latvia. Some 700 years ago Germans invaded
Esthonia and Latvia, conquered the land by force of arms, and
made serfs of the people, as William the Conqueror invaded
England in 1066 and made serfs and churls of the Saxons.
The Esthonians and Letts have never ceased to hope that they
would some day regain their freedom and their lands. The
defeat of Germany and the destruction of the Empire of the
Czar removed from Europe and from history the two great
oppressors of Esthonians and Letts. Since the establishment
o f the Esthonian and Lettish Republics, several Esthonian and
Lettish statesmen, as well as certain statesmen in other Euro
pean countries, have contended that these lands that were
virtually stolen from their countrymen by highway robbery
700 years ago should now be taken back by confiscation, since
no legal title was ever vested in the usurpers upon these lands.
But it seems that a different course is now being pursued by
the Esthonian and Lettish national assemblies, out of respect to
the opinions and wishes of America and of the Allies, and that
some form o f compensation will be given to the Baltic barons
for their lands, leaving to them a portion of the lands also,
regardless o f the methods by which they were acquired in the
beginning. I have just been informed by Mr. Louis Seya, rep
resentative of Latvia, who has just arrived in America, that
this is the attitude o f his Government at the present time.
The settlement of this problem, however, should not be final
or decisive in the matter of the determination of the rights o f
Esthonia and Latvia. The disposition o f this question is really
an internal affair, and if our Government can not intervene
in Russia to protect the land of the Russian nobility against con
fiscation by Trotski and Lenin, if it is not regarded as worth
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while to object to the confiscation o f the lands and properties
of the Austrian nobility by the Czeeho-Slovaks, and having as
an example the practical confiscation of church properties in
France not many years ago, against which no civilized nation
protested at the time, I respectfully submit that the little Re
publics o f Esthonia and Latvia should not be made a special
example in this regard.
?
These little States have met every possible objection to their
claims to independence. They agree to pay their proportionate
share of the Russian prewar debt, to allow neutral countries,
or the League o f Nations, in conference with their own repre
sentatives, to determine the amount, and to pledge their natural
resources and future revenues for the payment.
The advocates of a reunited Russia insist that the independ
ence of Latvia, Esthonia, and Lithuania would practically shut
out Great Russia from the Baltic Sea and from free commerce
with the western world. These gentlemen contend that the
absolute independence of these States, considering their small
territory and geographical location, would be a constant menace
to the peace of the world, because of the supreme necessities
of Russian industrial and commercial life, and that their re
conquest by some Charles X II or Peter the Great would be only
a matter of time and provocation and circumstance in history.
The answer to this objection is that the Baltic States have
all repeatedly proposed to the peace conference at Paris, and
at other times to the representatives of different nations, to
keep their ports on the Baltic open to the Russians under fair
and equitable conditions of port duties and customs charges;
also to guarantee to the Russians equitable railway transit
across their territories, thus furnishing fair and unobstructed
passage from Russia to the open sea. In the various treaties
they have made with soviet Russia they have already acted
and are now acting in good faith in the proposals they have
made in this regard.
Again, certain objectors to the independence of the Baltic
States have urged that legally, under international law, the
allied nations can not recognize them as independent govern
ments. It is contended that the doctrine of self-determination
was and is intended to apply only to the enemy countries,
namely, Germany, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria, and Turkey, and
that the application of the principle to former Russian Prov
inces would be a virtual dismemberment of the territory o f a
friendly country.
The first reply to this contention is that Russia has never
been in any proper sense a friendly country since the last days
of the Kerensky regime.
In the second place, leply should be made that the principle
of self-determination, if just and righteous in any case, should
be applied in all cases where the elements forming the neces
sary basis of self-determination are present. Certainly a just
and righteous principle of government should not be employed
as an instrument of punishment or revenge by being applied
alone to enemy countries. It is ironically cruel to deny to
friends the benefits that enemies enjoy.
In the third place, it may be replied that Russia has already
been dismembered by both Russians and the Allies. In the
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Brest-Litovsk treaty the bolshevik rulers of Russia practically
ceded all the Baltic Provinces to Germany, and subsequently
by complementary agreements at Berlin in the summer of 1918
completed the cession by waiving all rights of sovereignty of
any kind over these western Russian States. The fact that
the treaty of Brest-Litovsk has since been repudiated by the
Allies and has been canceled by Germany does not alter the
fact that Russia was dismembered by Russians themselves.
Again, in the acknowledgement o f the independence o f Fin
land, the Allies themselves have particularly dismembered
Russia. This dismemberment was further carried out by the
acknowledgement o f the independence of Russian Poland,
Russian Armenia, and by the separation and cession o f Bes
sarabia. The contention has been made that these were ex
ceptions and were not intended as precedents, but the fact of
dismemberment remains nevertheless, and the precedents are
there regardless of the intention.
The various recent treaties between the soviet government
and the Governments of the Baltic Republics by which the
bolsheviki have formally and solemnly acknowledged the inde
pendence of the little countries is the best possible proof of
the willingness of the bolsheviki to dismember Russia. And
not only the Russians under Lenin and Trotski but Russians
who are not bolsheviki have also consented. I personally saw
Gen. Yudenitch, commander of the Russian Army on the north
western front, sign an agreement to acknowledge the independ
ence of Esthonia. Conditions were attached, however, to the
agreement which rendered it impossible for the Esthonians to
accept. Nevertheless, the fact of the willingness of the leader
of one of the nonbolshevik Russian armies to acknowledge the
independence of Esthonia and thereby dismember the Russian
Empire, remains.
