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Uvod

Ptispévky predlozené v tomto souboru jsou dilem pracovnikd Katedry
americkych studii Institutu mezinirodnich studii FSV UK. Vznikly v rimci
Vyzkumného ziméru Ministerstva Skolstvi ¢. MSMO0021620841 a obecné
koresponduji i s jednotlivymi tématy stanovenymi na uplynulé tfi roky
(2005: Problém tradice a modernity, 2006: Problém autonomie, 2007: Pro-
blém centra a periferie).

Autofi se neomezuji jen na problematiku Spojenych stith. nékteré
prispévky pojednavaji o teritoriich z §ir§i oblasti Severni Ameriky, o Kana-
dé a Mexiku. Jednotlivé price lze tematicky rozdélit do tfi zikladnich
okruhti: historického, teritorialniho a kulturologického. V historické ¢&asti
nalezneme price Jana Becky, Vita Fojtka a Francise Rasky, v teritoridlni
Casti price Magdaleny Fiftové a KryStofa Kozika, zatimco do treti ¢asti
spada price Milose Caldy.

Ptispévek Jana Becky je vénovin obratu v americké zahraniéni politi-
ce, k némuz doslo v 70. letech 20. stoleti. Prezident USA Richard M. Nixon
tehdy spolu s Henry Kissingerem zahigjili politiku sblizovini Spojenych
statd s Cinskou lidovou republikou. Neni pochyb o tom, Ze jednim z hlav-
nich motivli tohoto hlubokého obratu v americké zahraniéni politice byla
okupace Ceskoslovenska péti stity VarSavské smlouvy v &ele se Sovétskym
svazem spichani nedlouho pfedtim. Ostatné o této souvislosti pise ve
svém Umeéni diplomacie Henry Kissinger. Vedle snahy o vymanéni se z viet-
namského bahna to byly obavy z neustilého posilovini vojenské moci
SSSR a z moznosti dal$i sovétské ,bratrské pomoci“, tentokrit vpidu do
Cinské lidové republiky, které vedly k pfehodnoceni dosavadni pétros{ poli-
tiky neuznivini komunistické Ciny a ke vzniku triangulirni diplomacie,
v jejimz ramci se posililo postaveni USA va¢i hlavnimu rivalovi, Sovétské-
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mu svazu. Bylo asi nevyhnutelné, Ze ono pfehodnoceni mohla provést
nikoli demokraticki, nybZ republikinski administrativa, kterd mohla byt
stézi osolena z ,mékkého” postoje ke komunismu. K podobnému kroku
se neodhodlali pfedchoz{ dva ameriéti prezidenti, a za Eisenhowera byla
stile velmi silnd ,¢inskd lobby®, zdjmova skupina téch, ktefi chtéli za kaz-
dou cenu zabrinit normalizaci vztahQ k Cinské lidové republice. Tehdy se
znovu a znovu ozyvala — podle autora téchto fadkd aZ komicky nesmysl-
né — otizka ,Kdo prohril Cinu?*

Prohlubujici se détente s Cinou, které donutilo k mirnéj$i politice
i SSSR, nebylo zadarmo a vyzidalo si i své ,moralni niklady“: jednini
s rezimy, které mély na svédomi miliony lidskych obéti, a odvriceni se od
dvou spojency, ktefi do té doby vychizeli z americkych bezpeénostnich
zaruk: Jizniho Vietnamu a Tchaj-wanu. Kdo si procetl Kissingerovy paméti
a jeho traktovani déjin diplomacie, nebude asi pfekvapen jistym cynismem
této politiky, cynismem, ktery byl ostatné patrny jiZ v pfedchozim obdobi
doktriny zadrZovani komunismu (vzpomerime na Johnsonovu reakci na
okupaci Ceskoslovenska v srpnu 1968 nebo jesté piedtim na fiasko politi-
ky zatlaovani komunismu v dobé madarského povstini v roce 1956).

Vit Fojtek analyzuje pokus administrativy prezidenta Lyndona Baine-
se Johnsona o zlepSeni vztahl s Moskvou, pokus, k némuz doslo ve voleb-
nim roce 1968. Stranou nezstaly ani dramatické éeskoslovenské udilosti,
tzv. Prazské jaro. Hlavnim problémem poslednich let Johnsonova prezi-
dentstvi (1963-1969) byla samoziejmé vietnamska vilka, jejiz — rozsahlou
a pfitom polovi¢atou — eskalaci Johnson sim zavinil.

Johnson se chtél stit dovr$itelem odkazu Franklina Roosevelta, budo-
vatelem ,Velké spoleénosti®, socidlniho stitu, ktery by — po zikonech
odstratiujicich rasovou segregaci (1964) a upirini volebniho priva Afro-
ameri¢antm (1965) - zvladl i problém chudoby. Vietnamska vélka stocila
Johnsonovo prezidentstvi nezamy§lenym smérem: od domiciho zlepSova-
ni americké spole¢nosti do vietnamského bahna. Vzipéti po ofenzivé Tet,
ktera sice skondila téZkou vojenskou porizkou prokomunistickych sil, ale
jejich velkym propagandistickym vitézstvim, se Johnson 31. bfezna 1968
rozhodl, Ze se nebude uchizet o znovuzvoleni. Stal se tak politikem, pro
néhoZ méi americky politicky Zargon barvité oznadeni ,lame duck® (chro-
ma kachna). Postupné ztricel zijem o déni mimo USA a Vietnam. V této
situaci pfiSla dosti nevhod é&eskoslovenski krize, nejhlubsi v sovétském
bloku v 60. letech 20. stoleti.
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K problematice vztahu Johnsonovy administrativy k ¢éeskoslovenskym
udilostem se autor dostiva ve druhé poloviné ¢lanku, poté, co podrobné
osvétlil americko-sovétska jednini o Vietnamu, od nichZ Johnson ocekaval
diplomatickou podporu Sovéta, ktefi méli Severovietnamce presvéddit, aby
pfistoupili na jednini o ukonéeni vilky. To samozfejmé oslabovalo americ-
ké vyjednavaci postaveni a prakticky znemoznovalo jinou reakci neZ jen
rétorickou na vpid vojsk Varfavské smlouvy do Ceskoslovenska v srpnu
1968. Po celou pfedinvazni dobu bylo Dubéekovo vedeni v zahraniéni poli-
tice preopatrné a za zidnou cenu nechtélo Sovéty ,drazdit“. Stejné tak
nechtél Sovéty drazdit prezident Johnson. Proto byla jeho reakce na srp-
novou okupaci Ceskoslovenska vice neZ mirn4, jak o tom svédéf prislusny
dil fady Foreign Relations of the United States.! Navic byl manévrovaci pro-
stor americké vlidy omezen obavami z tlaku Sovétl na Zipadni Berlin.

Francis D. Ra$ka analyzuje ceskoslovenskou politickou emigraci
v obdobi po Gnorovém pfevratu v roce 1948, zejména plusobeni Rady svo-
bodného Ceskoslovenska, kters se ustavila ve Spojenych stitech je$té v pra-
béhu roku 1948. Jeho pfispévek je zaloZen pfedev§im na studiu archivnich
pramend ve Spojeném kralovstvi (Churchill College Archives Centre, Cam-
bridge, a National Archives, London) a ve Spojenych stitech (Hoover Insti-
tution, Stanford, Immigration History Research Center, Minneapolis a Lilly
Library, Bloomington). Raska ptin4$i mj. pfehled dosud publikované litera-
tury na téma Ceskoslovenského protikomunistického exilu. Pozoruhodni je
jeho analyza vztahu mezi témi polUnorovymi emigranty, ktefi pusobili
v rimci pfedinorové fizené demokracie v systému stran Narodni fronty,
a témi, jejichZ strany nebyly po konci 2. svétové vilky povoleny (agrirnici,
narodn{ demokraté). Zasadni rozdil mezi prvnim a druhym exilem na jedné
strané a protikomunistickym exilem na strané druhé, konstatuje Raska, spo-
¢iva v tom, Ze prvé dva politické exily pusobily za svétovych vilek, které
skondily porizkou mocnosti ovladajicich Gzemi Cech, Moravy a Slovenska.
Oproti tomu pounorovy exil pusobil za studené vilky, v pribéhu dlouhych
strastiplnych desetileti prozitych v nejistoté koneéného vysledku. Raska uka-
zuje, do jaké miry Ceskoslovensky politicky exil zavisel na finan¢ni podpore
americkych Gfadd, a nevyhyba se ani dokladim o malosti a svarlivosti jed-
notlivych aktérd. Navic byl eskoslovensky protikomunisticky exil zmitin

1 FOREIGN REIATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES 1964-1968 Volume XVII Eastern Europe,
online, http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/j.html (10. 12. 2007).



spory mezi Cechy a Sloviky o Z4douci podobu stitu po znovunabyti poli-
tické svobody. Cilem mnoha exilovych Slovik( byla obnova samostatného
slovenského stitu. Navic situaci komplikovaly rozdily v postojich viéi odsu-
nutym &eskym (sudetskym) Némctm.

Magdalena Fiftova se vénuje diléimu, ale vyznamnému aspektu
kanadské imigra¢ni politiky: pfistupu québecké verejnosti a Gfadd k imi-
graci. Velkd vétsina pfistéhovalct do Kanady sméfovala do imigraci tradi¢-
né otevienych anglicky hovoficich provincii, zatimco etnicky i ndboZensky
homogenni Québec zlstaval stranou, zéasti v dusledku vlastnich obav ze
zaplaveni lidmi, ktefi nesdileji frankofonni kulturu, z&asti proto, ze Cast
jeho obyvatelstva nebyla smifena s existenci v rimci Kanady. Québec se tak
stal vyrazné etnocentrickou provincii. Fiftova ukazuje, jak vyrazné nega-
tivni demograficky vyvoj, ktery je jasné patrny jiz od 70. let 20. stoleti, ved!
v Québeku, v némz byla frankofonni tradice Gzce spojena s tradici kato-
lickou, k pfechodu od negativniho postoje k imigraci k vétsi otevienosti
a k odmitnuti dosavadniho izolacionismu. Québecké elity pochopily, ze
bez pfisunu imigrantl bude jejich provincie upadat, a to jak absolutné, co
do poctu obyvatel, tak relativné, v poméru k dynamiétéji se rozvijejicim,
previzné anglofonnim provinciim. Oslabovani frankofonni{ substance bylo
patrné i v samotném Québeku. Jesté na pocatku 60. let 20. stoleti, konsta-
tuje Fiftové, navstévovalo 90 procent déti z pfistéhovaleckych rodin $koly,
v nichZ byla vyufovacim jazykem angli¢tina. V poloviné 90. let jiz byl
pomér frankofonii daleko priznivéjsi. Autorka presvédéivé ukazuje, Ze qué-
becké pojeti ,,dvoukulturni Kanady®, tj. anglofonni a frankofonni, se dosta-
lo do rozporu s oficidlnim multikulturalismem, ktery v oich mnoha Qué-
bedanti predstavoval nebezpedi. Obavali se totiz, Ze jejich vysadni
postaveni v rimci kanadské federace bude rozmélnéno. Proti koncepci
multikulturalismu postavila québecka vlida v roce 1990 pojeti interkultu-
ralismu, které pfedpoklidi oboustrannou ,morilni dohodu®“ mezi pfisté-
hovalcem a pfijimajici spole¢nosti. Svoji dominantni roli si v interkultur-
nim Québeku podrzel francouzsky jazyk. Fiftovd konstatuje, Ze se
québecka kultura pokousi vymanit ze své statiénosti a izolacionismu. Smysl
québeckého interkulturalismu spatfuje ve spojeni riznorodosti a jednoty.

Kry$tof Kozik se ve svém pfispévku zaméfuje na imigraéni politiku
USA ve vztahu k Mexiku. Jak autor upozornil ve svych starSich pracich,
vztah mezi USA a Mexikem je asymetricky. Spojené staty maji ve srovnani
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s Mexikem trojnisobny pocet obyvatel a dvanictinisobny HDP. Mexiko se
stalo hlavni zdrojovou zemi imigrace do Spojenych stit, bezpochyby do
znaéné miry proto, Ze mezi obéma zemémi existuje takovd asymetrie.
Kozik se obecné zamysli nad moZnostmi politiky jak slabsiho stitu vidi sil-
néj§imu sousedovi, tak nad moznostmi silnéj$iho ve vztahu ke slabsimu.
Slabsi stat se muze vadi silngj§imu bud' uzaviit nebo oteviit. Oboji ma sva
pro a proti. Silnéj§i mi ovSem stejné moznosti, a navic muze slabsiho sou-
seda ignorovat. Neni pochyb, Ze silnéj$i partner ma vét$i odpovédnost za
dany stav nez slab§i. Zvlastni a prameny dobfe dolozeny oddil vénuje Krys-
tof Kozik déjinim mexické imigrace do Spojenych stith dotazeny az do
soucasnosti, kdy vzniki obranni ,zed“. Ta neni paralelou berlinské zdi
(1961-1989), kterd méla zabrinit Gtékim z reZimu, ktery zed' postavil, ale
je spise obdobou Hadrianovy zdi, kteri méla ochrinit fimskou Britanii
pred vpady PiktQ, nebo Velké &inské zdi, postavené mj. na obranu proti
nijezdim ze severu. Kozik nezapomini ani na analyzy postoju jednotli-
vych segmentd americké spole¢nosti k imigrantim.

Autorovo dovozovani je logické, dobfe uclenéné, neulpiva jen na fak-
tech, vychazi z obecnéjsiho teoretického zakladu. Za pozornost stoji i jeho
analyzy konkrétnich udilosti a trend(, napfiklad vyvoje kolem Navrhu 187
upirajiciho socidlni sluzby ilegilnim imigrantdm i jejich rodinnym pfislus-
nikd véetné déti. Kozik upozoriuje, Ze jej podpofilo i zna¢né procento
Hispanct. Za zamysleni stoji i Kozikova analyza jak téch sil a spoleden-
skych skupin v americké spole¢nosti, které se stavéji za omezeni imigrace,
tak téch, které vidi v imigraci pfilezitost. Toto rozdéleni viibec neodpovi-
d4 zavedenym ptedstavim, Ze politiéti liberilové (liberilové v americkém
smyslu slova) jsou pro uvolnéni imigrace, zatimco konzervativci resp. byz-
nys se snazi imigraci omezit.

Milo§ Calda se zabyvi procesem kulturni reorientace Ceské spoleé-
nosti v obdobi po Prvni svétové vilce. V souvislosti s politickymi snahami
o ,odrakousténi®, které uspély jen zlasti, se projevila snaha o prolomeni
ssttedoevropského krunyfe®, o vymanéni se z dominantniho vlivu rakous-
ké a némecké kultury a o pfiklon ke kultufe zapadni. Vedle jiz dlouho se
projevujicich sympatii k francouzské kultufe, o nichz svéd¢ila i éeska pub-
licistika jiz za prusko-francouzské vilky, se nové projevil i pfiklon ke kul-
tufe anglicky hovoficich zemi. Slo nejen o uméni a Zivotni styl Spojeného
kralovstvi, ale ve stile vét$i mife i o vliv Spojenych stitd. Mlada generace
Ceskych umélcl, sympatizujici s politickou levici, spatfovala v americké kul-
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tufe, véetné jeji podoby populirni, protipdl kultury burzoazni, kultury
otcli. Americkou kulturu mladi povazovali za souéist Sir§iho proudu
modernizace. Modernizace byla spojena s nastupem ,,véku technické repro-
dukovatelnosti®, jak o ném psal Walter Benjamin, s filmem, gramofonovy-
mi deskami, hudebnim primyslem. Jednou z nové popularnich americkych
forem se stal jazz. Calda se zabyvi i nesnadnou cestou k pochopeni toho,
¢Im vlastné jazz byl a je. O téchto obtizich svéd¢i i pfispévky zipadoev-
ropskych a americkych autorQ, které vychazely v Listech Hudebni matice ve
20. letech 20. stoleti. CaldGv ¢linek se opird o studium mezivaleénych
dobovych hudebnich periodik, zvlasté jiz zminénych Listid Hudebni matice,
knihy Jazz Emila Frantiska Buriana, prvni &eské vét$i price o tomto
hudebnim Z4nru, a o praci Vladimira Polivky Hudebni Amerika, posthum-
ni soubor jeho praci, ktery vysel-nevysel v roce 1949. Autor rovnéz kon-
trastuje mezivile¢ny obdiv kulturni levice k jazzu s faktickym zikazem
této hudby v dobé po Gnoru 1948, kdy se stala zidvaznou doktrina socia-
listického realismu.

Milos Calda
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BUILDING THE ROAD TO BEIJING,
1969-1976

The Influence of Domestic Political Factors
on the American Foreign Policy during

the Nixon and Ford Administrations

JAN BECKA

Abstract

In general, this study focuses on the American foreign policy-making process during the
Nixon and Ford Administrations. More specifically, it seeks to identify and analyze the major
domestic concerns and influences that had an impact on the decisions made in the sphere of
foreign policy and international relations in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Using the Sino-
American rapprochement, one of the key elements of the newly formulated détente doctrine,
as an example, the author aims at explaining what role did the political parties, various
lobbies and pressure groups, as well as the media and public opinion play in Nixon’s and
Kissinger’s implementation of their “new world order”.

It is beyond any doubt that the rapprochement process with China PRC as well as the
more pragmatic approach to the Soviet Union had been facilitated by such events as the Sino-
Soviet split, which were neither set in motion nor controlled by the United States. On the
other hand, Nixon and Kissinger, after reforming the American foreign policy-making
establishment to better suit their purpose, skillfully made use of these events as well as of the
changes in the mindset of the American public, to which they often appealed for support and
understanding. The fact that the pro-Taiwanese lobby was gradually loosing its influence and
clout and that many Congressmen and Senators began openly to call for the revision of
American policy towards China significantly contributed to the establishment of relations
with Beijing.

As the author further argues, however, as soon as it became apparent that détente was
not bringing the results Nixon and Kissinger promised it would bring, it began rapidly to
loose its popularity among the American people. Already during the Watergate scandal and
even more apparently during the subsequent Ford Presidency, the administration found it
extremely difficult to further pursue and develop some of the détente initiatives in the face
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of growing opposition from the conservatives, the resurgent pro-Taiwanese pressure groups
and ever more skeptical American public. While it is not possible to say that the ultimate
success or failure of détente and the Sino-American rapprochement as its “flagship” depended
solely on the support of the American lawmakers and people, it seems to be evident that
without this support the détente was eventually doomed to decline.

Keywords: détente, Sino-American rapprochement, American foreign policymaking process,
pressure groups, public opinion, domestic consensus on foreign policy, new world order

Introduction

The Nixon Presidency (1969-1974) is often seen as one of the worst
administrations ever in the history of the United States. The Watergate
scandal and the events that followed have forever tarnished
Nixon’s political reputation and morale profile and have cast a dark shadow
over his presidency as a whole. When matters related to foreign policy are
discussed, however, most people would likely agree that in this field, Nixon,
together with his National Security Adviser and later also Secretary of State,
Henry Kissinger, managed to achieve a number of spectacular, although
somewhat short-lived, successes.

One of the landmarks of the Nixon-Kissinger foreign policy was,
beyond any doubt, the opening to the People’s Republic of China (PRC),
which was accompanied by a major reassessment of the American policy
and the American alliance system in Asia. Even after more than thirty years
have passed, it is difficult to say with certainty what the main factors were
which made such a foreign policy achievement possible. It is often noted
that in the 1960s the world situation changed dramatically and that even
China, previously a sworn enemy of the United States, was more open to
the American overtures than it would had been, for example, during the
Kennedy or Johnson Presidencies. On such a basis, it would indeed be
possible to argue that the rapprochement with Beijing was mainly
facilitated by the events outside of the United States, in particular by the
Sino-Soviet split as well as the situation in Indochina. Thus, it would seem,
Nixon and Kissinger merely made use of the changing situation in
international relations, which was favorable to their foreign policy vision,
while their predecessors had to deal with much more hostile Soviet Union
and China and thus were unable to do the same.

While these assertions are true to a certain degree, we must not forget
that any American president has to deal, to an extent, with domestic
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political situation in the United States and with the public opinion
whenever he wishes to carry out a major shift in the direction of the
American foreign policy. It was especially true for Nixon who became
president at a time when the Americans were growing weary of the war in
Vietnam, the country was torn by internal strife and the American prestige
abroad was very low. The new president and his aides had to take all these
factors into account. For this reason, it is necessary and even crucial to
look at the steps Nixon and Kissinger took to ensure that their new
foreign policy doctrine, which featured the rapprochement process with
the PRC as one of its main objectives, would receive a favorable reception
in the United States. These steps included, for example, a major overhaul
of the American foreign policy-making establishment, which assigned new
roles to the traditional actors in this field, such as the Department of State,
the Pentagon and the National Security Council. Nixon also frequently
made appeals to the American people, to the “silent majority”? or “little
men” as he used to call them. These appeals sometimes indirectly implied
major policy changes, sought to prepare ground for them and tried to
ensure that they would be supported by the public?. In other cases, the
president used these appeals to present and justify some actions he had
already taken. Nixon and Kissinger also had to deal with the Congress as
well as with various political groups and influential lobbies, which could
threaten or at least hinder the implementation of déente. It is only when
these factors are assessed and analyzed that the initial success and the
ultimate failure of détente as well as of its individual components can be
comprehensively and properly understood.

Before proceeding to the article itself, it would perhaps be useful to
briefly mention various sources which deal with this particular topic.
Today, almost forty years after Nixon was elected president, the
previously confidential materials related to his administration are largely
available. These include such invaluable documents as reports from secret

1 The term “silent majority” was used, for example, in Nixon’s speech on the situation in Vietnam,
which was given exactly one year after he was elected into office. Nixon’s Address to the Nati-
on on the War in Vietnam. 3 November 1969, 5 January 2008, available at http://watergate.info/
nixon/silent-majority-speech-1969.shtml.

2 For example, already prior to becoming president, Nixon wrote that it is “no longer possible
[for the United States - JB] to ignore China” and thus to “leave its vast population in angry
isolation”. Nixon, R. M., Asia After Vietnam, Foreign Affairs, Vol. XLVI, 1967, No. 1, pp.
111-125. In this article, Nixon was clearly hinting at a major change in the American
approach to the PRC which could be expected should he be elected president.
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negotiations with the Soviet and the Chinese3, internal memoranda and
directives of the National Security Council, or the papers of the Nixon
White House. Such documents are important in that they show what
factors were taken into account by Nixon and Kissinger when
implementing their foreign policy, how did their strategy develop over
time and also what were the differences in opinion between both men
and between their aides and other government officials. Newspaper
articles from this time period are also an indispensable source, because
they often show the reactions of the public to the rapprochement
process and other détente initiatives. Finally, also belonging to the
category of primary sources, it is possible to mention the memoirs,
especially those of President Nixon* and Henry Kissinger’. While this
particular type of resource is inevitably subjective, in varying degrees,
comparing and confronting Nixon’s and Kissinget’s accounts could prove
useful in determining their own view of the events that transpired and in
better understanding the inner workings of the Nixon Administration.
For this reason, it might be also interesting to consult other memoirs of
people directly involved in the events described, for example the long-
time Soviet Ambassador to Washington Anatoly Fyodorovich Dobrynin$
or the first American liaison officer in the People’s Republic of China and
the future American president, George H. W. Bush.’

