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1. OBSAH A CiL PRACE (stru¢na informace o praci, formulace cile):

This dissertation analyzes United States policy towards the Philippines in the period
between the First and Second World Wars. The issue of sovereignty is key and United
States policy evolved with successive presidential administrations.

2. VECNE ZPRACOVANI (naroénost, tviréi piistup, argumentace, logicka struktura, teoretické a
metodologické ukotveni, prace s prameny a literaturou, vhodnost ptiloh apod.):

The topic is both interesting and challenging. Sound argumentation is presented and I
find no problems with the theoretical and methodological underpinning of the work. A
plethora of sources was consulted.

3. FORMALNI A JAZYKOVE ZPRACOVANI (jazykovy projev, spravnost citace a odkazii na literaturu,
graficka uprava, formalni nalezitosti prace apod.):
The formal and linguistic aspects of the dissertation appear to be in order.

4. KONTROLA ORIGINALITY TEXTU

Prohlasuji, Ze jsem se seznamil/a s vysledkem kontroly originality textu zavére¢né prace v systému:

[ ]Theses [XXX ] Turnitin [ ] Ouriginal (Urkund)
Komentaf k vysledku kontroly:

There are no problems insofar as originality is concerned.

5. STRUCNY KOMENTAR HODNOTITELE (celkovy dojem z diplomové price, silné a slabé stranky,
originalita mys$lenek, naplnéni cile apod.):

Juraj Chabela elected to focus upon United States policy vis-a-vis the Philippines during

the interwar period as the topic of his BA dissertation. As we knew one another from

some of my courses, Juraj asked me to serve as his supervisor and I agreed. The

dissertation itself consists of an Introduction, four chapters, and a Conclusion. In the

ensuing paragraphs, I will offer some comments on each section of the work.

The Introduction clearly spells out the aim of the treatise and Juraj hypothesizes that
the United States did not favor statehood for the Philippines, nor did they wish to grant
the territory full sovereignty. Instead, the United States desired to keep the Philippines
indefinitely until full independence could be achieved under the correct conditions.
Juraj evaluates the relevant literature on the subject and states that the dissertation
largely represents a compilation of both primary and secondary sources. Furthermore,
he summarizes the main chapters. I think that the Introduction fulfills its purpose and
gives the reader a clear idea what to expect in the body of the work.



In Chapter 1, Juraj characterizes the historical context. Mention is made of the Filipino
uprising against the US occupation, which was forcefully suppressed. He also
emphasizes that the legal standing of the Philippines was that of an unincorporated
territory where the US Constitution was not fully applicable. The explanation of events
between the Spanish-American War and the First World War is excellent. The evolution
of policy under successive presidential administrations is scrutinized well. Juraj is
correct in his assessment that the Jones Act adopted in 1916 represented a departure
from previous policy because it opened the door to greater autonomy for the Philippines.
This chapter is well written and provides important historical background on the topic.
Moreover, the chapter flows well into Chapter 2.

Chapter 2 discusses the evolution of plans for the Philippines during successive US
presidential administrations. The Taft Administration’s plans were to keep the islands
for many years and during this period to “civilize” and “educate” Filipinos in order for
them to be capable of self-government. When Woodrow Wilson assumed the presidency,
his administration harbored an anti-imperialist stance and favored eventual
independence for the Philippines. Wilson, however, felt that immediate independence
was not feasible on account of the fact that the Filipinos were not yet schooled in the
workings of representative self-government. Besides the Jones Act, Wilson appointed
Francis Burton Harrison as governor-general of the Philippines. Harrison embarked on
a process of increasing Filipino representation in executive functions, which is
sometimes referred to as “Filipinization.” Juraj proceeds to explain the specific aspects
of the policy with an emphasis on the Philippine National Bank and its increasing role as
Filipino exports soared thanks to the outbreak of the First World War. However, this
state of affairs proved ephemeral because demand for Filipino exports dwindled after
the war ended and the Philippine National Bank thus experienced severe difficulties.
Republican post-Wilson administrations pursued policies opposite to those of Wilson,
which delayed the independence of the Philippines further. In fact, President Harding
sent a fact-finding mission to the Philippines, which concluded that the territory was
unfit for independence. The newly appointed governor, Leonard Wood, was very
conservative in his outlook and his policies were often not received well by Filipino
politicians. President Calvin Coolidge, who succeeded Harding, largely continued down
the path established by Harding. Several proposed laws dealing with the issue of Filipino
independence were, in the end, not passed by the US Congress. Wood’s successor as
governor, Henry Stimson pursued similar policies and the issue of Filipino sovereignty
got nowhere in the 1920s even under President Herbert Hoover. As Juraj observes, the
economic crisis of the 1930s would change matters. This chapter is of excellent quality.