Permit me to say, in conclusion, if you please, that all dis
cussion of the dismemberment o f Russia in the future will be
worse than idle talk. The Russian Empire has been recently
definitely and irrevocably dismembered by the allied powers
at Paris when they acknowledged the independence de jure of
Esthonia and Latvia, and intimated that they would acknowl
edge the independence de jure of Lithuania as soon as the
Polish frontier question had been settled. The brave little
Republics of the Baltic Sea are now free and independent
States and members in good standing of the great family of
nations. Their sovereignty has been established and decreed
by all the great Governments of the world excepting our own.
The recognition of their independence was de jure, not de
facto— absolute, not conditional—and they will remain forever
free until they waive and surrender their sovereignty by treaty
stipulations or until they are overrun by some conqueror who
robs them of their freedom. Neither one of these contin
gencies is to be thought of at this time.
I am well aware that the Government of the United States is
not necessarily bound by the action of other Governments in this
regard. But I respectfully suggest that a decent respect for
the opinions o f mankind, a proper spirit of international com
ity, and a due appreciation o f the action of other Governments,
should impel us to follow immediately the example of other na49798— 21459
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turns and to recognize at once the independence absolute of
Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.
When Aristide Briand sent official notification of the recog
nition o f Latvia to the president o f the Latvian delegation at
Paris he used this language:
Tiie supreme council at the allied powers, taking into eofisiderati&n
the repeated requests presented by your Government, has decided at its
session of to day to recognise Latvia as a de jure State.
The powers desire to mark by this the sympathy which they feel to
ward the Latvian, people and to render homage to what it has accom
plished in the establishment of order and peace in its national life.

The suggestion of the “ establishment o f order and peace ” as
the reason o f the recognition of the independence o f Latvia is
full o f meaning and is a direct and powerful appeal to us for
our official recognition. With the fa ll o f the Russian Empire
and the establishment of the soviet government a supreme crisis
confronted Latvia and the other Baltic States. The alternative
o f following Russia Into bolshevism and anarchy dr o f standing
with the civilized nations of the world for the maintenance of
law and order presented itself. There was no hesitation in de
ciding.
The brave little Republics at once scornfully and defiantly
repudiated Lenin and Trotski and all their teachings and
practices, and allied themselves with the antibolshevik peoples
of the earth. And from the very first there has been no change
of resolution, no wavering, no retreat. Bravely, steadfastly,
and with sublime purpose and resolve they have borne tlie brunt
of battle against the hordes of anarchy in Russia. While uni
versity professors throughout the world were learnedly dis
cussing bolshevik theories in the quiet and seclusion of academic
shades, and while statesmen of Rome, Paris, London, and
Washington have been loudly denouncing Lenin and Trotski
from afar, the brave soldiers of Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
have been engaged in a death struggle at close quarters with
the Red armies of Russia.
Do these sufferings and sacrifices deserve no recognition, no
reward? Is it without meaning that men and women and
children should starve and wear rags and die for others? Men
and women and children have starved and worn rags and died
rather than accept bolshevik favors or submit to bolshevik rule.
In the summer of 1919 I visited Esthonia. Through Gen.
Toennison, their commander, as interpreter I addressed the
various units of the Esthonian Army. While I was speaking
the soldiers were standing at rigid salute. Many of them were
boys not more than 15 years of age. Though young in years,
their sufferings and sacrifices had given them faces and fea
tures that looked bronzed and granite like. From each eye a
glint of desperation and defiance gleamed fiercely when they
looked across their barbed-wire entanglements toward the bol
shevik battle line a few miles away. Most of these brave fel
lows were poorly clad and barefooted. I assured them that the
greatest Republic in the world, my own country, had been
founded by barefooted soldiers who left blood prints upon the
snows at Valley Forge. I told them that I saw in them the
resurrected, the reincarnated soldiers of Valley Forge, and that
I would never cease pleading their cause until their country was
as free and independent as mine. And I am here to-day to fulfill
that pledge, not only to Esthonians but to others as well, to
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Letts and Lithuanians who are equally brave and self-sacrific
ing as Esthonians.
I respectfully submit that a sacred and solemn duty rests
upon the United States to recognize at once the independence
de jure of Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. They merit our
recognition and our good will, our sympathy, and our support.
They merit the recognition and good will and sympathy and
support of all civilized mankind.
Their people are literate, their statesmen are able and ac
complished, and their soldiers are brave and unconquerable.
These are the real attributes of sovereignty and the right to be
free and independent, for, after all, the permanency and pros
perity of nations depend upon the wisdom of the statesmen who
conceive the constitution and create the laws, upon the patriot
ism and intelligence of the people who make and support the
government, and upon the courage of soldiers who defend the
national frontiers. All these things are preeminently present
in the life, character, history, and civilization of the Baltic Re
publics of Esthonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, the recognition of
whose independence as free and independent States I advocate
to-day. [Applause.]
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