In addition to the primary sources, there exist a vast number of
publications dealing with détente, the Nixon Presidency or the American
policy towards the PRC as such. For the sake of brevity, it is not possible
to mention specific monographs in this introduction (the reader will find
quotations from some of them in the article below). However, when
dealing with these secondary sources, it is important to keep in mind that,
as with all historical topics which are somewhat controversial, such as the
opening to China beyond any doubt was, the ultimate judgment as to its
success or failure often depends on the personal views and sympathies of
the author. This is the case of many of the publications about détente,

3 Some of these materials are available in electronic form at the website of the National Secu-
rity Archive, George Washington University (http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv).

4 Nixon, R., The Memoirs of Richard Nixon. (New York, Grosset &Dunlap, 1978).

5 Kissinger, H., Roky v Bilém domé. (Praha, BB/art, 2006).

6 Dobrynin, A. E, In Confidence: Moscow’s Ambassador to Sisc Cold War Presidents. (Seattle,
University of Washington Press, 2001).

7 Bush, G., and V. Gould. Looking Forward. (New York, Doubleday, 1987).
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which were written shortly after Nixon’s resignation, in the wake of
Watergate, and which tend to view his foreign policies in an
overwhelmingly negative light. The other factor which has to be noted is
that especially the authors of the earlier monographs did not have the
chance to work with many of the still confidential primary documents,
and some of their conclusions have thus already become obsolete. Yet,
even today, with the primary sources already available, and with the vast
selection of publications to consult and confront, some answers to the
questions about the rapprochement process and the Nixon-Kissinger
foreign policy will almost inevitably remain conjectural or even
speculative.

The Home Front: Domestic Factors and Their Influence on
the Implementation of the Nixon-Kissinger Foreign Policy

The presidential elections of 1968 were deeply influenced by several
disturbing events on the international scene as well as the overall
situation in the world. Since the Tet offensive was launched by the
Communist forces in Vietnam in January 1968, American position in
Indochina began to appear more vulnerable. While during the offensive
itself the forces of National Front for the Liberation of South Vietnam
(NLF) had suffered enormous losses, the psychological effect on the
American public was also enormous. The feeling that America was loosing,
rather than winning the war, was becoming more and more pervasive. For
this reason, President Johnson, and Hubert H. Humphrey, who secured the
Democratic presidential nomination after Johnson decided not to run for
re-electiond, tried to end the American engagement in Indochina as soon
as possible. These efforts, however, proved to be futile in the end,” and

8 The Tet offensive was beyond any doubt one of the reasons that contributed to Johnson’s
growing unpopularity and which caused him to renounce his re-election bid. In a Gallup
Poll, taken in March 1968, Johnson’s approval rating dropped to an all-time low of 36%. Job
Performance Ratings for President Jobnson, 10 January 2008, available at http://www.ropercenter.
uconn.edu./cgi-bin/hsrun.exe/Roperweb/PresJob/PresJob.htx;start=HS_fullresults?pr=
Johnson.

9 The final failure of those attempts came after the South Vietnamese leader, Nguyen Van
Thieu, refused to participate in the negotiations with the NLF and North Vietnam. His refu-
sal was at least partially based on the information he received from Anna Chennault, a widow
of American general Claire Lee Chennault and a Republican activist, that in case of Nixon’s
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alienated Humphrey from some of the American allies abroad, like
Taiwanese leader Chiang Kai-shek or Nguyen Van Thieu of South
Vietnam, to the point that these foreign leaders openly supported Nixon
in the elections.10 It was left to the new president, then, to find a solution to
the Vietnamese crisis which would be acceptable to all the parties involved.
It is likely that already at this time an idea entered Nixon’s mind that
“playing the Chinese card” could help with achieving peace in Vietnam.

Apart from Indochina, situation elsewhere in the world did not look
quite as bright and positive for the United States as well. In Latin America,
the United States still had to deal with the strongly anti-American
communist Cuban regime of Fidel Castro. Besides, there was a danger that
communism will spread to other Latin American countries as wellll, thus
further weakening the American influence in the region and damaging the
prestige of the United States. In Africa, where the decolonization process
was going on, the situation appeared similarly threatening. And last, but
definitely not least, the August 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia
demonstrated the American unwillingness, or perhaps inability, to
confront the Soviet Union even in cases of blatant aggression like the
crushing of the “Prague spring”. It seemed as if the United States was no
longer able to keep in check the communist insurgency all over the globe.
The old foreign policy consensus, which formed around the post-war
policy of containment, began slowly to fall apart.12

There were, however, certain positive developments which could be
taken into account when setting out the foreign policy direction of the
new administration. The most notable of these, at least in the eyes of
Nixon, was the split inside the once monolithic communist block. The
tension between the two communist superpowers, the Soviet Union and
the People’s Republic of China, was already apparent since Stalin’s death.

victory, South Vietnam would not be forced to take part in these negotiations. As a result,
Thieu openly endorsed Nixon and Johnson’s plan to bring closer the end of the war failed.
Nixon later denied any involvement in this plot, although it seems very likely that at the
very least he was informed about it.

10 Bundy, W. A., Tangled Web. The Making of Foreign Policy in the Nixon Presidency. (New York,
Hill and Wang, 1998), pp. 46-47.

11 There were communist guerillas operating in countries like Venezuela, Bolivia, Peru or
Guatemala. These guerillas were often directly supported by Cuba, and less directly, by the
Soviet Union.

12 Melanson, R. A., Reconstructing Consensus: American Foreign Policy since the Vietnam War
(New York, St. Martin’s Press, 1991), p. 59.
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By the time Nixon became president, this tension escalated into an open
conflict. In March 1969, the Chinese and Soviet forces clashed in a fierce
battle on the Ussuri River, which formed the border between both
countries. In reaction to these events, the Soviets began to deploy more
and more armed forces on their southern border,’> while Mao Zedong
called for a mobilization of all the Chinese people against the “northern
enemy”. This open split between Moscow and Beijing was received with
enthusiasm and expectation in Washington. Nixon hoped that he will be
able to utilize this development in redefining the American relations with
both the Soviets and the Chinese.

It was at this particular period of time, in 1969, that Richard M. Nixon,
together with Henry Kissinger, set out to reform the existing system of
international relations with the goal of restoring the global position of the
United States as the number one superpower. Their new approach to
foreign policy, which can be summarily called détente!®, was based on the
assumption that the principal adversaries of the United States, the Soviet
Union and the People’s Republic of China, can be co-opted into the new
world order. The president believed that both China and the Soviet Union
had a vested interest in solidifying their position and achieving stability
and were thus willing to abandon their expansionist policy and maintain
the status quo.V Besides, Nixon and Kissinger, who were both proponents
of geopolitics and of power diplomacy, hoped to force the Soviets and
Chinese to accept their new role by utilizing the obvious split between the
two communist countries and by playing them against each other.16 Thus,

13 The Soviet forces in the Far East amounted in 1969 to 45 mechanized and tank divisions,
1,200 combat aircraft and at least 100 intermediate range nuclear missiles. Nalevka, V., Své-
tovd politika ve 20. stolet? II. (Praha, Ale¥ Skfivan ml., 2000), p. 71.

14 Détente means “relaxing” or “easing” in French. The term is used for the American approach
toward the Communist block mainly in the period from the end of 1960s to the beginning
of 1980s. Nixon and Kissinger, who first came with this foreign policy doctrine, sought to
engage the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China in constructive talks, which
should have eased mutual tension and created a more stable international environment. On
the other hand, however, they sought to secure American interests abroad by negotiating
with the Communists from the “position of strength”.

15 Nixon’s new world order, which should have guaranteed the maintaining of the status quo,
was counting with the cooperation, or at least the mutual understanding, of the United
States, the USSR, the PRC, Europe and Japan. Thornton, R. C., The Nixon — Kissinger Years.
Reshaping America’s Foreign Policy (New York, Paragon House, 1989), p. 10.

16 The engagement of both the Soviet Union and the PRC at the same time was referred to as
triangular diplomacy. In Nixon’s and Kissinger’s view, the United States had a considerable
advantage because it was part of the wilitary power triangle (United States, the PRC and
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from this point of view, the relationship with China, which had yet to be
established!’, was crucial to the success of détente, even more crucial, at least
in the eyes of the president and his advisor, than the old alliances in Asia
and Europe. Many American politicians, especially conservatives, as well as
many State Department employees and career diplomats did not, however,
share this view.

In order to open the door to Beijing and to put their new world order
vision into practice, Nixon and Kissinger felt they first of all needed to
create a new foreign policy-making establishment, or in president’s words,
to “clean the house”8. Both men shared a deep mistrust for the
“bureaucracy” that pervaded and controlled the Department of State.
From their point of view, this institution had become far too rigid,
conservative and perhaps “elitist” to understand the need to adopt a new
bold foreign policy and to implement it. The new Nixon-Kissinger system
thus relied on the National Security Council?®, 2 much smaller unit, which
was far easier to manage and control and which was seen as a much more
effective means for conducting foreign policy. This change of system
facilitated the decision-making power concentration in the hands of the
president and his national security adviser. Nixon and Kissinger, along with
a very small number of their trusted aides, were usually the only people
who actually knew what was really going on behind the faade of the
official diplomacy. The foreign policy became almost completely hidden
from the public scrutiny and even from the Congressional oversight. The
president justified this secrecy, with which he was obsessed, and the habit

the USSR) and economic power triangle (United States, Europe, Japan). America could thus
assume the role of an arbiter or mediator and play the other countries against each other
as it saw fit. For more on this subject, see: Ito, G., Alliance in Anxiety: Détente and the Sino-
American-Japanese Triangle (New York, Routledge, 2003).

17 There were no official relations between Washington and Beijing since the establishment of
the PRC in 1949. The United States officially recognized the Nationalist government of General
Chang Kaishek, which was set up on Taiwan following the Communist takeover of the
mainland China. Unofficial contacts between the representatives of the United States and
the PRC were also rather rare prior to the time when Nixon became president.

18 Litwak, R. S., Détente and the Nixon Doctrine. American Foreign Policy and the Pursuit of
Stability, 1969 - 1976 (Boston, Cambridge University Press, 1984), p. 64.

19 The National Security Council (NSC) was originally established in 1947 by the National
Security Act with the objective of “helping the president with the coordination of foreign
policy”. Its role and the number of staff it employed were greatly expanded when Kissinger
took over. Hook, S. W/, and ]. Spanier, American Foreign Policy Since World War Il (Washing-
ton, CQ _Press, 2004), p. 54.
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of informing the public, the Congress and even the Department of State2,
at the very last minute, by citing fears of possible conservative opposition
to such major shifts in foreign policy as the opening to Beijing. He also
repeatedly stressed the need to keep the Soviets and even the American
allies, such as Japan, in the dark about the administration’s plans.

Another salient characteristic of the foreign policy-making process
during the Nixon Presidency, closely connected with the above-mentioned
developments, was an excessive reliance on unofficial diplomatic channels
and backstage deals. Virtually all the negotiations conducted by Nixon and
Kissinger with the Chinese were built on verbal pledges and informal
agreements; the official proclamations and documents were usually as
vague and ambiguous as possible in order not to “give away” the true
intentions of the administration and also to avoid committing the United
States to any specific obligation.?!

Nixon and Kissinger aimed at creating a new domestic consensus on
foreign policy, since the old post World War Il consensus was shattered by
lengthy and costly involvement of the United States in Vietnam and by
the general decline of American prestige abroad. The new foreign policy,
which the president presented to the nation, was a mixture of
pragmatism, power diplomacy and Bismarck-style realpolitik and was
supposedly detached from ideological premises. This new approach, its
creators hoped, would transcend the old, Cold War boundaries of
thinking, focusing only on securing American national interests and
strategic concerns. In other words, Nixon and Kissinger, and perhaps
Kissinger more than Nixon, were seeking to rid the foreign policy of the

2 For example, William Rogers, Nixon’s first Secretary of State, was only informed about the
negotiations with China after Kissinger already departed for his first secret trip to Beijing.
Hanhimaki, J., Flawed Architect: Henry Kissinger and American Foreign Policy (Oxford,
Oxford University Press, 2004), p. 135.

2 For example, the Shanghai Communiqué, an official document released at the end of Nixon’s
trip to Beijing in February 1972, was a very carefully worded compromise, which both
sides spent long hours preparing. On this particular occasion, Nixon seems to have taken
sides with William Rogers, then his secretary of state, rather than with Henry Kissinger,
who advocated a more pro-PRC version of the text. Thus, the final draft of the communiqué
included nothing which could be used to interfere that the rapprochement in any way
negated or abrogated the mutual defense treaty between the United States and the Republic
of China (Taiwan). Nixon was clearly aware of the fact that the American public, while
being supportive of the rapprochement, was not ready to “throw Taiwan overboard”. The
Shanghai Communiqué, 27 February 1972, 8 December 2007, available at http://edition.cnn.com/
SPECIALS/cold.war/episodes/15/documents/us.china/.
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“isms”, such as idealism or anti-communism.?2 The president, although he
often proclaimed that he would not listen to the public opinion too much
when making decisions, was a very skilled politician and in most cases
was able to correctly ascertain and interpret the popular mood. His hope was
that the “silent majority”, the conservative middle-class America to which
he was appealing most of the time, would accept such moves as the
rapprochement with China, if only because the president, with his
conservative and anti-Communist past, could be trusted in that he would
not make compromises or sacrifices detrimental to the United States’
prestige and moral standing. Nixon felt strongly that his reputation would
be of great advantage when announcing the opening to Beijing — a step
which he knew many Americans, except for the ultra-conservatives, saw as
long overdue, but which his more “liberal” predecessors supposedly did
not dare to undertake because of their fear of being condemned as “soft”
on Communism. In other words, as some of the president’s contemporaries
later put it, “only Nixon could go to China”?. Nixon’s anticommunist and
conservative aura indeed seemed to be working at first and dérente
garnered widespread support among the American people despite the
often tacit, but deeply ingrained opposition from the most conservative
circles of the American political establishment and society. The public
support, however, was not to last forever.

Nixon’s and Kissinget’s strategy, while initially successful, gradually ran
into serious problems. There surely was more than one reason for this
development. It is not possible to establish with certainty which of these
reasons was the most important one or when exactly did détente enter the
long period of stagnation. It is, however, reasonable to believe that even if
there had been no Watergate with its immense impact on American
politics, society and particularly on the position of the president within the
American political system, the initiatives associated with the Nixon-
Kissinger foreign policy would have ultimately lost the support of the
public. In this respect, there are few important moments that are worth
mentioning.

Backchannel diplomacy and secret negotiations, such as the meetings
with Mao Zedong and Zhou Enlai in Beijing, were perhaps effective from

2 Mann, J., About Face: A History of America’s Curious Relationship with China, from Nixon to
Clinton (New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1999), p. 55.

2 This phrase appeared in many newspapers and journals following Nixon’s trip to Beijing in
February 1972.
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the short-term point of view, but were not suitable as a long-term policy-
making approach.2* Regardless of Watergate, it seems likely that the
Congress and the general public would have eventually grown tired of
being perpetually kept in the dark. While a certain degree of secrecy is
unavoidable in foreign policy-making process of any administration,
Nixon and Kissinger clearly went too far in this respect. Their ruthless
and sometimes totally unjustified actions aimed at preventing the
potential “leaks” from the White House and the National Security
Council were just one example of this obsession with secrecy.? Nixon
later turned even against Kissinger, whom he suspected of leaking
information to the press and the relationship between both men began
subsequently to grow cold.26 For these reasons, it is even argued by some
that Nixon was ill-suited to be an American president because “he was
too often tired of the long process of negotiation and consultation,
which is inherent to the American democracy”?. While this clearly is an
overstatement and Nixon can by no means be called a dictator or even
an enemy of democracy, it describes perfectly the president’s view of
foreign policy, which he saw entirely as his own domain, where no one
else had the right to interfere.

The disillusionment with the secretiveness of the administration,
however, would just by itself not have been enough to cause a widespread
rejection of the rapprochement with China or détense as such by the
American public. There was another, far more important problem: by 1973,
or by 1974 at the latest, it became apparent that the new strategy was not

24 According to some foreign policy experts, Nixon’s and Kissinger’s approach to foreign policy
as such was only capable of dealing with immediate crises, but was not suitable for long-
term policy planning and implementation. Bundy, W, A Tangled Web. The Making of Foreign
Policy in the Nixon Presidency, p. 512.

% Nixon, in an attempt to prevent any leaks of information from within his administration,
ordered that the phone lines of all NSC and White House employees should be tapped. The
calls they made were sometimes recorded. Even then, the president did not stop a former
NSC staffer Daniel Ellsberg from publishing the so-called Pentagon Papers, which revealed
how President Johnson lied about the American involvement in Vietnam. Although these
documents did not reveal anything negative or even anything pertaining to the Nixon
Administration, Attorney General John Mitchell claimed their publication would cause
“irreparable injury to the safety of the United States”. The Time, 28 June 1971.

2 Thornton, R. C., The Nixon — Kissinger Years. Reshaping America’s Foreign Policy, pp. 150-151.
It is clear that Kissinger must have been aware at least of some of the practices used by
Nixon and that he also knew President did not trust him and his staffers fully. Kissinger,
H., Roky v Bilém domé (Praha, BB/art, 2006), p. 32.

27 Bundy, W., A Tangled Web. The Making of Foreign Policy in the Nixon Presidency, p. 521.
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bringing the results expected by the Americans. Nixon promised a “full
generation of peace”® and consequently, détente was presented first of all
as a way for the United States to scale down its global involvement while
at the same preserving the status quo and fulfilling its obligations to the
allies. With respect to the opening to China, the president made it clear
that one of the main benefits of the new relationship was peace and
stability in East and Southeast Asia. More specifically, the rapprochement
should have helped the United States to leave Vietnam after concluding
the war through “peace with honor”. In the end, however, these objectives
either failed to materialize or they proved to be rather bittersweet victories
for the United States, as was the case of Vietnam.

Opening to China is well known even today due to Kissinger’s famous
secret get-away from Pakistan to China in July 1971 and Nixon’s historical trip
to Beijing in February 1972. President’s meeting with the top Chinese
leadership bore enormous symbolic significance and Nixon, together with
Henry Kissinger, were rightfully credited for it. Yet, apart from the symbolism,
there was little in terms of tangible, concrete results that the Sino-
American rapprochement could offer to the American people. Chinese
assistance in finding a solution to the Vietnam conflict was, for various
reasons®, extremely limited. Old problems between the United States and
the PRC, such as the issue of the status of Taiwan, still remained unsolved.
And the usefulness of the new relationship in exerting pressure on the
Soviets soon began to fade as the Soviets adapted to the new state of
affairs.3® The American allies like Taiwan and Japan were shocked and

28 Melanson, R. A., Reconstructing Consensus: American Foreign Policy since the Vietnam War, p. 66.

2 The Chinese did not have the influence over the leadership in Hanoi that Nixon and Kis-
singer thought they had, if only because of the strong historic animosity between the two
countries. Besides, Mao and Zhou were aware of the fact that they risked loosing their stan-
ding as the “number one revolutionary power” if they were too aggressive in prompting
the North Vietnamese government to compromise with the United States. They saw the
danger of North Vietnam becoming a Soviet satellite and they were not ready to sacrifice
their remaining influence in Hanoi for the sake of their fledgling relationship with the Uni-
ted States.

30 The Soviets, while not knowing exactly what to expect from this sudden shift in the American
foreign policy, did not seriously contemplate the possibility of a Sino-American military
alliance, directed against Moscow. They reacted to the rapprochement by trying to keep
détente going while at the same time improving their own relationship with the PRC. For
more on the Soviet strategic thinking regarding the Sino-American rapprochement, see:
Garrison, J., Making China Policy: From Nixon to G. W, Bush (Boulder, Lynne Riener Publishers,
2005), Chapters 1 and 2.

24



disappointed by this unexpected shift in American foreign policy and openly
talked about “betrayal of trust”L. It is hardly surprising then that gradually
many people began to ask, like some journalists already did in 197132, what
the rapprochement really brought to the United States. In other words,
why did the Chinese suddenly decide to cooperate with America, their arch
enemy — was it not because the rapprochement was mainly advantageous
for “them” rather than for “us”? This was a question which Nixon and
Kissinger found harder and harder to answer.

The Watergate affair brought a sudden dramatic twist to the way the
overall performance of the Nixon Administration and the president
himself were evaluated by the American general public. It would be
tempting to say that it was this scandal that caused the Americans to
question and ultimately reject détente. It would seem logical to argue that
the decline of the “Imperial Presidency”, which followed in the wake of
Watergate, made it impossible for many of the Nixon-Kissinger foreign
policy initiatives to be further developed and expanded. The newly
exercised Congressional oversight over the foreign policy-making process
as well as various legislative means, adopted to curb the presidential
power33, made it more difficult for Nixon and Kissinger to carry out the
foreign policy in the “old”, pre-Watergate way. It is reasonable to believe
that the general dissatisfaction and even disgust, which many Americans
began to feel towards the administration as more and more of Watergate-
related issues were disclosed by the investigators, translated into weaker
public support for détente and thus for the rapprochement with China as
well. At the same time, conservative groups, such as the pro-Taiwanese
“China Lobby”, which were too stunned by the overwhelmingly positive
response to the initial phases of the opening to China to mount a serious

31 The Japanese used the term “Nixon shokku” for the sudden announcement of Kissinget’s
trip to Beijing in July 1971. The fact that Japan was not informed beforehand gave rise to
a feeling of disillusionment with the United States and even panic in Tokyo. The Japanese
leaders felt “uneasy” and “irritated”. The ultimate result was that Japan decided to “follow
suit” and normalize its relations with PRC. The relationship between Washington and
Tokyo, however, never quite returned to the pre-1971 level. Ito, G., Alliance in Anxiety:
Détente and the Sino-American-Japanese Triangle, p. 54.