The change in US policy towards the Philippines during the economic crisis of the 1930s
forms the subject of Chapter 3. As Juraj indicates, the Great Depression had a strong
and lasting impact on American political priorities. One of the main sectors most
adversely affected was US agriculture. As the Philippines were an unincorporated
territory, Filipino products had nearly unlimited access to the US market. The
promulgation of the Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act in 1930 was a protectionist move to shield
US agriculture and industry from competition during tough times. As these tariffs did
Not really impact imports from the Philippines, American lawmakers wasted little time
proposing measures designed to combat Filipino competition with the domestic
American market. Democratic victories in the congressional elections of 1930 and the
presidential election of 1932 signified a change in American policy towards the
Philippines in the direction of complete independence. Though the Hoover



Administration initially sought to maintain the status quo and keep American control
over the Philippines, a coalition consisting of different American agricultural interests
and the American Federation of Labor emerged in favor of independence. Following the
defeat of Herbert Hoover in 1932 and the ascent to the presidency by Franklin D.
Roosevelt, the way was clear for a change of US policy toward the Philippines. Already
in January 1933, the Hare-Hawes-Cutting Act was passed by Congress after the House
of Representatives and Senate voted to override outgoing President Hoover’s veto. The
law stipulated independence for the Philippines within ten years. However, the Filipino
legislature rejected the Hare-Hawes-Cutting Act not because it did not desire
independence, but rather on account of unfavorable economic consequences for the
Philippines. The Philippines also did not wish for the Americans to have permanent
ownership of military installations in the Philippines. A Philippine delegation led by
Manuel Quezon was thus sent to Washington to negotiate a law granting independence
to the Philippines on more favorable terms. Juraj’s depiction of the negotiations that
ensued really demonstrates how tricky such diplomatic dealings can be. Quezon worked
together with Senator Millard Tydings and Congressman John McDuffie and the result
was the Philippine Independence Act of 1934. The economic and security details of the
law are aptly explained. Juraj’s contention that the switch in American policy in

favor of Filipino independence was motivated primarily by economic considerations, but
security concerns also played a notable role. I am very impressed with this chapter.

In Chapter 4, Juraj discusses the political evolution inside the Philippines (Philippine
Commonwealth). After all, Filipino politicians played their own distinct role in the
destiny of their country. Juraj focuses on two political parties, namely the

Federal Party and the Nationalist Party. The Federal Party, which favored annexation
by the United States lost relevance because there was little appetite in the US Congress
to welcome the Philippines as another state in the Union. The dominant Nationalist
Party sought independence for the Philippines. The two main Nationalist Party
politicians were Manuel Quezon and Sergio Osmeiia. Both men had differing visions
about how to achieve independence. Quezon had the advantage of being present in the
US House of Representatives as a non-voting representative and had a better idea of
what the Philippines could reasonably expect. Quezon also took into greater account the
economic significance of the US for the Philippines and initially favored a slower path to
independence than Osmeiia, who would have happily agreed to accept the Hare-Hawes-
Cutting Act. This chapter depicts well the political efforts of Filipino politicians who
took advantage of the autonomy they possessed under American rule to further the
interests of their people, albeit with competing visions.

The Conclusion summarizes the findings presented in the body of the work and states
that initial American policy towards the Philippines favored maintaining US control
indefinitely within the framework of a civilizing mission. The Great Depression of the
1930s resulted in a policy change that culminated in eventual Filipino independence.
Juraj has made a convincing case.

Overall, my impression of this work is positive. The only minor criticism I would like to
Offer is that there is some unnecessary repetition in a few cases. However, the quality of
Juraj’s BA deserves commendation. I recommend a classification of A or B depending
on the oral defense and Juraj’s performance in the state exams.



6. SPOLUPRACE S VEDOUCIM PRACE (komunikace s vedoucim prace, schopnost reflektovat piipominky,
posun od ptivodniho zaméru apod.)

Juraj regularly consulted with me and eagerly accepted constructive criticism. It was a
pleasure to work with him.

7. OTAZKY A PRIPOMINKY DOPORUCENE K BLIZSIMU VYSVETLENI PRI OBHAJOBE (jedna az tfi):
Do you think that the Philippines could have maintained some type of formal association
with the United States under different circumstances? Please explain.

8. DOPORUCENI / NEDOPORUCEN{ K OBHAJOBE A NAVRHOVANA ZNAMKA
(A a B vyborng, C a D velmi dobte, E dobie, F nevyhovél): A or B depending on the oral defense
and performance in the state exams

Datum: 30 May 2025 Podpis:

Pozn.: Hodnoceni piste k jednotlivym bodiim, pokud nepisete v textovém editoru, pouzijte pfi nedostatku mista zadni stranu
nebo ptilozeny list. V hodnoceni prace se pokuste oddélit ty jeji nedostatky, které jsou, podle vaseho minéni, obhajobou
neodstranitelné (napf. chybi kritické zhodnoceni prament a literatury), od téch véci, které student mize dobrou obhajobou
napravit; pomér téchto dvou polozek berte prosim v tivahu pii stanoveni kone¢né znamky.