32 New York Times, 19 July 1971.

33 For example, the War Powers Resolution, passed by Congress in 1973, stated that the president
was obliged to consult the Congress before committing troops overseas, report to the
legislators on the need to continue their mission and terminate this mission within sixty
days unless the Congress agreed to extend it. The War Powers Resolution, 7 November 1973,
9 December 2007, available at http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/warpower.htm.
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challenge, began to raise their heads and voices again, taking advantage
of the growing anti-Nixon mood in the American society. Yet, it has to be
reemphasized that it was not just Watergate that had caused the Americans
to reject détente. After all, Henry Kissinger, who was often seen, somewhat
incorrectly, by foreign policy experts and public alike as the main architect
of the new American foreign policy, was still very popular.3* Besides, it is
likely that Watergate led the Americans to question the means, by which
the foreign policy was conducted, rather than its goals and general
objectives. While the secret deals and one-on-one meetings with the
communist leaders were now subject to more criticism, it was not
necessarily a reason to call for the rapprochement to be stopped. The
disillusionment with détente, which definitely began to grow during the last
two years of the Nixon Administration, was thus not primarily caused
by Watergate; it was more a result of the fact that détente, of which
the opening to China was an important part, did not bring the results the
Americans expected in terms of improvement of American standing abroad
or greater international security and peace. It still remains a question, of
course, whether détente was based on incorrect and flawed premises and
thus could not succeed, or whether the expectations about its ultimate
outcome and benefits were simply too high. Regardless of the answer, the
American public was awaiting concrete results from the negotiations with
the Soviets and the Chinese, which were ultimately not achieved.

The fact that détente in the end did not fulfill the expectations and that
promises such as the “full generation of peace” failed to materialize led
some authors to argue that the Nixon-Kissinger foreign policy, with the
Sino-American rapprochement as its “flagship”, was a complete failure.3
However, even with the present knowledge of facts, such conclusion about
the détente initiatives and policies is far too simplistic and inaccurate. When

34 It was even suggested by some that the Constitution should be amended so that Henry
Kissinger would be able to run for president. In a speech made before the Republican
National Committee in April 1974, Rosemary Ginn claimed that Kissinger “heads the list of
men that Americans admire the most” and that he should not be “denied the right to seek
presidency because of the accident of his birth”. These feelings were shared by many ordina-
ry Americans. A Report by Rosemary Ginn on the Constitutional Amendment, April 26, 1974,
pp. 1-2. Meetings of the Republican National Committee, 1911-1980, Papers of the
Republican Party 1911-1980, Part 1, Series B, Reel 11 (The Archives of the Roosevelt Study
Center, Middelburgh, Netherlands).

35 For a scathing criticism of the Nixon - Kissinger foreign policy, see for example: Hitchens,
C., The Trial of Henry Kissinger (London and New York, Verso, 2003).
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considering such defeats of the Nixon-Kissinger duo as Vietnam or the
South Asian crisis3, it is certainly not possible to agree wholeheartedly
with the resolution of the Republican National Convention, which
commended President Nixon for “his magnificent record on diplomacy in
bringing an end ... to the cold war”¥’. On the other hand, the president
and Henry Kissinger still have to be credited for trying to re-formulate the
American approach to international relations which was clearly
dysfunctional when the new administration assumed power. Despite the
fact that the opening to China perhaps did not bring the results intended,
the photographs of Nixon with Mao and Zhou still bear testimony to one
of the most important shifts in the American foreign policy after the
Second World War. If Nixon and Kissinger had not given the Americans
the real change they were looking for, they at least gave them hope that
things could change.

Appeasing America, Appeasing China: The Paradoxes
of the Foreign Policy of the Ford Administration

In the field of foreign policy-making, the Ford Administration
(1974-1977) is often seen as a mere continuation of the Nixon
Administration. This view is strengthened by the fact that in both
administrations, Henry Kissinger was the key figure in drafting and
determining the American approach to foreign policy and international
affairs.3 There are, however, certain differences between the two periods,
which deserve our attention.

36 During the revolt in East Pakistan and subsequent war between Pakistan and India in 1971,
Nixon unflinchingly supported the Pakistani leader Yahia Khan, even though the Pakistani
army repeatedly committed atrocities against civilians and even though the world public
opinion was clearly supporting the rebels. Nixon’s support for Khan can be explained by
personal friendship between both men but also by the fact that while Pakistan was allied
with the PRC, a new American ally, India had close links to the Soviet Union. In the end,
Pakistan lost the war and its former eastern territories became a new independent state,
Bangladesh.

37 Resolution Commending President Nixon for His Foreign Policy Record, 10 August 1973, p. 2.
Meetings of the Republican National Committee, 1911-1980, Papers of the Republican
Party 1911-1980, Part 1, Series B, Reel 11 (The Archives of the Roosevelt Study Center Library,
Middelburg, Netherlands).

38 In the second Nixon Administration, Kissinger was both the national security adviser and
the secretary of state. When Ford became president, he kept Kissinger as his secretary of
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From the very beginning, President Ford was facing a daunting task of
having to convince the American public that his presidency would be
essentially different than that of his predecessor. Ford tried as hard as he
could to restore public confidence in politics and in the Republican Party,
although some controversial steps he took, such as his pardon of Richard
Nixon, dealt his further political ambitions a harsh blow.?® His decision to
seek re-election, or better to say election, in 1976, severely limited his
options in pursuing a bold and innovative foreign policy. In order to
bolster the support within his own party, where Ford was under constant
attack from the conservative wing, especially Ronald Reagan and Barry
Goldwater, the president was forced to make public statements and
declarations, which created the impression that he was in fact abandoning
détente and especially the rapprochement with China.40

At the same time, however, Ford personally believed that détente was
essentially beneficial for the United States and so he strived for continuity
in dealing with Moscow and Beijing. His resolve to keep détente going was
clearly manifested by his presence at the Vladivostok Summit in 1974 or by
his visit of Beijing in 1975, steps which could have easily estranged him
even further with the conservatives at home. This apparent discrepancy
between the president’s public declarations on one hand and his actual
foreign policy moves on the other was not properly understood or
accepted in Beijing and was one of the reasons why President Ford had
such a low credit with the Chinese leadership*l.

state, but replaced him in the role of national security adviser by Brent Scowcroft
(1975). Kissinger’s influence, however, still remained decisive.

3 In an August 1974 Gallup Poll, taken one week after Ford became president, his approval
rating was 71%. By mid-September, it had dropped down to 50%, with the disapproval
rating climbing up from 3% to 28% during the same period. Ford’s decision to pardon
Nixon was one of the key factors behind this development. Job Performance Ratings for
President Ford, 9 December 2007, available at http://137.99.31.42/CFIDE/roper/presidential/
/webroot/presidential_rating_detail.cfm?allRate=True&presidentName=Ford.

4 For example, Ford was forced to declare his support for the independence of Taiwan and
on the other hand, to reject the establishment of official diplomatic relations with the PRC.
Mann, J., About Face: A History of America’s Curious Relationship with China, from Nisxon to
Clinton, p. 72.

41 The situation was further complicated by the fact that by November 1974, Mao Zedong
was seriously ill and Zhou Enlai was dying. The new Chinese leadership, represented by the
pragmatic Deng Xiaoping, now demanded that the official diplomatic relations between
both countries commence at once and that the United States abrogates the defense treaty
with Taiwan, as Nixon promised earlier. These were demands that Ford could not meet,
and thus the rapprochement entered a period of stagnation. Another reason for Ford’s low
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It was not the only paradox plaguing the foreign policy of the Ford
Administration. There was also a certain kind of dichotomy or even
schizophrenia which developed inside the policy-making process. It is beyond
any doubt that the new president brought honesty, sincerity, and personal
integrity back to the White House. He is rightfully credited for calming
America down after the turmoil caused by Watergate and thus the words of
Jimmy Carter, who praised Ford in his inaugural address for “for all he has
done to heal our land™?, were indeed very appropriate and fitting. Yet,
during Ford’s time in office the approach to foreign policy was in many
respects similar to the old Nixon way. Decision-making was still largely under
the control of a small group of people led by Henry Kissinger, and the
reliance on secret, unofficial channels, was still heavy, if not predominant. The
fact that Ford committed himself to a foreign policy-making style that was
not compatible with his personality and that he probably did not fully
approve of again showed his determination to continue the work his
predecessor had begun. It is likely that the president believed that if the
excesses and abuses of power, committed by Nixon, could be avoided, détente
would still be a viable approach of the United States to the outside world.#?
The American public, however, remained distrustful and skeptical. The fact
that the foreign policy-making still remained largely hidden from the eyes of
the Congress and the public did little to improve this situation. Besides, even
Kissinger’s popularity was slowly plunging and his image of a brilliant
policy maker and strategist was gradually fading away. Under such
circumstances, neither the Congress nor the American people were ready
to support any significant enhancement of the relationship with China, not
to mention any compromises that the United States would most likely be
forced to make for the sake of strengthening Sino-American relations. Thus
ultimately, the Ford Administration contributed little to the rapprochement
process or to the American foreign policy in general. Even the establishment

prestige in Beijing was the fact that unlike his predecessor, he was seen as an inexperien-
ced diplomat and statesman, who lacked the charisma and wit of his predecessor. Chinese
disdain for Ford was demonstrated by the fact that, in spite of Ford’s and Kissinger’s wish,
they invited Richard Nixon to Beijing in February 1976.

42 The Inaugural Address of President Carter; 20 January 1977, 16 November 2007, available at
http://www.seattleu.edu/artsci/history/us1945/docs/pres60.htm.

43 This view was still shared by other politicians, foreign policy experts and journalists, even
though their number was slowly declining. For example, Thomas L. Hughes wrote in
December 1973 that the détente policies can still be continued if the “excesses” and “over-
reactions” of Nixon are removed. Hughes, T. L., Why Kissinger Must Choose Between
Nixon and The Country, The New York Times, 30 December 1973, pp. 8-9, 27-28, 31.
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of official diplomatic relations with the PRC, which still seemed not too
distant before Nixon’s resignation, was only achieved when Jimmy Carter
became president.#

Even in the light of these facts, however, it would not be fair to label
the Ford Administration’s foreign policy, or more specifically the
development of the relations with China, as an utter failure. The president
was facing unfavorable circumstances and obstacles which were beyond his
power to overcome. The stagnation of détente was not primarily a result of
Ford’s incompetence but rather stemmed from events which he could not
directly influence. For many people, the Ford era was and still is clearly
a time of decline, very likely because there were no more spectacular events
and sudden announcements, such as those that thrilled the nation in 1971
and 1972. Ford, however, should at least be given credit for trying, and
in some cases succeeding, to maintain some of the achievements of déente in
the face of growing public discontent and obstructions from the Congress
The talks with the Soviet Union continued, despite the criticism from
conservatives and from some members of the military establishment. The
rapprochement with China, perhaps the greatest foreign policy
breakthrough of the Nixon Administration, also staggered on, not really
moving too far ahead but not being completely abandoned either. Given
the odds that Ford had to face and the legacy of his predecessor he had to
battle while in office, this can be considered a success.

Conclusion

The opening to China and the détente foreign policy doctrine as such
were based on profound changes, both in the international situation but
also in the attitude of the American people and their view of the outside
world. While such events as the Sino-Soviet split were important in
preparing the stage for a major shift in the postwar American foreign
policy, the impact of domestic factors should not be overlooked. In the
initial phases of the rapprochement process, Nixon and Kissinger could
reasonably hope to rely on the public and, to a certain extent,
Congressional support. Using Nixon’s anti-communist, conservative
credentials as a guarantee for trustworthiness of their foreign policy and by

4 The official diplomatic relations with the PRC were finally established on 1 January 1979.
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presenting this policy as a way to regain prestige with both American allies
and adversaries, the president and his advisor managed to obtain
widespread acceptance for their moves and actions. Heavy reliance on secret
negotiations and backstage deals was, at least in the beginning, justified by
the successes of détente, such as the first trip of Henry Kissinger to Beijing
in 1971 or the Nixon’s visit of the Chinese capital less than a year later.

Détente, however, failed to secure the safety of South Vietnam as
Nixon and Kissinger promised. It failed to stop the Soviet Union from
supporting the communist guerillas in various countries of the Third
World, for example Angola. It failed, ultimately, in making the world
a much safer place and in creating a stable world order. Thus, gradually,
the American public, the Congress, and even the Republican Party began
to forget about détente’s initial achievements and became rather weary and
discontent with this policy approach as such. For Nixon, who relied on
public support and who used it to defend and justify his actions when
necessary, this development was a serious blow. While the Watergate affair
clearly added a completely new dimension to the public disillusionment
with the Nixon Presidency, his foreign policy would likely have
encountered serious problems even without the scandal. As for the Ford
Administration, it was not battling just the lack of trust the American
public felt towards politics after Watergate in general, but also the
weakening support for such bold steps as the opening to China. Even
though Ford was convinced of the benefits détente brought and still could
bring, faced with overwhelming and growing opposition within the ranks
of his own party and within the society as a whole he found it impossible
to expand or even continue some of Nixon’s initiatives.

In conclusion, it can be said that the rapprochement with the
People’s Republic of China, as a part of détente, counted with and even
relied on the support of the majority of the American people as well as of
certain circles of the political establishment and society. When this support
began to wane, the Sino-American rapprochement quickly lost its
popularity and increasing number of Congressmen, Senators, foreign
policy experts, and ordinary Americans were joining the ultra-conservative
circles, which had opposed détente from the beginning. It is of course not
possible to say that the opening to China or the talks with the Soviet
Union were based purely on domestic political calculations and public
opinion polls; it is also not possible to say that the ultimate stagnation and
abandonment of détente were just a result of growing domestic opposition
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to this line of policy. All these factors, however, played an important part
in the formulation and implementation of the new American foreign
policy during the Nixon and Ford presidencies and as such, should be
taken into account. The rapprochement process with China is a perfect
example of a foreign policy move which was made only after taking
a profound deliberation of the possible reaction of the American public. It
was a move which had broad and lasting implications not only abroad, but
also in the United States. Based on the facts listed above, it is reasonable
to conclude that in this particular case, the domestic politics had a far
greater impact over the foreign policy sphere, which Nixon considered his
personal domain, than even the president was ever willing to acknowledge.
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Abstract

This article analyzes the effort by US foreign policymakers to predict Moscow’s intentions at
the end of Lyndon Johnson’s Administration in the context of the Vietnam War. The war in
Vietnam, which became - due at least partly to his own fault — the main problem of the last
years of his presidency (1963-1969), shifted his presidency in an unintended direction — from
the improvement of American society at home to the Vietnamese jungle. Immediately after the
Tet Offensive, which ended with the heavy military defeat of the Vietnamese pro-communist
forces, but with a great propaganda victory for them, Johnson decided not to run for
reelection. He gradually lost his interest in events outside of the United States and Vietnam.
In this situation, the Czechoslovak crisis — the worst in the Soviet bloc in the 1960s — came
at a rather inconvenient time.

US - Soviet negotiations concerning Vietnam in 1968, in which Johnson expected Soviet
diplomatic encouragement of the North Vietnamese in order to persuade them to enter
peace talks, weakened the American negotiating position, and practically prevented any
reaction other than a rhetorical one to the August Soviet-led invasion of Czechoslovakia. This
resulted in the fact that, in 1968, the United States was simply unable to come up with
2 “meaningful alternative” to challenge the reality of Soviet power and rule in East-Central
Europe.

Keywords: United States, Czechoslovakia, Vietnam, Soviet invasion, relations, 1968

“We agreed, if the Czechs stay quiet for a week, LB] will send a message to
Kosygin to revive a meeting with K. on Stratfegic] weapons & he’ll try for an
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assurance with K. that we’ll stop bombing if the other side will give certain
assurances’.
George Elsey!

To Fight ‘That Bitch of a War’

By the end of Johnson’s presidency, no other issue absorbed his
Administration more than bringing the war in Vietnam to a successful
conclusion. Johnson became obsessed with this war. Unable to sleep, he
visited the White House War Room in the middle of the night to learn
whether the American bombers in Vietnam had returned safely. This
obsession prevented the Administration from dealing more effectively with
other problems at home and in the world. Ironically, just as the United
States escalated the war in Vietnam, the Johnson Administration
deescalated the conflict with the Soviets.2

Was Johnson’s effort to pursue détente motivated by his key desire to
induce the Soviet Union to put pressure on North Vietnam to start peace
talks, or were Johnson’s hopes badly misplaced? Did Brezhnev and Kosygin
really have the means to bring the North Vietnamese to the negotiating
table? And was the final result of the United States effort to engage the
Soviet Union, the largest supplier of military goods to North Vietnam, in
peace talks persuasive? These questions are difficult to answer.

In January 1968, both President Johnson and his top commander in
Vietnam, General William Westmoreland, said that the war was being
won. Then, in late January, a sudden and surprising event changed the
existing course of the war. On January 30, 1968, the Communist National
Liberation Front (NLF) launched a massive surprise offensive, taking
advantage of a holiday lull during the lunar New Year (Tet). Hand-to-
hand combat took place even in the United States Embassy compound in
Saigon. The North Vietnamese troops suffered tremendous losses
(probably 30,000 men) during the “Tet Offensive” and were eventually

1 Quoted from Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, George Elsey during regular
8:30 a.m. staff meeting of Secretary of Defense Clifford, Notes of Meeting, September 16,
1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 15, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/
/about_state/history/ vol_xvii/15.html>[2004-09-01].

2 LaFeber, Walter. America, Russia, and the Cold War, 1945-1992. New York: McGraw-Hill,
1993, pp. 255-257.
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driven back. On the other hand, they managed to accomplish something
they had never succeeded in doing before, namely they shattered the
illusion held by many in the United States that the war could soon be
won.? The impact of the “Tet Offensive” on the American public was
immense. Press reports pointed out that the North Vietnamese forces
had achieved a strategic victory. In retrospect, it became clear that they
had suffered a devastating tactical defeat with the death rate of nearly
seventy percent of their cadres in the South. In the immediate aftermath
of the offensive, public opinion polls reflected a sharp shift
in American public opinion against the continuation of Johnson’s efforts
in Vietnam.* On American television, the public began to question
whether the conflict could ever be won. The war had become “at once,
a human and national tragedy in the United States”.> The situation became
even worse when the news was leaked that General Westmoreland, who
publicly claimed a great victory, had asked President Johnson on February
27 for about 200,000 more troops. The power of American technology
seemed to prove less potent than the willingness of the North Vietnamese
to die for their cause.

The offensive became a turning point for the antiwar movement.
American support for the war dropped drastically and, in the spring of
1968, the country was visibly divided. It became apparent that Johnson
could no longer run for reelection and effectively continue the war in
Vietnam at the same time.6 After the “Tet Offensive”, American business
and financial circles also exerted pressure on the Johnson Administration
to limit the American commitment as it was their concern that budget
deficits, as well as the gold and dollar crises, spawned by the war, had
already damaged America’s position and further escalation of the war

3 For evaluation of Tet’s military and political effect on US foreign policy see McMahon,
Robert, J. (ed.). Major Problems in the History of the Vietnam War: Documents and Essays.
Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath, 1990, Chapter 9, pp. 348-399. For literature
describing Tet as the major turning point of the war, see Wirtz, James J., The Tet Offensive:
Intelligence Failure in War, Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1991; Berman, Larry, Lyndon
Jobnson’s War, New York: Norton, 1989.

4 Editorial Note, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 33, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
/history/vol_vi/33.html>[2004-09-01].

5 Quoted from Berman, Larry. Planning a Tragedy: The Americanization of the War in Vietnam.
New York: Norton, 1982, p. xiii.

6 Milman, Douglas S. Vietnam and the 1968 United States Presidential Election. Senior Project
submitted to the Division of Social Studies of Bard College, Annandale-on-Hudson, New
York, 1976, p. 28.

35



would only make matters worse.” The “Tet Offensive” also reflected
“probably the worst intelligence failure of the war”.8

The President started to lose support even among his associates. Clarke
Clifford, Secretary of Defense, originally a strong supporter of United
States Vietnam policy, became a Vietnam skeptic. When General
Westmoreland put in a request for more troops, Clifford and other aides
thought it was time to speak out.? Shaken by this new troop request,
Johnson was surprised to learn that so many of his aides were ready to
abandon the expectations of a military victory in Vietnam.

The United States found itself in a situation where it did not have
“enough strength to meet a new crisis”, considering its alliances and
responsibilities in Europe, Latin America, Southeast Asia, and the Middle
East!0. The additional expenses required for drafting more soldiers to
Vietnam, as General Westmoreland requested, also meant imposition of
wartime taxes. An ongoing increase in manpower and resources in the war
against an abstract Communist monolith certainly did not help the
situation.1l As the ‘inevitable defeat’ in Vietnam became increasingly
evident, it became Johnson’s primary objective to withdraw without losing
face.12 He was also forced to reassess his policies.

7 Kolko, Gabriel. A Decisive Turning Point. In McMahon, Robert, J. (ed.). Major Problems in
the History of the Vietnam War: Documents and Essays. Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath,
1990, pp. 383-399.

8 Quoted from William (Bill) Jorden, a member of the National Security Council staff.
Jorden regarded these events as a setback because the Viet-Cong and North Vietnamese
moved probably 30,000 men into place for attacks in all parts of the country without being
detected. Memorandum from William J. Jorden of the National Security Council Staff to
the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow), Subject: Situation in Viet-Nam February 3, 1968,
1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 49, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/
/vol_vi/49.html>[2004-09-01].

9 Clifford, Clark M. A Vietnam Reappraisal: The Personal History of One Man’s View and
How It Evolved. In Foreign Affairs, July 1969, pp. 609-612, 613.

10 Quoted from General Matthew Ridgway, informal adviser to President Johnson. Notes of
Meeting (President’s Meeting with his Foreign Policy Advisers at the Tuesday Luncheon),
March 19, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 142, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/
/about_state/history/vol_vi/142.htm|>[2004-09-01].

11 Milman, Douglas S. Vietnam and the 1968 United States Presidential Election, p. 43.

12 On the Vietnam War during Johnson Administration see e.g. Cohen, Warren 1. — Bernkopf
Tucker, Nancy (eds.). Lyndon Johnson Confronts the World: American Foreign Policy,
1963-1968. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1994, pp. 31-173; Milman, Douglas S.
Vietnam and the 1968 United States Presidential Election; McMahon, Robert, J. Limits of
Empire: The United States and Southeast Asia since World War 1I. New York: Columbia
University Press, 1999; Ibid. (ed.). Major Problems in the History of the Vietnam War:
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On March 31, the President scheduled what appeared to be an ordinary
speech on national television. However, he surprised the country by
announcing that he would not “seek and will not accept the nomination”
of his party for another term as President of the United States.1® Officially,
Johnson said that, in addition to personal health reasons, his decision was
an attempt to heal some of the wounds caused by Vietnam. However, he
had little in the way of alternatives. Only 36 percent of the American
public thought that the President was doing a good job.14

Breakthrough with Soviet Help

On March 31, Johnson declared a unilateral halt to the bombing of
North Vietnam, except for a narrow strip above the demilitarized zone, and
called on Hanoi to agree to peace talks.> However, the proposed peace
talks in Paris did not bring much progress in the first months of 1968.16 The
North Vietnamese viewed the helpful American proposal as a sign of
weakness and responded to it with another offensive. North Vietnamese
May “Mini-Tet”” was understood to be aimed at the unleashing of “as
much terror and havoc” to cause ‘as much trouble as possible’ to impress

Documents and Essays. Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath, 1990; Young, Marylin B.
The Vietnam Wars 1945-1990. New York: HarperPerennial, 1991 (esp. Chapter Six to
Eleven).

13 See Johnson’s Television Address to the American People, March 31, 1968, Public Papers of
the United States, Lyndon B. Johnson, 1968-1969, vol. 1. Washington, DC: US Government
Printing Office, 1970, p. 469-496; also Johnson, Lyndon B. Vantage Point: Perspectives of
Presidency, 1963-1969. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971, p. 427 and McMahon,
Robert J. Major Problems in the History of the Vietnam War: Documents and Essays, pp.
366-371.

14 Milman, Douglas S. Vietnam and the 1968 United States Presidential Election, p. 43 and
LaFeber, Walter. The American Age, p. 586; Berman, Larry. To Avoid Defeat. In McMahon,
Robert. J. Major Problems of the Vietnam War: Documents and Essays, p. 260-261.

15 Memorandum from the President’s Special Consultant (Taylor) to President Johnson, May
13, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 231, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
/history/vol_vi/231.html|>[2004-09-01].

16 Secretary Rusk, Notes of Meeting (Tom Johnson): Notes of the President’s Meeting with
the President-Elect Richard Nixon, November 11, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc.
211, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/211.html
>[2004-09-01].

17 A second 1968 North Vietnamese offensive known as “Mini-Tet” began at midnight on May
4, 1968. Notes of Meeting, May 4, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 222, URL<http://
www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/222.html>[2004-09-01].

37



upon and cause more despair to the American public and show the North
Vietnamese “continued ability to mount substantial campaigns”. Another
obvious purpose was also the possibility of influencing the Paris peace talks.
However, in this case, the American military authorities were confident that
they would bring the situation under control. This was made possible by
the fact that the United States managed to utilize information on
a preliminary warning of military action by Hanoi.18

Yet, Johnson’s offer to take the first step to deescalate the conflict was
wasted by the “Mini-Tet” offensive. The North Vietnamese took maximum
advantage of this and conducted infiltrations at an ever-growing rate
together with the resumption of attacks on South Vietnamese cities.!® The
“Mini-Tet” also thwarted the United States’ basic negotiating position
during the preceding months (the so-called San Antonio formula0),
although it was not possible to declare that publicly.?!

Lyndon Johnson, facing public pressure to end the war immediately,
which was a wish shared also by some members of the Government and
Congtess, had high hopes in Soviet Chairman Kosygin. “As we saw it, it
was through Moscow’s influence that these [peace] talks have started in
Paris against Peking’s wishes”, stated Averell Harriman, Ambassadot-

18 North Vietnamese Lt Colonel Tran Van Dac (until that point the highest level North
Vietnamese defector who defected on May 8, 1968 near Saigon.) revealed to the
Americans plans and timing of the May “Mini-Tet”. He also referred to the morale in the
North as ‘not being as good as it was’ as well as to declining confidence that the Viet
Cong could win. The North Vietnamese were sent to the battle with little military
training. There was some evidence, allegedly, that Hanoi was moving toward the offer for
the peace talks even before Johnson’s March 31 speech and was, as US Ambassador to
Saigon Ellsworth Bunker believed, “anxious to continue the talks”. Quoted from
Telegram from the Embassy (Bunker) in Vietnam to the Department of State, May 10,
1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 228, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vi/228.html>[2004-09-01].

1% Memorandum from the President’s Special Consultant (Taylor) to President Johnson, May
13, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 231, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vi/231.html>[2004-09-01].

2 Johnson outlined the basic American negotiating position in his September 29, 1967 speech
in San Antonio, Texas. It proposed the cessation of bombing in the months to come without
a demand for formal concessions from North Vietnam. In exchange for this unilateral
concession, Johnson supposed that productive discussions would begin quickly and that the
Communists would not engage in any buildups during the cessation period. Small, Melvin.
Jobnson, Nixon, and the Doves. New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1988, p. 111.

2 Secretary Clifford, Notes of Meeting (President’s Meeting with Foreign Policy Advisers in
the Cabinet Room), May 6, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 225, URL<http:/
/www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/225.html>[2004-09-01].
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at-large and Head of the American delegation to the Paris peace talks.22
American diplomats tried to engage the Soviets further in this matter,?> and
President Johnson himself stressed the need for Soviet cooperation in bringing
about a peaceful resolution of Vietnam even publicly (in his speech given at
Glassboro State College in New Jersey on June 4, 1968).2* The following day,
Soviet Ambassador in Washington, Anatoliy Dobrynin, delivered a letter from
Kosygin to Johnson stating that the Soviet leadership “believed” on the basis
of solid grounds that the full cessation of US bombardment? “could promote
a breakthrough in the situation”. The breakthrough could further “open
perspectives for a peaceful settlement”. The Soviets, moreover, acceded to the
United States’ wish that the Soviet Union should provide “some assistance” to
the establishment of unofficial contacts between the United States and North
Vietnamese delegations in Paris.26

The Soviet commitment to promote “unofficial contacts” with Hanoi
was positively received in Washington. Walt Rostow, Special Assistant to
the President, stated that this could be “a breakthrough”.?’ On June 9,
Rostow proposed to Johnson that the United States should go further and

2 Telegram from the Embassy in France to the Department of State, June 14, 1968, FRUS,
1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 274, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/
vol_vi/274.html|>[2004-09-01].

2 Averell Harriman personally reported about this issue to President Johnson on June 22:
“I told Zorin the Russians have a stake in this. We must get Russians engaged in this. You
have got to go to the top, to members of the Politburo. Top Soviets are involved. Zorin
came to see us. He said they don’t know what would happen if the bombing stopped”.
Quoted from Notes of Meeting (Tom Johnson’s Notes on President’s Meeting of Foreign
Policy Advisers), June 22, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 279, URL<http://www.state.gov/
www/about_state/history/vol_vi/279.html>[2004-09-01]. Under Secretary Katzenbach
commented on it similarly on June 25: “Ambassador Harriman has a theory about the
Soviets which has merit. There is no use in dealing with them anywhere except at the top”.
Notes of Meeting (Notes of the President’s Meeting with Tuesday Luncheon Group), June
25, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 282, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vi/282.html>[2004-09-01].

2 Johnson delivered the speech at Glassboro, New Jersey, in commemoration of the first
anniversary of his meeting with Kosygin. For the text of the speech see Public Papers of the
Presidents of the United States: Lyndon B. Johnson, 1968-69, Book 1, pp. 679-684.

% ...and other acts of war in relation to the Democratic Republic of Vietnam.

26 Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to President Johnson
(includes Letter from Chairman Kosygin to President Johnson (Attachment)), June 5, 1968,
FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 262, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vi/262.html>[2004-09-01].

277 Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to President Johnson
(includes Letter from Chairman Kosygin to President Johnson (Attachment)), June 5, 1968,
FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 262, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vi/262.html>[2004-09-01].
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suggest to the North Vietnamese, through Moscow, that it might be
advisable for them to undertake “informal contacts” with the South
Vietnamese Government as well as with the United States.?8 As a potential
“breakthrough”, an “extremely important letter” and “an extraordinarily
definite statement for the Soviets to make”, Kosygin’s statement was also
valued by chief US negotiator in Paris Harriman. Ambassador Harriman,
being skeptical about the dialogue with the North Vietnamese,
recommended to Johnson that he “[K]eep dialogue going with Kosygin”
since he strongly believed that only “[T]hat [would] end this war” and not
“[O]ur dialogue with North Vietnam”. Also, the other members of the US
executive branch believed in cooperation with the Soviets. Secretary of
Defense, Clifford, found Kosygin’s letter “very remarkable” and
“promising” and recommended that Johnson “accept it in good faith”
because it was in the United States’ “own interest” to do so. He believed
that the United States “should take serious advantage” of this opportunity
because he was sure, like Harriman, that they would not end the war by
negotiations with the North Vietnamese. Clifford also remarked that the
costs of the war were “becoming heavier” for the Soviets, too. Secretary
Dean Rusk and Cyrus Vance shared a similar view. This perception gave rise
to the hope that “[I]t may mean the Soviets are willing to assist with
resolution of the conflict”.?

Firmness and Clarity

US Ambassador in Saigon, Ellsworth Bunker, was one of the few officials
who had a somewhat different opinion on the resolution of the conflict. He
did not share the belief that Washington was in a weak bargaining position
and, therefore, he recommended that this fact should be reflected in the
American reply, together with the evidence of the United States’ desire to
move towards mutual de-escalation and peaceful settlement. He felt that the
proposed reply, which suggested American readiness to stop the bombing in
return for Soviet assurances, was “much in need of strengthening” if it was
to be “convincing to Hanoi and Moscow” as well as to the United States’

2 Notes of Meeting (Tom Johnson’s Notes of the President’s Meeting With Foreign Policy
Advisers), June 9, 1968, FRUS, 19641968, vol. VI, doc. 265, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/
www/about_state/history/vol_vi/265.html>[2004-09-01].

2 Quoted from Cyrus Vance. Ibidem.
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allies. In Bunker’s opinion, the American experience with dealing with the
Communists over the past twenty years was that the Communists
understood only “firmness and clarity” and were “quick to take advantage of
vague and uncertain actions”. He warned that “to stop bombing in return
for Soviet assurances” could be understood by the North Vietnamese as
a demonstration of the United States’ “weak position”.30

In the end, no real strengthening of the United States’ position
occurred. In his reply to Kosygin, Johnson stated that Washington was
prepared to stop the bombing of North Vietnam provided that the North
Vietnamese inform Washington of what steps they would take toward
further de-escalation of violence and that the Soviet Union was in a position
to tell the United States privately and precisely that there would be no
adverse military consequences to American and allied forces as a result of
a cessation of the bombing. He also assured Kosygin that the American
delegation in Paris was ready for unofficial contacts between the respective
delegations and he accentuated to the Soviets the importance of keeping in
close touch with one another on this matter.3! But, in his conversation with
Deputy Under-Secretary Bohlen, Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin said3? that
the Soviets were somewhat “disappointed” over the United States’ answer
to Kosygin’s letter. The reasons were Washington’s alleged conditions and
a lack of authentic American responsiveness to Soviet suggestions. This had
left the Soviets dissatisfied.

Private Talk “After Dark”

The situation changed when Harriman and Vance telegraphed from
Paris about the results of the talks with the Soviet Ambassador to France,

30 US Ambassador to Saigon Ellsworth Bunkers warned Washington that the North
Vietnamese regarded the American bargaining position as weak — which meant that Hanoi
was in “a strong position” — and recommended to Washington that the United States had
to act with “genuine confidence” in the strength of its bargaining position, otherwise he
feared the outcome of the negotiations. Telegram from the Embassy (Bunker) in Vietnam
to the Department of State, May 10, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 228, URL<http://
www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/228.html>[2004-09-01].

31 Letter from President Johnson to Chairman Kosygin, June 11, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI
doc. 269, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/269.html>[2004-09-01].

32 Deputy Under-Secretary Bohlen met Anatoliy Dobrynin, on June 12. See Memorandum of
Conversation, June 12, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 272, URL<http://www.state.gov/
www/about_ state/history/vol_vi/272.html>[2004-09-01].

41



Valerian Zorin.33 The results stemming from the talks were that the
Soviets, namely Kosygin, were reportedly willing, as Harriman put it, “to
pitch in and help” with the question of a Vietnam and Southeast Asia
settlement after the bombing stopped totally.34

Harriman further presented Zorin with ‘certain points’ of common
interest to Washington, Moscow, and Hanoi. One of them was, for
example, the desire to keep North Vietnam free from Chinese
domination. In this context, Harriman expressed his certainty that the
United States “could readily agree” that North Vietnam “remains
a socialist state” and South Vietnam “neutral and non-aligned”. The
unification of the two states was to be left to the future and would be
determined by both. Harriman also suggested that the Soviets “could
play a crucial role in getting the two sides together in a private talk,
after dark, at the Soviet Embassy, or elsewhere. However, in that matter,
Zorin insisted that no private talks would take place until the total
cessation of the American bombing”.33

Although Washington was aware that well-balanced mutual de-
escalation with the North Vietnamese would still be “very tough to
negotiate”, the United States hoped that the Soviets, or more specifically,
Kosygin, might “come back with an acceptable mutual de-escalation
formula”.36 At the end of June, as a result of Harriman’s talk with Zorin

33 Harriman and Vance telegraphed on June 14, 1968; the meeting with Zorin took place the
day before.

34 Telegram from the Embassy in France to the Department of State, June 14, 1968, FRUS,
1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 274, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/
vol_vi/274.html>[2004-09-01].

35 Ibidem. Both Harriman and Vance asked Washington for further instructions in the cause
of “Soviet help”. According to a notation in the President Johnson’s Daily Diary, Ambassador
Harriman asked for the President’s guidance on the subject of “[T]he need for Soviet help
in getting private talks going and later to obtain their future involvement in the situation”.
The President discussed it with Harriman on June 25. Quoted from Notes of Meeting
(Notes of the President’s Meeting with Tuesday Luncheon Group), June 25, 1968, FRUS,
1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 282, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/
282.html>[2004-09-01]. Vance suggested to the Department of State “to consider what
should be done in the Russian channel to follow on” in the morning of June 28. Quoted
from a Telegram from the Embassy in France to the Department of State, June 28, 1968,
FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 285, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/
vol_vi/285.html>[2004-09-01].

36 Quoted from Information Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow)
to President Johnson, June 20, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 277, URL<http://
www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/277.html>[2004-09-01].
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on June 14, the Soviets seemed to have fulfilled, to some extent, their
mission as mediators.3” Soviet Ambassador, Dobrynin, indicated to
Harriman that the Soviets “had received word” that the North Vietnamese
would talk privately to the United States, without specifying when.38

Zorin Formula

On June 24, the American Ambassador to France, Sargent Shriver,
telegraphed Washington that Zorin, “bitherto silent and frozen”, suggested
a private exploration of the so-called A-B-C formula,3® which the United
States viewed as a “possible turning point (notably if [weapons] shipments
were not coming through China)”.

37 In Dobrynin’s opinion, Zorin was not necessarily the best choice (as a Soviet envoy), since
he spoke neither French nor English and was a rigid, “old school” diplomat. But the Soviet
Ambassador did not agree with Moscow Harriman’s idea of sending someone more
‘modern’ from the Soviet Foreign Office, familiar with Far Eastern Affairs, to talk with the
United States in Paris. Memorandum of Conversation, (Participants: Anatoliy E Dobrynin,
Soviet Ambassador, W, Averell Harriman, Ambassador at Large), June 22, 1968, FRUS,
1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 280, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/
280.html>[2004-09-01].

38 Dobrynin told Bohlen allegedly already on May 31 that “Hanoi told Moscow they would

meet with us [the United States, V.E] privately”. He repeated it to Harriman on June 22.

Both sides discussed the conditions of the cessation of the US bombing. Harriman feared

that “Hanoi would not take any action of restraint” even if the United States fully ceased

it. Both negotiators agreed on a two-phase cessation proposal. Dobrynin also told

Harriman that the Soviets wanted to see the war ended in Vietnam in order to “get on to

other matters” with the United States. Memorandum of Conversation, (Participants:

Anatoliy E Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador, W. Averell Harriman, Ambassador at Large), June

22, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 280, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/

history/vol_vi/280.html>[2004-09-01].

According to point A, the United States was to give Hanoi a ‘certain date’ for the cessation

of bombing, i.e. a date to come into effect when B is agreed. According to point B, the

United States was to negotiate what would be done when the bombing stopped. And

according to point C, the United States was to stop and the North Vietnamese were to

stop, doing what both sides negotiate after a pre-negotiated interval. Zorin recommended
to Shriver that the US delegation should utilize after a “coffee break” to propose to North

Vietnamese directly the Phase A - Phase B plan. Besides, he promised that the American

agreement in principle to stop bombing on a certain date was to be followed by the

willingness of the North Vietnamese to enter into unofficial, i.e. non-public talks. The
unofficial US-North Vietnamese non-public talks should have looked for a decision on the
circumstances following Phase B. Upon deciding the circumstances of Phase B, Phase

A was to be executed and accordingly in due course Phase B actions were to proceed.

Telegram from the Embassy in France to the Department of State, June 24, 1968, FRUS,

1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 281, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/

281.html>[2004-09-01].
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After consultations with Hanoi, the Soviets rendered a new Zorin
proposal on June 28 (it became known as the “Zorin formula™).%0 In the
Department of Defense, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
and Security Affairs, Paul Warnke, recommended working out a formula
for cessation within the framework of this proposal.#! However, it was
simultaneously agreed in the White House that the United States would
not submit concrete proposals but would only ask the North Vietnamese
if they were prepared to engage in talks based on the proposal.#? (In the
meantime, the United States continued to fear putting forth a proposal
that would scare Hanoi off by being “too tough”.43)

40 According to it, the United States was first about to ‘stop bombing’ and then the North
Vietnamese should have taken ‘de-escalatory steps’ among with the other steps taken by
the United States. For Washington, the key issues were to negotiate firmly phase 2 before
stopping the bombing and what the North Vietnamese do in phase 2 would compensate
the United States “for the bombing cessation plus the additional actions that Zorin
suggests”. Quotations are from Walt Rostow’s covering note transmitting a copy of
Vance’s telegram to President Johnson. See Telegram from the Embassy in France to the
Department of State, June 28, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 286, URL<http:
//www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/286.html>[2004-09-01].

41 Telegram from the Embassy in France to the Department of State, June 28, 1968, FRUS,
1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 286, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/
286.html>[2004-09-01].

42 Information Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to President
Johnson, July 1, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 288, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/
about_state/history/vol_vi/288.htm|>[2004-09-01]. Walt Rostow’s covering note
transmitting a copy of Vance’s telegram to President Johnson. See Telegram from the
Embassy in France to the Department of State, June 28, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI,
doc. 286, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/ 286.html>[2004-09-01].
The problem was also whether Washington should have asked the Hanoi on the following
occasion if it was prepared to sit down with the Americans and work within the Zorin
framework, or whether the United States should have filled in what it wanted and was
prepared to do in the Phase 2. On July 2, the Department of State informed the US Peace
negotiating delegation in Paris that “it would be premature to table a possible second phase
package at this point” until a basis of understanding was developed with the North
Vietnamese. Information Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to
President Johnson, July 2, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 289, URL<http://www.state.gov/
www/about_state/history/vol_vi/289.html>[2004-09-01].

4 Dean Rusk suggested to only mention the structure in principle, whereas he aimed to fill
in Phase 2 only if the North Vietnamese showed interest. The Soviet Union informed
Washington then that it “was critical that the columns in Phase 2 be filled out in detail” as
without them the Zorin proposal “would mean nothing”. The United States meant to recall
the US intentions — Demilitarized Zone, reduced infiltration, no shelling of Saigon and
continued reconnaissance. However, as Walt Rostow resumed, it was “just barely possible”
if Washington framed the proposal in this way, “with familiar items but Phase 2 filled in”.
He feared that in that case the United States “could advance the pace of movement”.
Information Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to President
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Hanoi, however, reacted to the Zorin proposal with “no commitment”
to the Soviet negotiation framework and with “no willingness” to
recognize the South Vietnamese Government as a legitimate interlocutor.
Furthermore, Hanoi was not prepared to honor the Geneva Accords of
1954 and 1962. The United States, therefore, acquired no real knowledge
of Hanoi’s principal intentions.* In July, the two delegations meeting in
Paris were left without an agreed agenda. Hanoi continued to refuse to
accept Johnson’s offers of March 31. Washington believed that the Soviets
would discuss matters with Hanoi, but could not push Hanoi “because of
a danger holding it in the arms of Peking”.46

Requirements for 2 Bombing Halt

The problem occupying the minds of American leaders during July and
August was the bombing pause. The speculations centered around the
question whether the bombing should really be stopped, and if so, for how
long.#” Washington, however, also feared another offensive. Shortly before the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, the North Vietnamese struck again. The
second of the “Mini-Tet” offensives started on August 18 and intensified over
the next several weeks. On August 22, Saigon was the target of North
Vietnamese rocket attacks. The peak of the offensive occurred during the final
week of August and the campaign continued further into mid-September.*8

Johnson, July 2, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 289, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/
about_state/history/vol_vi/289.html>[2004-09-01].

4 Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to President Johnson, July
8, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 293, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vi/293.html>[2004-09-01].

45 The United States was there on the basis of Johnson’s March 31st speech, Hanoi on the
basis of its April 3rd statement, whose only purpose was to get the Americans to make
a decision if all the bombing was to be stopped.

4 Quoted from Dean Rusk, Notes of Meeting (President Johnson’s Notes on Meeting in
Cabinet Room with Richard Nixon; joined later by Secretary Rusk, Tom Johnson and Walt
Rostow), July 26, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 310, URL<http://www.state.gov/
www/about_state/history/vol_vi/310.html>[2004-09-01].

47 Johnson considered seven days, eight days, twelve days, twenty days, thirty days, and thirty
seven days. It was symptomatic that Nixon did not agree with a pause and said that if the
President was going to move in the direction of 2 bombing pause or something in that
same venue, he did not intend to advocate it. Ibidem.

48 Notes of Meeting (Notes on President’s Meeting with Tuesday Luncheon Group, August
20, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 333, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vi/333.html>[2004-09-01].
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In the fall of 1968, peace appeared to be beyond President
Johnson’s grasp even though the talks were still taking place in Paris
between the United States and its North Vietnamese adversaries. The
negotiations were deadlocked over Johnson’s insistence on reciprocal
guarantees for the complete cessation of the bombing of North
Vietnamese territory. Although the groundwork for bringing the two
parties together in formal talks on substantive issues of peace settlement
was finally created, the talks struggled to move to a formal session due to
the upcoming presidential elections in the United States.”

However, the North Vietnamese, who had refused to discuss any
assurances of reciprocity throughout the late spring and summer of 1968,
started to change their position during the fall. A breakthrough in the
negotiations was nervously awaited in Washington. President Johnson
insisted, after the “Mini-Tet”, that any breakthrough had to meet his three
minimal requirements for a halt, specifically: (i) withdrawal of enemy
forces from the demilitarized zone, (ii) termination of attacks on major
South Vietnamese cities, and (iii) admission of the South Vietnamese
Government to a seat at the conference table.’

Johnson tried to meet his own obligations not to stop the bombing
without concessions from Hanoi. Yet, he had to face his Secretary of
Defense who had tried repeatedly, although without success, to persuade
the President to end the bombing for the sake of moving the peace process
forward.’! This question, together with the rightness correctness of
working on the question of Vietnam with the Soviets, still remained
controversial within the Administration. Deputy Secretary of Defense, Paul
Nitze, thought that “it’ll undo the N. Atlantic Alliance if LB] gets into bed
with Kosygin”. Another member of Secretary of Defense’ Staff, Paul
Warnke, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International and Security
Affairs, also felt — although less sharply than Nitze - that a “[peace, VE]

4 FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, Summary, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vii/Summary.html>[2004-09-01]. The Democratic and Republican candidates,
and the President himself, were, namely, suspicious that their respective opponents were
using the peace process to influence the election.

50 Ibidem.

51 Ibidem. According to Clifford, Johnson believed that if he stopped the bombing “without
something from the other side,” he would be “God-damned”. Notes of Meeting, Septem-
ber 16, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 15, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/
www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/15.html>[2004-09-01].
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movement is going on without the Russians”.’2 Simultaneously, the Soviet
Union began to exercise greater initiative in pressing the North
Vietnamese to change their attitude towards the assurance of reciprocity
in exchange for a bombing cessation. A meeting between the
President’s Special Assistant, Rostow, and Soviet Ambassador, Dobrynin, on
September 9 resulted in a message from the Soviet Government that
appeared to indicate the Communists’ preparedness to move forward if the
United States terminated its bombing and related military actions.>?

Vietnam and the Czechoslovak Issue

Even though, immediately after the invasion of Czechoslovakia, mutual
United States-Soviet relations were frozen, the problems of the Vietnam
War (and also the Middle East) had a permanent impact on American and
Soviet policies. Nonetheless, the exchange of opinions on Vietnam between
the United States and the Soviet Union was maintained to a certain extent.
As mentioned earlier, because of Hanoi’s insistence on the total cessation
of the bombardment of North Vietnam, the peace talks had not produced
any significant progress toward permanent peace or even reduced

52 In September during a turbulent regular Secretary of Defense’ Staff Meeting, Special Assi-
stant to the Secretary of Defense, George Elsey, resumed the existing situation: “We agre-
ed, if Czech stays quiet for a week, LB] will send a message to Kosygin to revive a meeting
with Kosygin on Strat[egic] weapons & he’ll try for an assurance with K. that we’ll stop
bombing if the other side will give certain assurances”. At this point, however, Deputy Sec-
retary of Defense, Paul Nitze exploded with the words which need no commentary:
“It’s asinine—it’s ‘pissing’ away an advantage we have! It'll undo the N. Atlantic alliance if
LBJ gets into bed with Kosygin”. Also other members of the staff, such as Paul Warnke,
Assistant Secretary of Defense for International and Security Affairs, felt, although less
sharply than Nitze, that a “[Peace, V.E] movement is going on without the Russians”. Sec-
retary of Defense then blamed Nitze that he was, too, the person, who “wanted to get the
Russians into act”. Nitze replied: “Yes, but that was before Czechoslovakia & before
NVNams [North Vietnamese V.E] started to move!l!” Clifford then got irritated and stated
that he is for anything that would get President Johnson to stop the bombing in Vietnam
with which Nitze did not agree. For Deputy Secretary of Defense this was going against
the national interests of the United States and he feared the consequences of such a move-
ment for the North Atlantic Alliance: “Wrecking NATO by playing footsie with Kosygin
would do so!” stated Nitze verbatim. Clifford, however, was ready to “take risks elsewhere,
anywhere!” Notes of Meeting, September 16, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 15,
[online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/15.html>[2004-09-01].

53 FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, Summary, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vii/Summary.htm|>[2004-09-01].
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hostilities until September. The moderate mood in Washington, however,
persisted. Secretary of Defense, Clifford, suggested a halt to escalation and
a limited halt to bombing. Later, the Democratic candidate for president,
Hubert Humphrey,* suggested the possibility of American troops being
brought back from Vietnam as early as 1969.5 At last, Johnson agreed to
stop the bombing. To make sure that the North Vietnamese would not
take advantage of the situation, he planned to obtain assurances (either in
Paris or via the Russians) that the cessation of the bombardment by
American forces could take place under conditions that posed no increase
in the risk of casualties to the United States.

On September 13, Ambassador Dobrynin verbally delivered a message
from his government to Rostow.’ The Soviets suggested that, if the
United States completely stopped the bombing and other military actions
against North Vietnam, this could create a turning point at the meeting in
Paris, thus paving the way for serious negotiations regarding the political
issues to be settled. Dobrynin directly indicated that Washington should
“[come] back with a proposition which ’Kosygin and his colleagues’ might
press on Hanoi”.5” Moscow also expressed its positive attitude to the idea
of meeting between Chairman Kosygin and President Johnson. The Soviets
wanted to know where they stood in Washington insofar as the
Czechoslovak issue was concerned. They wanted to see if Washington
would ask for a commitment from the Soviet Union about an
announcement of Soviet troop withdrawals from Czechoslovakia before
the supposed missile talks — especially, if Washington was making this an
American condition. Rostow flatly refused that the United States intended
to request this. He said that the United States was imposing no conditions
and no ultimatums upon Moscow and was “searching to make good on an

5% In a speech given on September 10.

55 New York Times, October 2, 1968, p. 1. Johnson seemed to have grown impatient with
Humphrey’s defensive attitude toward the war. In turn he told the assemblage of American
Legionaries, “No one can predict when US troops will come home”. Humphrey’s aides
called it sabotage and rightly so. Johnson actually did not care who won the election at the
time being. Milman, Douglas S. Vietnam and the United States Presidental Election, p. 77.

56 NSA, Soviet Flashpoints, Record no. 71446, Copy of Ambassador Dobrynin’s Handwritten
Paper, September 13, 1968. Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow)
to President Johnson, September 13, 1968, FRUS, 1964-68, vol. XIV, doc. 296, [online],
URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xiv/296.html>[2001-09-26].

57 Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to President Johnson
September 13, 1968, FRUS, 1964-68, vol. XI, doc. 297, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/
www/about_state/history/vol_xi/297.html>[2001-09-26].
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agreed proposition” since it was essential for the United States to “make
a meeting at the highest level a success”. No wonder that Dobrynin
appreciated this American message as “clear and positive”.’® The White
House answered three days later, on September 16, and President Johnson
emphasized his readiness to stop the bombardment of North Vietnam.>®

The question arises in this context as to whether the United States
intended, to any degree, to ponder the possibility of actually changing its
attitude towards the Soviet Union vis-d-vis Czechoslovakia. Already at the
end of July, i.e. before the invasion, Richard Nixon brought up the question
of whether or not there was “any way that the Czechoslovak situation could
be put on the scales in the Vietnam situation”, whether or not there was any
way that the United States could “play the game”, or whether this was “too
dangerous”. According to Rusk, who recapitulated the Administration
position, “there was not much room” in dealing with the Soviets even in the
event of an invasion.6

Through the Special Channel

In mid-September, Johnson, acting through a special channel,!
presented his three basic items to the Soviet leadership.62 At the beginning

58 Information Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to President
Johnson, September 16, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. XIV, doc. 300 [online], URL<http://
www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xiv/300.html> [2001-09-26].

5 NSA, Soviet Flashpoints, Record no. 71448, Replay to Ambassador Dobrynin’s Memorandum
Regarding the Strategic Arms Control, the Question of Vietnam, and the Middle East
Problem, September 16, 1968. Also Memorandum from the Government of the USA to the
Government of the Soviet Union, September 16, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. X1V, doc. 299,
[online] URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xiv/299.html>[2001-09-26];
see also Memorandum from the Government of the USA to the Government of the Soviet
Union, September 16, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. XI, doc. 282, [online], URL<http://
www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xi/282.html> [2001-09-26]; and Telegram
from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to President Johnson in Texas, September
22, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. XIV doc. 305, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/
www/about_state/history/vol_xiv/305.html>[2001-09-26].

6 Notes of Meeting (President Johnson’s Notes on Meeting in Cabinet Room with Richard
Nixon, joined later by Secretary Rusk, Tom Johnson and Walt Rostow), July 26, 1968, FRUS,
1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 310, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vi/
310.html>[2004-09-01].

61 The special channel was a Rostow-Dobrynin line through which top secret communication
ran between Washington and Moscow. lbidem.

62 Notes of Meeting (Tom Johnson): Notes of the President’s Meeting with the President-
Elect Richard Nixon, November 11, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 211, [online],
URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/211.html>[2004-09-01].
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of October, the delegation from Hanoi in Paris indicated its interest in the
question of the South Vietnamese Government participating in the talks
and its relation to the cessation of bombing. A Soviet diplomat in Paris
confirmed to the United States that Hanoi would accept the Government
of Vietnam’s participation. However, when this proposition was submitted
to the Hanoi delegation in Paris, other issues were raised.

On October 9, the United States delegation in Paris reported that the
North Vietnamese had addressed the issue of South Vietnamese
participation in the talks, an issue that had remained deadlocked for
months. Two days later, Hanoi asked Washington to clarify whether the
United States would end the bombing of North Vietnam if Hanoi accepted
the Saigon Government’s presence at the talks.$3 The next day, the Soviets
sent a message that strongly accentuated the North Vietnamese agreement
to hold substantive talks.6*

The question remains to what extent the Soviet efforts were sincere.
The reports provided to the American press at that time (clearly being
released by Soviet diplomatic sources) stated that the Soviets and United
States were very close to reaching an agreement. Washington not only
feared that these reports may generate unjustified optimism, but that they
may also provoke sentiments among American anticommunists that the
United States was being led into some sort of trap, which would
complicate the situation for Johnson.6

On October 12, the Soviets indicated to the United States that the
right time for a breakthrough in the talks had come. A Soviet intermediary,
Valentin Oberemko, a Minister-Counselor of the Soviet Embassy in France,
stated verbatim: “We consider now is the right time to act. The situation
is most favorable right now and this opportunity should not be lost”.66
The long-awaited breakthrough in the negotiations finally took place on

63 FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, Summary, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vii/Summary.html>[2004-09-01].

64 Telegram from the Embassy in France (Vance) to the Department of State, October 12, 1968,
FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. V11, doc. 60, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_xvii/60.html>[2004-09-01].

65 NSA, Soviet Flashpoints, Record no. 71458, Situation in Vietnam regarding the United
State’s Cessation of Bombing and the Peace Talks in Paris Between the Soviet Union, the
United States and South Vietnam, October 25, 1968.

66 Telegram from the Embassy in France (Vance) to the Department of State, October 12,
1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 60, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/
about_state/history/vol_xvii/60.html>[2004-09-01].
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October 27. Although a final peace treaty was still far away, Hanoi dropped
all the unacceptable demands it had been pressing upon the United States.
Of the above — mentioned three points of Washington, the North
Vietnamese accepted a gap of three days and sixteen hours between the
bombing cessation and the first meeting.’’” Throughout the month of
October, Kosygin urged Johnson to stop the bombing of North Vietnam
in order to provide an incentive to the Paris negotiations between
Washington and Hanoi.

Buying Time

In October, certain progress was made in Paris. Moscow assured
Washington that it was “deeply interested in finding a solution” in
Vietnam® and announced a strong desire to see the crucial talks begin
quickly.®® Johnson was buying time. Day after day, he was losing and the
United States was getting closer to the elections.’ On October 25, Kosygin
assured Johnson that the position of the two sides on the cessation of
bombardment “was much closer” and the possibility of reaching an
agreement on this question was “quite real”.”! However, the North

67 Washington’s three points: 1. Hanoi shall recognize the government of South Vietnam and
let them participate in the talks; 2. Hanoi shall restore the Demilitarized Zone to its
demilitarized state; 3. Hanoi will not shell on the cities of South Vietnam. Notes of
Meeting (Tom Johnson): Notes of the President’s Meeting with the President-Elect Richard
Nixon, November 11, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 211, [online], URL<http://
www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/211.html>[2004-09-01]. Richard Nixon
announced ‘peace with honor’ in Vietnam on January 23, 1973. The ceasefire began at midnight
of Hanoi time on January 27, monitored by international forces made up of troops from
Canada, Poland, Hungary and Indonesia. Last American troops left Vietnam on March 29, 1973.

6 Telegram from the Embassy in France (Vance, Harriman) to the Department of State,
October 24, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 119, [online], URL<http://www.state.
gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/119.html>[2004-09-01].

® Telephone Conversation Between President Johnson and Secretary of Defense Clifford,
October 22, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 106, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/
www/about_state/history/vol_vii/vol_xvii/106.html>[2004-09-01]; FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII,
Summary, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_vii/Summary.
html>[2004-09-01].

70 NSA, Soviet Flashpoints, Record no. 71458, Situation in Vietnam Regarding United
State’s Cessation of Bombing and the Peace Talks in Paris between the Soviet Union, the
United States and South Vietnam, October 25, 1968.

"1 Information Memorandum from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to President
Johnson, October 25, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 122, [online], URL<http://
www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/122.html>[2004-09-01].
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Vietnamese were still reluctant to agree on the issue of the conditions and
timing of the bombing halt.”2 Advancement toward a breakthrough
speeded up during the last week prior to the election. On October 27,
the North Vietnamese proposed that talks begin on November 2 with the
proviso that the United States terminated the bombing on October 30.73

It was at this moment that the South Vietnamese Government began
to refrain from participation in the developing talks. It informed
Washington that November 2 was too soon for them. Johnson decided to
postpone it by a few days. At that time, he also assumed that the South
Vietnamese move had been motivated by Nixon’s conspiracy to divert the
negotiations in order to help the Republicans to win the election.”

On the contrary, by October 30, the North Vietnamese had obliged
the United States. Hanoi definitively dropped its request for the secret
minutes of the proceedings. In light of these developments, the Johnson

72 Johnson instructed Walt Rostow to ask the Soviet Ambassador for help. “Perhaps Chairman
Kosygin can help. Perhaps he can try to help move us closer,” Johnson said verbatim and
the Special Assistant fulfilled his request. Ibidem.

3 FRUS, 19641968, vol. VII, Summary, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vii/Summary.html>[2004-09-01]; Notes of Meeting, October 28, 1968, FRUS,
1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 139, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_xvii/139.htm|>[2004-09-01].

74 Anna Chennault, Chinese-born widow of an American World War Il flying ace, and
Nixon’s associate, had been in contact with Bui Diem, South Vietnamese Ambassador to
the United States. Although Nixon denied any knowledge of the affair, Johnson
documented proof of a Republican connection to the South Vietnamese Government.
Nixon negated any involvement with the affair. On the other hand Johnson did not wish
to reveal the whole range of his Government’s surveillance and wiretapping of Anna
Chennault and the South Vietnamese Ambassador to the United States. Therefore finally
a decision was made not to release the information gathered regarding the Republican-
South Vietnamese connection. FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, Summary, [online],
URL<http://www.state.gov/www/ about_state/history/vol_vii/Summary.html>[2004-09-01];
Notes of Meeting, October 28, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 139, [online],
URL<http://www.state.gov/www/ about_state/history/vol_xvii/139.htmI>[2004-09-01];
Milman, Douglas S., p. 82-83; Editorial Note FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 186, [online],
URL<http://www.state.gov/www/ about_state/history/vol_xvii/186.htmI>[2004-09-01];
Telephone Conversation Between President Johnson and Richard Nixon, November 3, 1968,
FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 187, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/
about_state/history/vol_xvii/187.html>[2004-09-01]; Telephone Conversation Among
President Johnson, Secretary of Defense Clifford, Secretary of State Rusk, and the
President’s Special Assistant (Rostow), November 4, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc.
192, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/192.html>
[2004-09-01]; Telegram from the President’s Special Assistant (Rostow) to President Johnson
in Texas, Washington, November 4, 1968, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 194, [online],
URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/ 194.html>[2004-09-01].
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Administration started to object to South Vietnamese efforts to delay the
talks and Johnson made a resolution to proceed with the bombing
cessation on October 31.7 On October 31, Rusk informed Dobrynin that
Johnson would announce the complete cessation of the bombing. Later
that day, the American President asked the Soviet Chairman, Kosygin, to
utilize Soviet influence in Vietnam in order to achieve peace. Johnson
stated verbatim: “Now that the bombardments of North Vietnam are
halted, | hope and expect that the Soviet Union will use its influence to exit
the impasse and bring about a reliable and durable peace in Southeast Asia
as soon as possible”.’6 In the evening, in a nationwide broadcast, Johnson
stated that the bombing of North Vietnam would cease on November 1 at
8 a.m., Washington time.”’

The quick resumption of the expanded talks proved to be elusive. On
November 2, the South Vietnamese proclaimed that they would not send
a delegation to the expanded talks in Paris, thus effectively preventing the
four-party meetings from convening. Hanoi then refused to accept any
further successive meetings merely between American and North Vietnamese
representatives. Although Johnson was doing everything in his executive
power to arrange a bombing halt, on the eve of the election and with only
two months in office ahead of him, Saigon remained blind to his efforts.”8

The shift in Vietnam policy, however, came too late to save the Democratic
candidate Hubert Humphrey, although the differences in the Vietnam policy
between him and his Republican counterpart were not very profound.”?

75 The cessation was to be followed by talks on November 6 in order to give the South
Vietnamese the maximum amount of time to consider joining in the expanded
negotiations. FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, Summary, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/
about_state/history/vol_vii/Summary.html> [2004-09-01].

76 Quoted from Dobrynin, Anatoliy. In Confidence: Moscow’s Ambassador to America’s Sisc Cold
War Presidents. New York: Times Books, Random House, 1995, p. 186.

77 Editorial Note, FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 169, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/
www/about_state/history/vol_xvii/169.html>[2004-09-01].

78 FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, Summary, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/
history/vol_vii/Summary.htm|>[2004-09-01]; Notes of Meeting, October 28, 1968, FRUS,
1964-1968, vol. VII, doc. 139, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/ about_state/
history/vol_xvii/139.html>[2004-09-01].

7 One or two per cent of the 1968 vote can be attributed to an individual Vietnam policy
since the voters were unable to distinguish any Nixon-Humphrey Vietnam differences and
were likely to perceive candidates based on their own personal preferences. Republican
“hawks” viewed Nixon as pro-war, Republican “doves” saw him as anti-war. The same could
be said for Democrats in relation to Humphrey. Humphrey managed to do better with
those advocating the end of the fighting in Vietnam, and worse with those who were in

53



Richard Nixon won the presidential election.8? The agreement between
both governments on their common position relating to negotiating issues
was not worked out until the end of November and the official talks did
not begin on schedule. Only after pressure from Washington and after the
involvement of Soviet diplomats was the stalemate finally overcome.8! On
January 18, the first meeting between the four parties was held8? and the
Johnson Administration left office two days later, knowing that peace talks
were finally underway.83

Vietnam and Czechoslovakia
on the Eve of the End of Johnson’s Presidency

On the eve of the end of his Presidency, Lyndon Johnson, instead of
attempting to keep pressure on Hanoi, de-escalated the war in Vietnam,
gave up his candidacy, and proposed negotiations. In doing so, he united
“all possible disadvantages”.8* With the bombing break coming in
exchange for “merely” procedural talks, Hanoi basically seized the

favor of escalation. Nixon, on the other hand, reversed these statistics. The fact that the
advocates of escalation outnumbered those supporting de-escalation two to one might be
accountable for Nixon’s slim majority. Milman, Douglas S. Vietnam and the 1968 United
States Presidental Election, p. 88.

80 For Moscow, Humphrey would have been preferable. He was preferable to Nixon since the
latter had built his carrier on opposing communism and was considered profoundly anti-
Soviet. Soviet Ambassador to Washington Dobrynin mentioned in his memoirs that the
Soviet leadership was seriously concerned that Nixon might win the election. Its concerns
went to that extent that it took an extraordinary step, unprecedented in the previous
history of Soviet-American relations, and secretly offered Humphrey “any conceivable help
in his election campaign-including financial aid”. Dobrynin received an instruction from
Gromyko and offered the aid to the Democratic presidential candidate. Humphrey,
however, refused the Soviet offer. Dobrynin, Anatoliy. Iz Confidence: Moscow’s Ambassador
to America’s Sixc Cold War Presidents, p. 176.

81 On January 13, the Soviet Ambassador in Paris directed to propose a resolution. There should
have been a round table with two smaller rectangular tables at opposite sides, no flags or
nameplates and speaking order was to be arranged by the drawing of lots. The North
Vietnamese and American delegations agreed to this proposal on January 15. The South
Vietnam and the National Liberation Front agreed the next day.

82 [t focused, however, only on modalities for the substantive talks.

8 FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VII, Summary, [online], URL<http://www.state.gov/www/
about_state/history/vol_vii/Summary.html>[2004-09-01].

84 Kissinger, Henry. Umén{ diplomacie. Od Richelieua k pidu Berlinské 2di [Diplomacy]. Praha:
Prostor, 1996, p. 703.
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opportunity to rebuild its infrastructure in the South. Furthermore, the
North Vietnamese had no reasons to settle with Johnson and instead had
every incentive to repeat the same showdown with his successor.8> Nixon,
though, was more reluctant to deal with the Soviets in the aftermath of
the Czechoslovak invasion and he planned to negotiate with Brezhnev
from a position of strength.8

The war in Vietnam influenced America’s East European policy in spite
of the Administration’s efforts to deny that such a relationship existed. The
connection was clear from the moment when President Johnson decided to
carry out military escalation. The matter of war kept resurfacing during
American diplomatic contacts with their East European counterparts.

Dubdek’s Czechoslovakia, being in the position of a Soviet satellite
state (and one of the largest suppliers of military goods to North
Vietnam), remained opposed to United States involvement in Vietnam and
American bombing.” The Czechoslovak reform administration clearly did
not want to conduct its foreign affairs independently of the Soviet Union.
One can only guess if fear of the Soviets or a sincere belief of the reform
Communists in “socialism with 2 human face” (or both) were the cause.
Of all the East European satellites, only the Romanians were willing to
serve as diplomatic intermediaries between Washington and Hanoi, hoping
for future advantages in relations with the West. Such cooperation,
combined with their support of American policies on other issues, earned
them significantly more help from the Johnson Administration.88 This
became obvious when rumors concerning Soviet attack on Romania
appeared after the invasion of Czechoslovakia.

Johnson’s obsession with Vietnam was undoubtedly “at least partially
responsible for Czechoslovakia”.8? This preoccupation, along with the
problems occurring in his own country in the spring of 1968 (strong
demonstrations against the Vietnam War, racial discrimination problems,

8 Ibidem. p. 703.

86 In 1969 Nixon announced that US troops would leave Vietnam in a phased withdrawal. The
peace treaty was signed in February 1973 although the agreement that Kissinger negotiated
with North and South Vietnam had never worked. LaFeber, Walter. America, Russia, and the
Cold War, 1945-1992, p. 274 and 283.

87 Aspaturian, Vernon V. The Soviet Union and Eastern Europe: The Aftermath of the Czechoslovak
Invasion. In: Zartman, 1. William (Ed.). Czechoslovakia: Intervention and Impact, New York:
New York University Press, pp. 15-46.

8 [bidem. pp. 15-46.

8 Pierre, Andrew. NATO Afier Czechoslovakia, In: Zartman, 1. William (Ed.). Czechoslovakia:
Intervention and Impact, New York: New York University Press, 1970, pp. 59-83.
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Robert Kennedy’s and Martin Luther King’s assassinations, etc.), prevented
the Administration from dealing more effectively with the other problems
in the world. Under these conditions, the Administration’s problems in
Vietnam were necessarily linked to its goals in Eastern Europe.?® The final
result of Johnson’s effort to engage the Soviets in order to influence the
North Vietnamese was not persuasive enough.®! As Dobrynin wrote in his
memoirs, Johnson “could not fully realize the depth of the Soviet
leadership’s blind ideological adherence to the idea of ‘international
solidarity’, which paralyzed any mediation efforts by Moscow itself”.?2 The
continuation of the Soviet influence in Southeast Asia increased day by
day, and the war went on. The Moscow leadership might have been willing
to talk, but it was not necessarily forced to talk about Vietnam. This notion
seems to be supported, among others, by the fact that the cost incurred
by the Soviet Union had been relatively small compared to American the
United States’ expenditures in Vietnam.” Johnson’s style of compromise
and consultation (proven useful in domestic policy) turned out to be
“disastrous” in his foreign policy.?*

%0 LaFeber, Walter. The American Age, p. 58.

91t is interesting that US Ambassador to France, Shriver, was presenting Johnson to his
Soviet counterpart (in comparison with his potential successors Humphrey, Nixon,
McCarthy or Rockefeller) as “much freer, more knowledgeable on details and thus in better
position than any successor to reach understandings with the Soviet Union on subject
Vietnam”. Telegram from the Embassy in France to the Department of State, June 24, 1968,
FRUS, 1964-1968, vol. VI, doc. 281, URL<http://www.state.gov/www/about_state/history/
vol_vi/ 281.html>[2004-09-01].

92 Quoted from Dobrynin, Anatoliy. In Confidence: Moscow_s Ambassador to America’s Six
Cold War Presidents, p. 189.

93 LaFeber, Walter. America, Russia, and the Cold War, 1945-1992, pp. 256-257; Thompson
Gale Declassified Documents Reference System (www.gale.com) [online], URL<http://
www.ddrs.psmedia.com/tplweb-cgi/fastweb?getdoc+ddrs_img+ddrs_img+365567+...:text>
[2001-11-05], Main Issues in Soviet Military Policy, National Intelligence Estimate(NIE)
11-4-68, September 19, 1968, p. 15.

9 Kissinger, Henry. The White House Years. Boston: Little Brown and Company, 1979,
pp. 17-18.
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Abstract

This paper discusses the early years of the Council of Free Czechoslovakia, which was the
first organization of its type to emerge during the Cold War. Democratic Czechoslovak
political exiles (non-Communist parliament members and diplomats) founded the Council
of Free Czechoslovakia in 1949 in order to help achieve the liberation of their homeland
from Communist tyranny. From the outset, the Council was beset with various structural
and political problems that hampered its effectiveness. Despite the difficulties, the author
concludes that Council members did the best they could for their cause in the context of
the contemporary situation.

Keywords: Council of Free Czechoslovakia, Czechoslovak, exile

Introduction

The history of the Czechoslovak political exile after the Communist
take over in February 1948 has not been systematically studied. A brief
account of the beginnings of the organization and the first difficulties
of the Council of Free Czechoslovakia (Rada svobodného Ceskoslovenska)
is provided in a monograph by Zdenék Jirisek and Milo§ Trapl.2 This

1 This article was previously released in the form of a working paper as part of the Research
Objective of the Faculty of Social Sciences, Prague Social Science Studies, MSM0021620841,
Ter-017.

2 Jirasek Z. and Trapl M., Exilovd politika v letech 19481956 (Olomouc, Centrum pro
Ceskoslovenska exilova studia: Moneta EM., 1996).
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pioneering publication is based on materials originating almost exclusively
in Czech archives. A compilation of documents was assembled by Bohumir
Bunza.3 It focuses primarily on Council declarations in the organi-
zation’s later years.

A much more detailed description of the events leading to the
formation of the Council and the first years of its existence was published
by Bofivoj Celovsky.# Celovsky worked with the documents of the Council
of Free Czechoslovakia located at the Center for Exile Studies at Palacky
University in Olomouc (Czech Republic), the archive of the Hoover
Institution at Stanford University, and the National Archives of Canada in
Ottawa. The Council was also the subject of an article by Slavomir
Michilek in 1999.5 In addition, the specific events surrounding the
formation and activities of the Council can be found in the biographies of
various participants, the most useful of which is Pavel Kosatik’s biography
of Ferdinand Peroutka.6 Much useful information is also available in
a detailed history of the Czechoslovak Social Democratic Party in exile
written by Radomir Luza.” Views on exile politics from outside the
mainstream can be found in a collection of articles by Josef Kalvoda.’

Political refugees from Czechoslovakia who were scattered
throughout the world tried to organize along political party lines divided
into two groups: the non-Communist parties of the National Front,
which had held power in Czechoslovakia between 1945 and 1948, and the
pre-war parties forbidden after 1945. In the first group, the National
Socialists (Narodni socialisté) were the largest and best organized. The
Social Democrats (Socidlni demokraté) were less numerous, but made use
of their contacts with the Labour Party in the United Kingdom. The
smallest Czech party within the first group was the People’s Party
(Lidovci). The Slovaks were organized in the Democratic Party
(Demokraticka strana) and in a tiny Freedom Party (Strana slobody). Of

3 Buna B., Rada svobodného Ceskoslovenska (Washington, Rada svobodného Ceskoslovenska,
1990).

4 Celovsky B., Politici beg moci (Senov u Ostravy, Tilia, 2000).

5 Michélek S., Rada slobodného Ceskoslovenska, 1948-1960, Historicky éasopis, Vol. 47, 1999,
No. 9, pp. 327-344.

6 Kosatik P, Ferdinand Peroutka, pozdéjsi £ivot (Praha, Paseka, 2000).

7 Luza R., Ceskoslovenskd socidlni demokracie. Kapitoly g let exilu 1948-1989 (Brno,
Ceskoslovenské dokumentaéni stiedisko — Doplnék, 2001).

8 Kalvoda J., Z bojii o 2éti'ek, Vol. 1 (Toronto, Moravia Publishing, 1995).
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the second group, three pre-war parties, whose reestablishment had been
forbidden after 1945, tried to reorganize in exile. The largest among them
was the Agrarian Party, which was later renamed the Republican Party (Repu-
blikini). Also there was the smaller National Democratic Party (Nirodni
demokraté) and the smallest was the Smallholders (Zivnostnici). There
was little love lost between the parties of the National Front and the
other three “civic” parties. The “civic” parties felt discriminated against by
the parties of the National Front, whom they accused of collaborating
with the Communists. In addition, there was a small number of existing
émigré organizations, both Czechoslovak and Slovak, who had little
sympathy for the new political exiles. The Slovak organizations tended to
be openly separatist and their goal was the renewal of the wartime
independent Slovak state. Sudeten German organizations in the American
and British Occupation Zones of Germany did not help matters because
the majority of refugees from Czechoslovakia in 1948 were concentrated
in German refugee camps where conflicts frequently arose.

The road to the formation of a united organ of democratic
Czechoslovak exiles proved to be difficult. This author has assembled
materials from British (National Archives in London, Churchill College
Archives in Cambridge) and American archives (Hoover Institution at
Stanford, Immigration History Research Center in Minneapolis, Lilly
Library at the University of Indiana in Bloomington) on the activities of
Czechoslovak political exiles after 1948. This article summarizes and
analyzes the efforts leading to the formation of the Council of Free
Czechoslovakia and the first years of its activities.

Formation Of The Council

After the Communist takeover of the Czechoslovak government in
February 1948, a large group of non-Communist Czechoslovak politicians
sought exile in the West. A large proportion of them left their homeland
out of a justified fear of Communist persecution. In fact, some of the non-
Communist politicians in Czechoslovakia had been arrested already in
February 1948, but were released following the personal intervention of
President Edvard Bene$. Most of those who escaped initially found refuge
in the western zones of Germany, and others in Austria. As time
progressed, significant groups of exiles formed in Britain, France, and the
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United States. Smaller groups formed in Belgium, Italy, and other
countries as well. At first, most of the refugees were interned in various
refugee camps where living conditions were very poor. Their situation
improved somewhat in the summer months of 1948 when the refugee
camps were placed under the jurisdiction of the International Refugee
Organization.?

Prominent individuals such as former government members or
parliamentary deputies were housed at the so-called Alaska House in
Frankfurt. Among the early ones were National Socialists Hora, Cizek,
Stransky, and Krajina; People’s Party deputy Duchéidéek; Judge Jaroslav
Dribek and editor, Ivan Herben. Their first significant activity was initiating
a meeting of the representatives of four parties (National Socialist, Social
Democratic, Slovak Democratic, and People’s) in Paris followed by another
meeting on 10 April in London. The main purpose was an agreement to
form a central Czechoslovak organ in exile, which should help provide for
a growing number of Czechoslovak refugees.l® Three National Socialist
deputies, accompanied by the Minister of Defense in the wartime
Czechoslovak Exile Government, visited Winston Churchill, who tried to
arrange a presentation by them in the House of Commons.1! But, the
meeting at the House of Commons never took place. At that time, a Social
Democrat, BlaZej Vilim, used his access to the Labour government and tried
to organize a meeting of thirty escaped Czechoslovak parliamentary deputies
prior to the Czechoslovak elections scheduled for 30 May. It should be
mentioned that he had to assure the British authorities that there was “no
intention to set up any committees, least of all a government-in-exile”.12
Foreign Office official, Mayhew, added his own opinion: “My own view is that
this is the ‘thin end of the wedge’ and that if we do not intend to use Czech
refugees for propaganda and intelligence purposes, we would not be wise to
open our doors to these Czech MPs”. C.EA. Warner, Mayhew’s colleague,
agreed: “I think most of these MPs will drift on to America before they
become out of date (and therefore valueless) and have become much of
a nuisance here”.13 RM.A. Hankey at the Foreign Office recommended that
the Czechoslovak MPs should be given the visas.* The meeting of

0 Jirdsek Z. and Trapl M., Exilovd politika v letech 1948-1956, pp. 16-17.

10 Celovsky B., Politici beg moci, p. 17.

11 National Archives (London), PRO, FO371/71331, Churchill to Ernest Bevin, 25 April 1948.
12 |bidem, Mayhew to CFA Warner, 28 April 1948.

13 Ibidem, Warner to Northern Department, 29 April 1948.

14 Ibidem, Hankey to Warner, 6 May 1948.
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Czechoslovak parliament members was finally scheduled for 28 May 1948 at
Caxton Hall in London. Prior to the meeting, the Czech delegation failed to
obtain a reception with the Speaker of the British Parliament. The meeting
adopted a two-page resolution deploring the Communist takeover of
25 February and declared that, regardless of party, they would strive “with all
our efforts in brotherly unity for the return of freedom and democracy to
our country in the spirit of the humanitarian, democratic, and socialist
principles of our president-liberator, T. G. Masaryk”.1> The role of these
Czechoslovak politicians was difficult indeed because nobody seemed to care
much about their predicament. A confidential appraisal of the meeting for
the Foreign Office stated: “...having depended so long upon their leader,
Dr. Bene$, and been deserted by him at the crucial moment, these Czechoslovak
exile politicians are almost at a total loss as to where to go from here. There
is no leader of inspiration among them, at least for the moment”.16

In the United States, early attempts to organize an exile movement were
undertaken by diplomats rather than politicians, because the latter were
more limited in number. The first meeting, which took place on 14 June
1948 in New York, consisted of eight people, seven of whom were Slovaks.1
They issued a public declaration and informed the American authorities of
their intention to organize a central organ of Czechoslovak resistance,
namely the Council of Free Czechoslovakia.l8 A press conference ensued on
29 June 1948, during which a2 memorandum was presented by Dr. Stefan
Osusky, a major rival of Bene¥’s during the Second World War. The most
important meeting took place on 17-18 July in New York. The British
Foreign Office, which was closely monitoring the situation, concluded that
“the Preparatory Committee of the Council of Free Czechoslovakia was
composed of fairly harmless individuals, except for Dr. Osusky”.”?

Yet another center of Czechoslovak exile activity was established in
Paris. This consisted of mainly Agrarians, National Democrats, and
Smallholders (the three parties not reinstated in Czechoslovakia after the
1945 liberation). The People’s Party had its representatives there as well and
the National Socialist leader, Hubert Ripka, also joined the group.

15 Ibidem, Resolution made by Free Members of the Czechoslovak National Constitutional
Assembly, London, 28 May 1948.

16 Ibidem, Shaw to Hankey, 31 May 1948.

17 Celovsky B., Politici beg moci, p. 21.

18 Hoover Institution (HI) (Stanford), Osusky Collection, Box 79, File 79/12, 16 June 1948.

19 PRO, FO371/71331, Elliott’s minute, 26 August 1948.
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Both the summer and autumn months of 1948 witnessed frantic
activities in both London and Paris. The representatives of individual
parties tried to form various coalitions with other parties while, at the
same time, excluding others.20

On 17 September 1948, the British authorities concluded that an
agreement had been reached among all political parties to form the
Council of Free Czechoslovakia, which would include representatives of
all parties of the “National Front” as well as the Republicans, as the
Agrarians now were called.?!

The British could not have been more mistaken. The negotiations
would last for a long time yet. The working charter document stated that
the future members would all be government ministers and parliamentary
deputies representing all Czechoslovak political parties since 1 January
1935. The British desk officer at the Foreign Office considered this
unfortunate. “For the Communists will make much good propaganda if
the old reactionary parties are deliberately revived by the émigrés”.22

A regional meeting took place in Paris in early January with little unity
among the parties.2? Rudolf Kopecky, a National Democrat who worked at
the BBC in London summarized his unhappiness as follows:

[ think that our entire group still lives in domestic conditions and that

they are awarding ministerial posts instead of admitting that now it is

necessary to work together to ensure the possibility of awarding such
posts in the future... This reminds me of another mistake on the part
of the Czechoslovak exiles. I will use the metaphor of sports
terminology. The majority of our politicians think that our struggle is

a sprint, whereas | declare that it is a marathon. If | am wrong, then

[ will arrive at the finish line late. But, if our politicians are wrong, and

perhaps they see that they are, they will never reach the finish line. To

speculate that war is imminent and that we will return home leads us
to erroneous conclusions, which are the reasons for our failure to
unite... The task of the politician is to assure for his nation peace,
tranquility, a satisfying way of life, and prosperity. We know that, to
give this to our people, we have to liberate our country. Therefore, no

20 Immigration History Research Center (IHRC) (Minneapolis), Rechcigl Collection, Box 7,
Rechcigl to Kopecky, 27 January 1949.

21 PRO, FO371/71331, R. Pollak to A. Elliott, 17 September 1948.

22 |bidem, Elliott’s minute, 21 October 1948.

B [HRC, Rechcigl Collection, Box 7, Rechcigl to Kopecky, 27 January 1949.
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matter what pacifists we are, we are not afraid of war. Put yourself in
the position of a British or American minister. Does he need to assure
this for his nation? You may call me a pessimist, but | am not. Life has
taught me. I liken everything that took place in Paris to playing with
toy soldiers.2*

The final meeting of the Preparatory Committee was called for 11 Fe-
bruary 1949. It took place at All Souls Unitarian Church in Washington,
D.C. and resulted in an agreement ten days later to form the Council of
Free Czechoslovakia. The formation was announced on 25 February 1949
in a Declaration sent to thirty-nine governments. Twenty-one of them,
including the United States, United Kingdom, and France, acknowledged
the notification in writing.2

The Declaration is an impressive document written by a prominent
Czech journalist and writer, Ferdinand Peroutka. Its conclusion stated:

Even if the Communist regime rages with madness, please preserve

spotless the character of the nation. Do not allow yourselves to be

deceived so as not to be able to recognize what is freedom and what
is tyranny, what is right and what is wrong. In your thinking, be free
men. Educate your children to be honest citizens. Teach them, and you
yourselves never forget, to distinguish between good and evil. If the
character of the nation is preserved, everything else will be restored.?

Petr Zenkl was elected chairman of the Council of Free
Czechoslovakia. Jozef Lettrich (Slovak) and VAclav Majer were both elected
vice-chairmen. The presidium consisted of twelve members and the
executive committee had thirty. In addition, there was to be a consultative
body consisting of about 100 members.2’ Among exiles, reactions to the
Council’s establishment were mixed.

The New York Times published a terse announcement on 26 February
1949. “Yesterday, on the one-year anniversary of the Communist takeover in
Prague, the newly formed Council of Free Czechoslovakia announced its
determination to liberate its country from the yoke of Communist tyranny”.

2 [bidem, Kopecky to Rechcigl, 31 January 1949.

% |bidem, Rada svobodného Ceskoslovenska-struéni zpréva o &innosti, Washington, D.C.,
November 1950.

26 PRO, FO371/77251, Declaration of the Council of Free Czechoslovakia, 12 March 1949.

77 Ibidem, Jan Strinsky to Hankey, 7 March 1949.
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The formation of a central organ of Czechoslovak exile resistance was
an important event. The road to this goal, however, was complicated by
controversy, striking disagreements between Czech and Slovak
representatives respectively, and friction among the political parties. The
domination of the Council by the parties of the post-1945 National Front
did not go unrecognized by other parties in exile. Future developments
showed that these conflicts would be ignored only temporarily. It was
significant, however, that the Czechoslovak exile was the first of Soviet-
dominated European countries to form a central political body in exile.

Early Council Activities

By the end of 1950, the presidium of the Council had met thirty-seven
times in New York or Washington. These meetings resulted in the
adoption of a number of formal declarations on conditions in
Czechoslovakia. Communist terror was deplored, especially the executions
of General Heliodor Pika and Dr. Milada Horikovi. The Council also
protested Communist aggression in Korea.

From the outset, the preparatory committee had difficulties financing
its activities. In March 1949, the situation improved when funds began
arriving from “anonymous” donors, surrounded in secrecy. Some members
of the Council were uncomfortable with the funding situation and began
to question the source of the funds.2® The money actually came from the
United States Central Intelligence Agency and was later funneled through
the “non-profit” organization known as the National Committee for a Free
Europe (NCFE). Some members were at this time receiving personal
support ranging from between two hundred and four hundred dollars (at
first called “stipends” and later “compensation™). In the summer of 1950,
the NCFE asked the Council to present a budget proposal. Discussions
concerning this took place at a meeting of the presidium on 16 July 1949.%2
Although the proposed budget was 29,200 dollars per month, the NCFE
initially agreed to provide 8,900 dollars per month.

A Council report on its activities of November 1950 summarized the
state of the Council as exceptionally satisfactory: “The Council finds

38 Celovsky B., Politici bex moci, pp. 48-49.
® Ibidem, pp. 52-53.
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understanding and sympathies everywhere... The relationship to the
American representatives is based on close cooperation with the NCFE.
This collaboration is driven by the unity of goals of both organizations...”30
The report also stated the following about Radio Free Europe (RFE): “Even
before the broadcasts of RFE began in July 1950, the Council expressed its
interest in establishing close collaboration with RFE...”3! Indeed,
participation in Radio Free Europe’s activities probably represented the
most effective aspect of the Council’s anti-Communist activities.

Regional committees of the Council were established in London and in
Paris. Their membership was declining because many members were in the
process of moving to North America. In London, vice-chairman of the
Council, Viclav Majer, sent a list of the London committee’s membership to
the Foreign Office on 1 April 1949, and the Foreign Office duly noted that
of the fourteen members, three had already moved to Canada or the United
States.32 Requests for financial support from the British were denied.

In Paris, the chairman of the local board, Dr. Hubert Ripka, was voted
out on 23 January 1950. The Washington-based presidium of the Council
refused to acknowledge this result.3® The split in the Paris regional
committee should have been a harbinger of things to come in Washington.

In October 1950, a rift developed between the Council’s chairman, Petr
Zenkl, and his first deputy, Dr. Jozef Lettrich, who happened to be a Slovak.
The bone of contention between Zenkl and Lettrich was the issue of term
limits. A meeting of the executive committee was called for 6 January 1951.34
On 5 January 1951, the Council received an ultimatum from the chairman
of the NCFE, C.D. Jackson.3’ It concluded: “...It is honest to announce to
you, your colleagues, and legally empowered functionaries, that the NCFE
will fundamentally reexamine its relationship with the Council of Free
Czechoslovakia in light of the results accomplished at this meeting”.36 The
meeting of the Council was affected by Jackson’s ultimatum. Lasting two
weeks, the meeting represented a picture of disunity and personal invectives.

30 I[HRC, Rechcigl Collection, Document previously cited in Note 24, Rada svobodného
Ceskoslovenska — struéni zpriva o &innosti, p. 4.

31 Ibidem.

32 PRO, FO371/77251, Wilkinson’s minute, 7 April 1949.

33 [HRC, Rechcigl Collection, Box 9, Zpriva o &innosti oblastniho sboru v Pafizi, 1950.

34 PRO, FO371/86228, Majer to Foreign Office, 14 December 1950.

3 [HRC, Rechcigl Collection, Box 9, NCFE to the Council of Free Czechoslovakia, Czech
translation, January 1951.

36 |bidem.
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The ultimate catastrophe was brought about by a discussion of the terms
of office that was rejected by the National Socialists, who abruptly left
the meeting. The executive committee split into two groups. The
opinion of the majority was presented by Ferdinand Peroutka, who killed
any chances of the reelection of Zenkl as chairman. A minority group of
thirteen dissenting members declared that the Council was dissolved and
left the meeting. The majority group, however, continued the activities of
the Council. The dissenters subsequently announced the formation of
a new organization, the National Committee of Free Czechoslovakia with
Petr Zenkl as its chairman.3” The majority (seventeen members) of the
original executive committee empowered Peroutka to negotiate 2 meeting
with Dolbeare and Jackson of the NCFE in order to set up a meeting with
a duly elected delegation led by Vaclav Majer.

Explanations for the breakup of the Council of Free Czechoslovakia by
different participants in the events varied. The National Socialists were
united, but Professor Strinsky failed to provide valid reasons. Strinsky
categorically stated, however, that it was not on account of the issue of
terms of office.3® A factual and unemotional description was provided by
Miloslav Rechcigl, who blamed Zenkl and his supporters.3® The most
interesting was the situation among the Social Democrats. Two of them
sided with the Zenkl group and opposed the resolution of their own party.
Senator Vojta Bene§ justified his decision by expressing revulsion at “the
execution of Zenkl” at the meeting by Ferdinand Peroutka.0 Bene§ stated
at the meeting: “If you want to execute someone, do not beat him so
much before the execution...!” He continued: “The attacks on Zenkl were
so obscene that | withdrew my support for the definitions of the terms of
office; it changed into an instrument, the executioner’s axe”. Jan 74k tried
to justify his vote in a letter to the party leadership.#! Bohumil Lau§man,
a prominent social democrat wrote to Professor Karel Maiwald of
Cambridge University that it was a “comedy, but that one should cry”.#2

37 Ibidem, Strinsky’s declaration, 25 January 1951. .

38 HI, Stransky Collection, Box 2, Ke krisi v &eskoslovenské emigraci. Ustav E. Bene$e, London,
26 February 1951.

39 [HRC, Rechcigl Collection, Box 7, Rechcigl tu Kopecky, 7 February 1951.

40 Lilly Library, Univ. of Indiana, Bloomington, Hlavaty MSS 11, Bene¥ to Hlavaty, 13 February
1951.

41 Churchill College, Cambridge University, Maiwald Collection, Zpréva Jana Zika, 25 February
1951.

42 |bidem, B. Lau§man to Dr. Maiwald, 3 February 1951.
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The breakup of the Council received sharp criticism from other
members of the Czechoslovak exile community. Pressure slowly mounted
for the two groups to reconcile their differences and unite, but this did not
happen in 1951. On the occasion of the opening of the Munich station of
Radio Free Europe, the Council of Free Czechoslovakia together with several
members of the National Committee of Free Czechoslovakia, including its
chairman, Petr Zenkl, made a joint statement on 30 April 1951.43

An attempt to bring the two organizations together in May 1951 failed
and their respective representatives continued their mutual accusations of
pettiness and position-seeking. On 26-27 January 1952, the two
organizations formed a committee consisting of twenty-four members on
the basis of an agreement that had been reached on 15 January 1952.4

The Council adopted statutes which based its organization along party
lines and also allowed for a body of personalities unaffiliated with any
political party. After difficult and stormy meetings, the Council was
reunited. The chairman of the executive committee was Petr Zenkl,
whereas the chairman of deputies was Stefan Osusky. The remaining fifteen
years were marked by a continuing crisis and attempts to find solutions.
Yet, in spite of party rivalries and personal conflicts, the Council would
play an important role in the fight against Communism.

The most effective tactic in the fight against Communism was the
participation of Council members in Radio Free Europe. Ferdinand
Peroutka became the head of the Czechoslovak Section. Between 1 May
1951 and 25 December 1976, Peroutka wrote more than one thousand
commentaries for listeners in Czechoslovakia. Most of these commentaries
can be found in the archives of the Hoover Institution at Stanford. Except
for the first year, the majority of these commentaries focused on
international events and presented and defended the interests and policies
of the United States. The Communist government in Czechoslovakia paid
close attention to Peroutka’s activities and spent large resources on
a program of systematic jamming of RFE broadcasts. Peroutka’s position
at Radio Free Europe gave him extraordinary powers on the Council. He
decided who would speak on the program to Czechoslovakia, which was
not only important for exile politicians, but also provided honoraria. As

43 HI, Osusky Collection, Box 78, File 78.5, Statement on the Opening of Radio Free Europe
Broadcasts.
4 IHRC, Rechcigl Collection, Box 9, Communique, Washington, 28 January 1952.
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program director, Peroutka especially valued a young and very talented
journalist and People’s Party member, Pavel Tigrid. Tigrid was brilliant, but
abrasive and soon had conflicts with some older socialist politicians.
Peroutka thus fired Tigrid and replaced him with Socialist, Julius Firt. After
overcoming some hardship, Tigrid began to publish the periodical
Svédectvi (Testimony) in Europe. Svédectvi gained a wide circulation and
succeeded in its goal to undermine systematically Communist policies.

The Americans appreciated Peroutka’s talents and did not hesitate to
use him in order to pressure the Council. Peroutka soon found out that
the Americans, not he, controlled the Czechoslovak program of the BBC.
The best example was the fate of his own piece of work on former
president, Edvard Bene$.¥ The most striking was his change of tune with
respect to the issue of the Sudeten Germans. The NCFE was very sensitive
to this political group (Sudeten Germans), which was becoming politically
influential in West Germany and very closely followed the RFE program.
The Council’s program of 1952 stated: “We consider the transfer of
Germans from Czechoslovakia to be definitive. It was implemented on the
basis of agreements among the American, British, and French governments
and in accordance with the declarations of the Potsdam conference...”%
The NCFE leadership was concerned about this statement and about the
statement regarding the renewal of Czechoslovakia within its pre-Munich
frontiers.#” The Council’s position on transfer gradually softened due to
pressure exerted by the NCFE in spite of the fact that some Council
leaders had been the moving force behind the Czechoslovak Exile
Government’s transfer plans during the war. Along these lines, it is
imperative to note that, at variance with the wishy-washy position of the
NCFE in the 1950s, in the 1990s, the United States Government’s position
on the issue of transfer was unequivocal and the transfer was defended as
“...an historical fact based on the Potsdam conference and the United
States is confident that no country wishes to call it into question”.#

On 20 April 1953, Peroutka met with a representative of Dr. Rudolf
Lodgman von Auen (leader of the revisionist Sudetendeutsche
Landsmannschaft based in Munich) and stated: “I cannot imagine

4 Kosatik P, Ferdinand Peroutka, poxdéjsi Zivot, p. 172.

46 IHRC, Rechcigl Collection, Box 9, Council of Free Czechoslovakia Program, 1952.

47 Celovsky B., Politici bex moci, pp. 114-115. )

48 Matéjka D. (ed.), Prdvni aspekty odsunu sudetskych Némcii (Prague, Ustav mezinirodnich
vztahd, 1996), p. 103.
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a permanent solution of matters without the return of the Germans”.#
Peroutka’s dialogue with representatives of Sudeten German organizations
continued. In an interview with a German newspaper in New York,
Peroutka stated: “My personal view is that the almost complete expulsion
of the Sudeten Germans was a mistake. Moreover, what happened during
the implementation of it is a shame” .’ This statement provoked a storm
of protests, but Peroutka refused to stop.

Also a major source of conflict among members of the Council was
the relationship between the two main nationalities, namely the Czechs
and Slovaks. This issue was never resolved satisfactorily and the post-
Communist history of Czechoslovakia, which survived a mere three years
after the return of democracy, demonstrates the depth of the problem,
which ended in the division of Czechoslovakia into two countries on
1 January 1993.

Another major activity of the Council was participation in various
international bodies. The European Movement is worthy of mention, but
the most important organization the Council took part in was the
Assembly of Captive European Nations (ACEN). ACEN was founded in
the summer months of 1954 as a representative body of Central and East
European countries under Communist and Soviet domination. These
included Albania, the Baltic States, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Poland, and Romania. Czechoslovak participation started with a bang.
Dr. Stefan Osusky (the head of the first delegation) chaired the meeting
of 22 October 1954. The program focused upon Soviet aggression toward
and oppression of the “captive nations”, violations of peace treaties by
Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria, and the forced militarization of captive
nations. In addition, religious persecution in captive nations and forced
labor behind the Iron Curtain were discussed.’! Czechoslovak participation
received much publicity in the Czech and Slovak press in the West.>?2
Representatives from the Council presented a number of fundamental
contributions to the deliberations of ACEN. Unfortunately, as was the case
with almost all other Council activities, its participation in ACEN soon
deteriorated due to factionalism and personal rivalries.

4 HI, Peroutka Collection, Box 2, Peroutka’s Note on Meeting with Simon, 20 April 1953.

50 Celovsky B., Politici bex moci, pp. 114-115.

S1IHRC, ACEN Collection, Box 36, Exulantské Spojené ndrody, In: Novy svét, Cleveland,
11 November 1954. 5

52 Ibidem, Council of Free Czechoslovakia, Sturm to Coste, 3 March 1955.
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Already in 1956, problems arose with respect to the Czechoslovak
delegation.”

The Council ultimately split and Czechoslovak representation in ACEN
was awarded for a while to a2 new competing body called the “Committee for
Free Czechoslovakia”. This organization adhered to the statutes of ACEN,
which prohibited representatives from accepting the citizenship of other
countries. Arguments between competing factions of Czechoslovak exiles
may seem ridiculous today, but, at the time, they exerted a negative
influence on the effectiveness and international standing of their cause.

The archives are filled with documents attesting to an almost
uninterrupted crisis in the Council of Free Czechoslovakia. It should be
stressed that a number of members proposed remedial actions involving
changing the statutes and bylaws of the Council, but to no avail. Among
them, we should mention Miloslav Rechcigl, a pre-war parliamentary deputy
of the Agrarian Party’*, and Vaclav Hlavaty, a famous mathematician and
former National Socialist MP> Above all, however, a great effort to resolve
quarrels among Council members was made by representatives of the young
generation of Czechoslovak exiles, who declared: “The basis of real leadership
in exile has to be a program and not personal sympathies or antipathies. We
wish that work was the only requirement for membership in the leadership”.5
On 29 March 1955, Peroutka informed Bernard Yarrow of the NCFE about the
sorry shape of the Council and proposed corrective measures.’” Revealing is
the letter of Julius Firt to Peroutka of 22 September 1956:

[ understand your disgust, but I think you cannot pull back and leave
everything to these gangs. | think we would have to bite into the
unpleasant, but important problem. The Council needs to be placed
on an entirely new foundation and the old one needs to be put on
some sort of reservation where the old stags are not hunted, but also
cannot be allowed to cross the fence.’

NCEFE support for the Council came to an end in 1957.

53 Ibidem, Box 35, Multiple memoranda, 29 March-28 September 1956.

5% Ibidem, Box 9, Navrh na zmén stanov Rady svobodného Ceskoslovenska M. Rechcigla,
22 November 1954.

55 HI, Peroutka Collection, Box 1, Hlavaty Proposal, 25 September 1954.

56 Ibidem, Declaration of the Representatives of the Young Generation of Czechoslovak
Exiles, October 1954.

57 Ibidem, Peroutka to Yarrow, “Present Situation of the Council of Free Czechoslovakia and
Possible Ways of Rectification”, 29 March 1955.

58 Ibidem, Firt to Peroutka, 22 September 1956.
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Conclusion

A scathing criticism of the Council’s activities was presented by the
editor of the exile periodical Skutecnost (Reality). In the final issue of
Volume V, Jan Hanu$ Hijek wrote:

Among organizations striving to acquire the character of an exile
government, the first place belongs to the Council of Free
Czechoslovakia; it is composed on one hand of independent intellectuals
belonging to the older generation and, on the other hand, — and this is
regrettably the majority — of escaped “people’s democratic” politicians
who have always been incompetent in the field they selected as their
career... The program of the Council of Free Czechoslovakia is, of
course, the liberation of Czechoslovakia from Communism, etc. An
objective observation of the Council’s activities indicates that there is
little more than empty phrases...”®

To be critical of the leadership of the post-1948 Czechoslovak exile
today would be very simplistic. It is true that its accomplishments do not
compare well with those of the previous two Czechoslovak exiles, both of
which formed during a major world war. The situations of the two
previous Czechoslovak exiles, however, were completely different. They
took place during hostilities of world wars with defined lines of conflict
and were relatively brief. Even so, the plans of the first two Czechoslovak
exiles changed in accordance with the evolving plans of the major powers.

In contrast, the post-1948 Czechoslovak exiles entered the Cold War
struggle, in which the democratic powers felt compelled to observe
democratic niceties and were aware that the Soviet yoke over Central
Europe had been basically agreed to at Yalta. Professional diplomats
showed little sympathy for Czechoslovak exiles and no real support, except
for propaganda purposes. The often cited personal rivalries among exile
politicians had deep historical roots. Despite their democratic declarations,
politicians of the post-war National Front in Czechoslovakia had not
permitted the reestablishment of pre-war civic parties in 1945 and
remained silent when the leaders of civic parties were persecuted in various
ways. Some National Front politicians had been hostile to wartime Slovak

59 Pousta Z. (ed.), Rozchod 1948. Rozhovory s Ceskymi podinorovymi esculanty (Prague, Karolinum,
2006), p. 17.
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opponents of President Benes$. The personal conflicts were also a reflection
of the politicians’ frustration with their new existences and the
hopelessness of their cause, which was overshadowed by the interests of
the major powers. They were patriotic politicians who were powerless in
their role in what, for them, represented a never-ending struggle. Their
hopes for an early return to Czechoslovakia behind American tanks did
not materialize. The outcome of the Hungarian revolt of 1956 taught the
Czechoslovak exiles that the interests of major powers supersede those
of small nations. The exiles would witness the Soviet occupation of
Czechoslovakia in 1968 and those who survived had to wait until 1989 for
Communism to collapse, an event to which they contributed relatively
little. Although their personalities are often the subject of criticism by
journalists in today’s Czech Republic, Professor Igor Luke$ of Boston
University concludes his essay on the first years of the Czechoslovak
political exile as follows:

Let us assume that the Czechoslovak exile group would have a Czech
Roosevelt, Churchill, and DeGaulle and the rest would be composed of
Masaryks. All of them would have been thrown into the reality of the
divided world faced by the real leaders of the Council of Free
Czechoslovakia. Would they have succeeded in overthrowing the
totalitarian regime in Prague and restored democracy? I think not.5

This author agrees with Luke$’s conclusions. Despite their obvious
shortcomings, the post-1948 Czechoslovak exiles could not have done
much better.

6 Lukes 1., Ceskoslovensky politicky exil za studené vélky: prvni roky, StFedni Evropa, February
2004, No. 119, available at www.sweb.cz/stredni.evropa/editor/clanek119.pdf, p.12.
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Abstract

This article analyses a rather specific approach toward immigration and integration in the
Francophone province of Quebec which is the only Canadian province fully responsible for
choosing and integrating its immigrants. Focusing on Quebec’s political discourse, which
shifted at the end of the 1960s from ethnic isolationism to civic pluralism because of
demographic pressure, 1 argue that Quebec’s unique concept of integration, called
interculturalism (developed in reaction to official Canadian multiculturalism), could be of
value for European comparative immigration research. Recent debate on “reasonable
accommodations” surrounding Quebec’s immigration policy reminds us of the challenges of
pluralistic efforts in a relatively homogeneous and nationalistic context.

Keywords: Canada, immigration, interculturalism, multiculturalism, nationalism, Quebec.

Uvod

Kanada je tradiéné znima predevsim jako zemé s otevienou imigraéni
politikou a oficidlni doktrinou multikulturalismu. Mnohem méné je znimy
4 7 7 /7 vz 7 ’ A4 M . e A 7

fakt, Ze kanadské federlni uspofidini umozniuje provinciim jiz od samé-
ho poditku stitu v roce 1867 vytviret a implementovat svou vlastni imi-
graéni a integralni politiku.! Jedinou provincii, kteri se rozhodla tohoto
prava vyuzit a vybudovat zcela vlastni imigraéni systém, je frankofonni pro-

1 Sdilend jurisdikce federdlni a provincidlnich vlid v oblasti imigrace je zakotvena v ¢lanku 95
Ustavniho zikona z roku 1867, ktery je dodnes soudisti Gstavniho pofadku Kanady.
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vincie Québec.2 Viechny ostatni provincie — ¢isteéné inspiroviny Québe-
kem, asteéné motivovany nedostatkem kvalifikované pracovni sily - od
roku 1998 postupné uzaviraji samostatné dohody s federalni vlidou ve véci
imigrace. Zadn4 z téchto dohod se oviem nedi co do obsahu a rozsahu
srovnat s québecko-kanadskou dohodou z roku 1991 (McDougall-Gagnon-
-Tremblay Agreement), jez umoziuje Québeku vybirat vhodné imigranty
pomoci sité québeckych imigraénich Gfadl v zahraniéi, stanovovat vlastni
kvéty pro vétdinu kategorii pfistéhovalct (kromé uprchlikd) a prebirat
zodpovédnost za integraci nové prichozich do québecké spoleénosti.

Ptedklidani kritka studie se bude vénovat vyhradné québeckému pfi-
stupu k integraci cizincl do spole¢nosti, a to od okamzZiku ,otevieni se“
provincie na konci 60. let 20. stoleti do souéasnosti. Na tomto obdobi lze
totiz zachytit velky pferod québecké spoleénosti v chipini sebe sama, od
etnické uzavienosti az po dne$ni védomé budovany obdansky pluralismus.
Volba québeckého tématu neni nihodni. Québecki podoba oteviené imi-
grainé-integralni strategie je ve srovnini s kanadskou federiln{ politikou
»novorozenétem®. Québec byl historicky zemi cizincim spiSe uzavienou
s pfevazné etnicky homogenni populaci, ktera se zacala cilené imigraci ote-
virat aZz pod tlakem vnéjSich demograficko-ekonomickych faktord. Tento
pferod nebyl ani spontidnni ani automaticky, nybrZ vyZzadoval, aby vlida
aplikovala novou politiku koherentné, aktivné a trpélivé. Pro tradiéné
vystéhovalecky Québec stejné jako pro pfistéhovaleckou Kanadu se spole¢-
nym vychozim bodem projektu budovani niroda stala trvald imigrace. Na
rozdil od anglofonni Kanady, kterd v 70. letech pfijala politiku multikultu-
ralismu, touha Québecant po odlisnosti a specificky historicky etnicko-
jazykovy kontext této provincie pfivedly jeji vladu k odmitnuti této politi-
ky a definici svébytné integralni politiky, kterou nazvala interkulturalismus.
Odvaha, s niz québecka vlada zacala aplikovat politicky diskurs a principy
oteviené imigrani a integraéni strategie v tomto nativistickém kontextu
je velmi zajimava pro evropsky srovnivaci imigraéni vyzkum. Neméné zaji-
mavé jsou také nesnize, s nimiz se soucasni québecka spoleénost vypora-
dava.

Struktura ¢linku se pokusi zachytit zmifiovany ideologicky pterod.
V prvni &asti proto velmi struéné pfipomenu historicky pfistup québecké

2 Trochu zjednodu$ené feéeno, federilni Kanadé zistivaji vyluéné kompetence pouze v kon-
trole bezpeénostnich a zdravotnich rizik pfijimanych ZadatelG, samotné kontrole hranic
a v procesu udilen{ azylu a ob¢anstvi.
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vlady a spoleénosti k imigraci a integraci imigrantd pfed nastupem tzv.
klidné revoluce v 60. letech 20. stoleti. V druhé ¢asti se zaméfim na obdo-
bi implementace oteviené pluralitni integraéni strategie pomoci konceptu
interkulturalismu. V posledni ¢asti se pokusim zhodnotit efektivnost vyty-
Ceného integraéniho modelu na dosahovanych vysledcich i na aktuilnim
problému tzv. ,rozumnych pfizpisobeni®, které se v mensi mife od roku
1996, intenzivné pak od roku 2006, staly katalyzitorem celospoleenské dis-
kuse o zdkladnich pilifich québecké imigraéni a integraéni politiky.

Oproti hojné literatufe vénujici se problematice historie kanadské imi-
graéni politiky, podrobna price na obdobné téma v Québeku prozatim
neexistuje. Pro struéné zmapovini tématu imigrace v Québeku v letech
1900 az 1985 je mozné doporudit Gtlou studii historika Michaela D. Behiel-
se vydanou Kanadskou historickou spoleénosti3. Problematika tvorby inter-
kulturnich politik je naproti tomu québeckymi autory mnohem lépe zpra-
covina: Marie McAndrew se vénuje zejména interkulturni vychové
a vzdélavini*, tym sociologl okolo Jeana Renauda publikuje dlouhodobé
sociologické studie imigrantd v Québeku, které jsou pro svou propracova-
nou metodiku cenény i federdlnimi sociology’, Denise Helly kromé jiného
nabizi analyzy vefejného minéni 90. let 20. stoleti6, nebo Micheline Label-
le7 je uznavana pro odborné texty o québeckém ob¢anstvi a identité. Aktu-
alni problematika, kterd dnes rozdéluje québeckou spoleénost v pohledu
na integraci a je oznaovina pojmem ,rozumni pfizpusobeni, je zajima-
vé€ a prehledné predstavena v prici Yolande Geadah.8 Koneéné stéZejnim
a neopominutelnym primarnim zdrojem pfi studiu konceptu interkultura-
lismu je samoziejmé vladni prohlaSeni Budovat Québec spolecné: viddni roz-
bodnuii v oblasti imigrace a integrace z roku 1990.0

3 Behiels, M., Le Québec et la question de Uimmigration : de U'ethnocentrisme au pluralisme ethni-
que 1900-1985 (Ottawa, La Socitété historique du Canada, Brochure no. 18, 1991).

4 McAndrew, M., et Proulx, J.-P, in Marie McAndrew et France Gagnon (dir.), Relations
ethniques et éducation dans les sociétés divisées (Québec, Irlande du Nord, Catalogne et
Belgique) (Montréal, L’Harmattan, 2000), str. 85-110.

5 Renaud, Jean a kol., lls sont maintenant d’icil: Les dix premiéres années au Québec des immi-
grants (Etudes, recherches et statistiques, N. 4, Québec, Gouvernement du Québec, 2001).
6 Helly, D., Le Québec face i la pluralité culturelle 1977-1994 (Québec, La Presse de I'Université

Laval, 1996).

7 Labelle, M. a Salée, D., in Alexander Aleinikoff (eds.), Citizenship Today: Global Perspectives
and Practices (Washington: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2001), str. 278-318.

8 Geadah, Y., Accommodements raisonnables (Montréal, VLB éditeur, 2007).

9 MICC, Au Québec pour bitir ensemble, énoncé de la politique en matiére d’immigration et
d’intégration (Québec, Gouvernement du Québec, 1990), str. 7, 10. 6. 2006, dostupny na
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Québecky etnicky nacionalismus

Tzv. ,klidni revoluce® v 60. letech 20. stoleti znamenala pro francouz-
sky hovofici Kanadany vyvrcholeni jejich vice nez 100 let probublavajiciho
narodniho hnuti. Nejvétsi vliv na narodnostni citéni v Québeku méla po
vét§inu tohoto obdobi katolickd cirkev, jez kontrolovala socidlni sluzby
i vzdélavani. Michael Behiels, Louis Balthazar a dal$i québecti autofi pro
toto obdobi québeckého nirodniho hnuti pouZzivaji oznaéeni tradiéni na-
cionalismus, Michael Keating diva pfednost oznaleni etnicky partikularis-
mus, protoZe katoliéti nacionalisté neméli Zidné poZadavky na dstavni
zmény charakteristické pro nacionalismus v pravém slova smyslu.10

Cirkevni nacionalismus vyzdvihoval tradiéni spojeni mezi pidou (rozu-
méjme zemédélskym zplsobem Zivota), francouzskym jazykem a katolickou
virou.l! Strategie pfeZiti, kterou tradiéni nacionalisté prosazovali, predpokla-
dala cilené uzavirani se vici vnéj$imu svétu, kompenzované pfirozenou etno-
genezi.12 Québecka vlida tradi¢né prosazovala co nejmensi zdsahy do eko-
nomiky i dal$ich sektort, odtud pak vyplyvala jeji neangazovanost i v celkové
pfistéhovalecké politice Kanady. To vSe navzdory skute¢nosti, Ze imigrace
spadala do sdilené kompetence federilni a provincidlni vlady. Pro francouz-
sko-kanadské nacionalisty v Québeku byla otizka imigrace vnimana jako pro-
sttedek anglofonniho zalidfiovini Kanady, které mélo poslouZit ke sniZeni
poméru frankofonnich obyvatel ¢i dokonce jejich postupné asimilaci a ome-
zeni jejich vlivu ve stité. ,Je nemozné si udrZet nasi pozici, kdyZ jsou rasy,
které nas obklopuji, kazdoroéné posilovany prichodem 300-400 tisic imi-
grantd.“ V obdobi nejvét§iho rozmachu tradiéntho nacionalismu, tj. v prvni
poloviné 20. stoleti, prochizel Québec obdobim masivni industrializace a urba-
nizace. Pretrvavajici vysokid mira nezaméstnanosti byla astym argumentem
nejen francouzskych nacionalistd proti ,zaplavovini® zemé ,cizinci“.3

http://www.micc.gouv.qc.ca/publications/pdf/Enonce_politique_immigration_integration
_Quebec1991.pdf.

10 Keating, M, in Gubernau M., Rex ]. (eds.), The Ethnicity Reader (Polity Press, Cambridge,
1997), str. 172.

11 Mezi nejdtleZitéj$i ptedstavitele tohoto tzv. tradiéniho katolického nacionalismu patil
knéz a historik Lionel Groulx. DoZil se i klidné revoluce, ale vrcholu své tvorby i intelek-
tudlniho spoledenského vlivu dosihl mezi vilkami. Jeho rozporuplny odkaz velmi dobte
odrazi slozitost a ambivalentnost tradi¢niho franko-kanadského nacionalismu, zejména ve
vztahu ke kulturnim a etnickym men$inim.

12 Tato strategie je v textech Lionela Groulxe oznacovina za ,pomstu kolébkou“.

B [a Tribune, 12. 4. 1901, cit. v Brown, C. a Cook, R., Canada 1896-1921 (Toronto,
McClelland and Setwart, 1974).
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Pfistéhovalci vybirani kanadskou vlidou se az na vyjimky jen ziidkakdy
usidlovali v Québeku — vétSina z nich sméfovala v rimci vladni kampané
za osidlovani Zipadu do prérijnich provincii Manitoba, Saskatchewan
a Alberta. Nejpocetnéjsi etnickou skupinou ,cizinct“ v Québeku, proti
nimz postupné silila nendvist, byli Zidé a Italové. Stejné jako v jinych vel-
kych méstech Severni Ameriky, Montreal se jako vstupni pfistav i vyznam-
né prumyslové mésto stal na poc¢itku stoleti novym domovem desitkim
tisic Zid& prchajicich z Evropy pred etnickymi a zejména niboZenskymi
persekucemi. Poéet Zidt stoupl od roku 1901 z 2 % na 5,7 % obyvatel Mon-
trealu v roce 1941.1% VétSina téchto nové pfichozich volila za svdj novy
jazyk angli¢tinu, ¢imz posilovala anglicky hovofici mensinu v Québeku
a potvrzovala tak obavy nacionalistickych vidca i pfedstaviteld québecké
katolické cirkve. Hermeticky uzavieni québecka spoleénost v obavé pred
rozmélnénim odmitala, aby ji jakékoli vnéjsi cizorodé prvky ovliviiovaly ¢i
modifikovaly. Franko-kanadska spoleénost navic diky mnoha faktoram kaz-
doroéné zaznamenavala vysoké poéty emigrantd, ktefi odchizeli do Onta-
ria a Spojenych stath. S¢itini obyvatelstva pfililo vodu na nacionalisticky
mlyn, protoze potvrdilo, Ze polet francouzsky hovoficich Kanadana
v zemi poklesl v letech 1900-1921 z 30,7 % na 29,7 %.1

V této dobé existoval v Québeku dvoji vzdélavaci systém — katolicko-
-francouzsky a protestantsko-anglicky. Québecké Skolstvi pevné ovladané
katolickou cirkvi prosazovalo v tomto obdobi pfisnou &istotu ,viry a jazy-
ka“, coz pfedstavovalo de facto zimérnou a pfisnou segregaci francouzské
katolické populace od anglicky hovoficich déti a déti imigrantd. Na po¢at-
ku 30. let 20. stoleti, kdy byla otizka vzniku samostatnych zidovskych skol-
skych komis{ velmi diskutovani, se zejména francouzsti katoli¢ti naciona-
listé zasadili o zachovini tradi¢ni konfesni dichotomie vzdélavaciho
systému, jez vyraznym zpusobem pfispéla k udrzeni kulturni svébytnosti
a izolovanosti francouzsky hovorfici komunity. Déti imigrant@-rodi¢a neka-
tolického vyznini tak byly integroviny do anglofonnich $kol, které se diky
silicimu tlaku zejména Zidovské komunity de facto pfetransformovaly ze
$kol protestantskych na Skoly vefejné a laické. Tento striktné binacionalni
vzdélavaci systém se po 2. svétové vilce obritil proti franko-kanadskym
nacionalistim, kdyZ automaticky sméfoval postupné silici polty imigranta

14 Behiels, M., Le Québec et la question de Uimmigration : de Uethnocentrisme au pluralisme
ethnique 1900-1985 (Ottawa, La Socitété historique du Canada, Brochure no. 18), str. 8.
15 Behiels, M., Le Québec et la question de Uimmigration : de Uethnocentrisme au pluralisme

ethnique 1900-1985, str. 6.
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do anglofonniho tibora a pfispival tim nepfimo k obivanému poangli¢to-
vani provincie.

S klidnou revoluci ziskiva franko-kanadsky nacionalismus charakter
masového hnuti, které se Gzce vymezilo na Gzemi provincie Québec, v niz
francouzsky hovofici obyvatelstvo tvofilo dominantni etnickou skupinu
Citajici 80 % populace. Nové zrozeny québecky nacionalismus historicky
poprvé propojil kulturné-jazykové a politické zajmy provincie s pozadavky
modernizace ekonomiky. Ackoli se moderni québecti nacionalisté rychle
odpoutali od dosavadni nirodni strategie katolické cirkve, jejich vize jesté
dlouhou dobu zUstavaly propojeny s projektem etnického québeckého
naroda. Pro oznaleni pfislusnikt québeckého niroda prevzali i modernisté
tradiéni venkovské pojmy jako Québedan ,od kofend“ (de souche) nebo
»Cisty jako vina“ (pure laine). Québeané svij nirodni projekt identifikova-
li s budovénim kulturniho naroda typu kulturnation'é pomoci nostalgické-
ho a ¢asto i romantizujiciho, resp. Gtrpného vykladu historie. Studie posto-
ja k rGznym etnikim Johna Berryho a kol. v roce 1974 do§la k zivéru, Ze
sfrancouzsti Kanadané jednoznaéné vyjadfovali postoj, ktery je mozné cha-
rakterizovat jako etnocentricky, a tento vzorec chovini byl mnohem typié-
téj$i pro francouzské Kanadany nez pro jakoukoli jinou kanadskou etnic-
kou skupinu.“7 Dal§{ studie tento méné vstficny pfistup k imigraci,
multikulturalismu a etnické rznorodosti potvrzuji.18

Opusténi tradiéniho katolického tlaku na rodinu a jeji reprodukéni
povinnosti spolu s modernizaci spoleénosti zptsobilo zvrat demografické
kiivky québecké spoleénosti v 60. letech. V roce 1958 ¢inila mira porod-
nosti Québeku 3,03, ale uz v roce 1972 se propadla na pouhych 1,43.1° Na
této Grovni vice méné setrvava az do soucasnosti, ¢imz fadi Québec na
posledni misto mezi kanadskymi provinciemi v mife pfirozené demogra-
fické obnovy obyvatelstva. V kontextu ,vzpoury“ spoleénosti proti katolic-

16 Rozuméjme tim rozli§eni mezi stitnim nirodem ,staatsnation“ a kulturnim nirodem ,kul-
turnation, ktery nemé vlastni stat, protoZe k nému doposud nedospél, anebo jej (v pfipa-
dé Québeku) ztratil historickymi udalostmi, ale opird se o svou kulturu a jazyk. Srov. Mei-
necke, E, Weltbirgertum und Nationalstaat: Studien gur Genesis des deutschen Nationalstaates
(Minchen, 1908).

17 Berry, Kalin and Taylor, Multiculturalism and Ethnic Attitudes (Ottawa, Ministry of Supply
and Services, 1977), str. 217.

18 | eslie S. Laczko, Pluralism and Inequality in Québec (Toronto, University of Toronto Press, 1995).

19 Québec, Naissances et taux de natalité, 1900-2006 (Québec, Institut de la statistique),
2. 8. 2006, dostupny na http://www.stat.gouv.qc.ca/donstat/societe/demographie/naisn_deces
/naissance/401.htm.
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ké cirkvi a silného severoamerického feministického hnuti nemohla vlida
pouzit strategii podpory rodinné politiky porodnosti. Politika podporujici
Zzeny v domicnosti a vysoké sociilni davky na dité se z této perspektivy
jevila jako spoleéensky neakceptovatelna, prilis pfipominajici éasy katolické
dominance rodinnych krbd, které byly definitivné a masové zavrzeny klid-
nou revoluci. S mirou porodnosti hluboko pod reprodukéni hranici a vyso-
kym zipornym meziprovincidlnim migraénim saldem bylo z pohledu québec-
kych nacionalistd zcela zisadni zabrinit celkovému stirnuti populace,
které by znamenalo i pokles ekonomického vykonu provincie. S nim by se
ve vysledku sniZila i politickd a finanéni viha provincie v rimci federace.20
»Kvili nizké porodnosti a poklesu frankofonnich imigrantl jsme my, fran-
kofonni Kanadané, pifimo na cesté k zaniku. (...) Vezmeme-li Gdaje za rok
1967, tak mira porodnosti pouze v Québeku poklesla loni o 23 %, zatimco
mira Gmrtnosti se zvy$ila. Podle demografi proto za 15, 20, 30 nebo 50 let
budou frankofonni Kanadané vymazani Gplné, anebo jich zbude jen néko-
lik mélo.“ Takto v roce 1968 shrnul québecké demografické obavy stitni
tajemnik Québeku Yves Gabias.?!

Bylo zfejmé, Ze je nutné uvést v Zivot zcela novy systém niboru imi-
grantQ, ktery bude vysostné zaméfen na frankofonni imigranty, tedy néco,
co dosavadni federdlni imigraéni politika nemohla Québeku nabidnout.
Pfevzeti kontroly nad tvorbou a fizenim aktivni imigraéni politiky bylo pfi-
rozenym vyuasténim demografickych dasledkd i emancipaénich pozadavka
vyplyvajicich z ,revoluci“ modernizované provincie. Strategie pfezit{ fran-
kofonni spole¢nosti se na konci 60. let proméfiuje na strategii budovani
naroda a pfeorientovava se z pohledu do minulosti na budoucnost.

Interkulturalismus versus multikulturalismus

Nové nastolend strategie oteviené imigrace s sebou kromé budovani
vlastniho aparitu imigraénich Grednikd a vlastnich vybérovych kritérii, pfi-
nesla nutnost pfijmout nebo odmitnout kanadsky integraéni model pfisté-
hovalca, kterym byl a doposud je multikulturalismus.

2 Carens, Joseph, Is Quebec Nationalism Just? Perspectives from Anglophone Canada (Montreal,
McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1995), str. 23.

1 Radio Canada, 6. 11. 1968, 15. 10. 2006, dostupny na http://archives.cbc.ca/IDC-0-17-1869-
-12445-11/index_souvenirs/politique_economie/quebec_ministere_immigration.
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Poprvé byla multikulturni politika jako integraéni strategie oficiilné
zakotvena v Zikoné o multikulturalismu (Multicultural Act) vladou pre-
miéra Pierra Elliotta Trudeaua v roce 1971 a byla reakci na dvé zikladni pro-
mény kanadské spoleénosti — rostouci pozadavky québeckého nacionalis-
mu, ktery naplno propuknul s klidnou revoluci a ohroZoval jednotu zemé,
a silici tzv. ,tfeti hlas®, Cili hlas té ¢asti kanadské spoleénosti, kterd nemé-
la ani britsky ani francouzsky pavod a snaZila se vystoupit z mlhavého
pozadi, kam byla kanadskym dualismem odsunuta. Tato tfeti skupina byla
ve své dobé pfedevsim evropského plvodu, $lo zejména o Ukrajince,
Némce a Polidky. Nové definovani vige kulturni a rasové plurality méla za
cil sjednotit socialné, politicky a etnicky rGznorodou Kanadu.22

Pfestoze konkrétni projekty financované v rimci politiky multikultura-
lismu nepfedstavovaly Zidnou pfimou hrozbu pro québecky nacionalis-
mus, reagovala québecka kulturni a politickd elita na vyhlaSeni politiky
multikulturalismu velmi podrizdéné, a to z jediného divodu: ideologicky
zaklad myslenky multikulturalismu pfimo popiral ,,dvoukulturni podstatu
Kanady. Québec vnimal politiku multikulturalismu jako pokus podlomit
specifické postaveni provincie v rimci federace. Multikulturni model byl
Québekem chipan jako poruseni symbolické zakladatelské smlouvy mezi
dvéma narody z roku 1867 tim, Ze sniZoval québecky nirod na Groven
véech ostatnich kanadskych etnik (rozuméjme autochtonnich obyvatel
i pfistéhovalch). Multikulturni koncept je moZné chipat jako vyjidfeni
post-nirodni sounilezitosti, coz je v pfimém rozporu s chipinim Québe-
¢ant sebe sama jako odli§ného a samostatného niroda.

Federilni a québecké vize integraéni politiky se zisadnim zplsobem
rozchizely v otizce nutnosti navazat kulturni integraéni politiku na poli-
tiku jazykovou. Z federilniho pohledu obé politiky predstavovaly nezavis-
1é oblasti. V odich premiéra P. E. Trudeaua si koncepce multikulturalismu
v ni¢em neprotifeéila s federilni politikou oficidlniho bilingvismu pfijaté-
ho Zikonem o oficidlnich jazycich o dva roky dfive v roce 1969. Opaéné
québecké stanovisko vystihuje protestni dopis napsany v listopadu 1971
tehdej$im québeckym premiérem Robertem Bourassou svému federdlnimu
protéjsku P. E. Trudeauovi. V dopise si Bourassa stéZoval na popfeni prin-
cipu rovnosti dvou zaklidajicich nirodd a na pochybné oddéleni kultury
od jazyka a nakonec dodal, Ze: ,Québec politiku multikulturalismu nikdy

2 Oficidlni kanadsky multikulturalismus je dnes zakotven v &lanku 27 Kanadské charty lid-
skych priv a svobod a stal se tudiZ roku 1982 sou¢asti Gstavniho pofidku Kanady.
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nezadleni do svych zikonq, protoZe jeho vlada mi za povinnost podporo-
vat dominanci francouzského jazyka a kultury na svém Gzemi.“Z? Kromé
nezpochybnitelné vazby mezi kulturou a jazykem, je nutné québeckou
nechut akceptovat multikulturalismus pfiéitat i jeho nepfetrzité nostalgic-
ké niklonnosti a obdivu Francie, kde mi narodni stit za cil podporovat
dominantni homogenizujici identitu.

Québecka a kanadska integra¢ni vize se rozesly a québecka vlada dlou-
hé roky hledala svébytny integra¢ni model, ktery nazvala interkulturalis-
mem. Pojem byl poprvé pouZit v roce 1978 a jeho podstata konvergence
kolektivni identity byla definovina ve vladnim prohla$eni Mnobo zpiisobii,
Jak byt Québecanem z roku 1983.24 Pro své Siroké uplatnéni v politice inte-
grace imigrantQ se v§ak stalo kli¢ovym az vladni prohlaseni z roku 1990
Budovat Québec spolecné: viddni rozhodnuti v oblasti imigrace a integrace.
sIimto historicky prvnim vydanim politického prohlaseni vlada vyjadiuje
svou vili spojit imigraci s daleZitymi vyzvami québeckého vyvoje.“? Vlida
Québeku je podle tohoto dokumentu presvédéena, Ze: ,Imigrace muze
a musi pfispét k demografické obnové, trvalosti francouzského charakteru,
ekonomické prosperité a otevienosti Québeku vici svétu.“% Jak naznalu-
je nizev, dokument artikuluje vizi, cile i normativni vychodiska provincie.
Doéteme se zde, ze primirné je imigraci potfeba dostit demografickym,
ekonomickym, jazykovym i kulturnim vyzvim spole¢nosti.’? Poprvé se
v dosavadni nacionalistické québecké rétorice objevuje myslenka, Ze imi-
grace muze pomoci posilit postaveni francouzstiny a stit se nastrojem pro
budovini odli$né spole¢nosti.

Dokument Budovat Québec spolecné vytyuje nékolik klicovych tkold,
mezi néz patfi vyzva nirodu transformovat chipini sama sebe a pfeménit
se v otevienou spoleénost a definuje zdsadni principy interkulturalismu
platné dodnes. Koncept interkulturalismu ma vystiznéji reflektovat skuteé-
nost, ze integrace imigrantd musi byt oboustrannou snahou, tedy jakousi

B McRoberts, K., Misconceiving Canada: The Struggle for National Unity (Toronto, Oxford
University Press, 1997), str. 129.

2 Ministére de 'immigration et des communautés culturelles (MICC), Autant de facons d’étre
Québécois (Québec, Gouvernement du Québec, 1983).

B MICC, Au Québec pour bitir ensemble, énoncé de la politique en matiére d’immigration et
d’intégration (Québec, Gouvérnement du Québec, 1990), str. 7, 10. 6. 2006, dostupny na
http://www.micc.gouv.qc.ca/publications/pdf/Enonce_politique_immigration_integration
_Quebec1991.pdf.

2% MICC, Au Québec pour bitir ensemble, énoncé de la politique en matiére d’immigration et
d’intégration, str. 11.

27 |bidem, str. 8.
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»moralni dohodou®“ mezi pfijimajici spoleénosti a imigrantem, ktery se
o integraci pokousi. Jedni se o nistroj, jimz se Québec pokusil otevfit se
pfilivu imigrantQ, aniz by tim ohrozil kiehké a specifické postaveni fran-
kofonni kultury a spoleénosti na severoamerickém kontinenté. Formulace
dohody byla na poditku 90. let velmi inovatorskym konceptem, zejména
uvédomime-li si, Ze ,bezbtehy multikulturalismus® byl v této dobé
v mnoha zemich svéta, podobné jako v Kanadé, povazovin za pievazujici
model integraéni politiky. VIddni dokument explicitné podtrhuje, Ze imi-
grace je privilegiem nabidnutym imigrantovi québeckou vladou, resp. spo-
le¢nosti a Ze integrace je zodpovédnosti predevsim imigranta.

Obsah dohody byl shrnut do souboru tfi zikladnich premis: Québec
je »(1) spole¢nosti, v niZ je francouzstina spolenym jazykem vefejného
zivota; (2) spoleénosti postavenou na demokratickych principech, v niz
aktivni G¢ast kazdého je ofekivina a podporovina; (3) pluralitni spoleé-
nosti, jeZ je oteviena riznorodosti v rimci mantinell vymezenych respek-
tem pro zikladni demokratické hodnoty a potiebou vzijemné spolecenské
interakce.“?® Formu dohody stvrzuje i zdvazek vlidy poskytnout imigran-
tovi viechny informace pfedem tak, aby se mohl odpovédné rozhodnout
mezi Québekem a jinou hostitelskou spoleénosti.? Tato dohoda v duchu
J. J. Rousseaua zUstava symbolickou smlouvou, neni pisemnym nebo jinym
pravnim zivazkem, na jehoz zikladé by imigrant, ktery smlouvu porusi,
mohl byt sankcionovin (ackoli na toto téma politickd québecka scéna zazi-
la bouflivou diskusi).

Québecka vlada interkulturalismem stvrdila a posilila definici spole¢né-
ho integraéniho prostoru jako ,odli§né spoleénosti®. Francouzsky hovofici
komunité a institucim se ze strany vlady dostalo ujisténi, Ze ,stéZejnim
bodem pro integraci novych pfichozich do Québeku bude pokracujici
francouzska realita.“30 Vldda tim jasné definovala prerogativ francouzstiny
jako podminku sine qua non. Jak vidno, francouzsky jazyk mél slouzit jako
nastroj Uspé$né soudrznosti québecké spole¢nosti, jelikoz pravé jazyk je
»Symbolem québecké identity a definuje Québec jako politickou jednot-
ku“3! Imigrant, ktery chce nileZet do québecké spoleénosti, musi domi-
nanci francouzitiny akceptovat a udinit ,potfebnou snahu, aby se oficialni

8 MICC, Au Québec pour bitir ensemble, énoncé de la politique en matiére d’immigration et
d’intégration, str. 15.

? |bidem, str. 18.

30 Ibidem, str. 16.

31 |bidem, str. 16.
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jazyk Québeku naudil“3? Nejde pouze o imigranta samotného, ale pfede-
v§im o jeho déti, které nemaji na vybér studovat v angli¢tiné, byt by si to
praly a v§ude jinde v Kanadé¢ by jim toto privo garantovala Charta lidskych
prav a svobod33. Jazykovi adaptace je proto nejvét§im poZadavkem na imi-
granta v rimci morilni dohody, jez aktem imigrace s québeckou spoleé-
nosti uzaviel.3* Z tohoto pohledu jazyk neni chipin jako privo jednotliv-
ce, ale uznani francouzitiny je zakotveno jako spole¢né politické dobro,
které vyZzaduje spoleéenskou ochranu a podporu. Jednotlivci maji privo
pouzivat libovolny jazyk ve svém soukromi, ale ziroves také povinnost se
sjazykové asimilovat® ve vefejném Zivoté.35 Daraz kladeny na znalost fran-
couzitiny byl a je povazovin za minimalni podminku pro spole¢né obéan-
ské souziti.

Na otazku, jaky je zdsadni rozdil mezi politikami multikulturalismu
a interkulturalismu, québecki inteligence reaguje pohotové a zdiraziu-
je, ze kanadska politika multikulturalismu vefejné pfizniva, Ze v zemi
neexistuje zadna oficidlni kultura, zatimco québecki prohldseni a citova-
né dokumenty zdGraziuji pluralismus ,québecké kultury“. ,Québec
nemlze pfijmout principy multikulturalismu, protoZe je spole¢nosti, jejiz
oficidln{ jazyk vyjadfuje vétSinovou kulturu.“3¢ Na rozdil od zbytku Kana-
dy, kde nepfesné definovani spoleéni kanadska identita spoleénost orien-
tovala spiSe na otizky, ,jaké jsou charakteristiky nové pfichozich mensi-
novych komunit a jak je ochrinime®, nez ,jak ochrinime nasi vét§inovou
spoleénost®, vétSinové kultufe a jeji ochrané je v Québeku vénovino
mnoho politického prostoru. Québecka kultura se s definitivni platnosti
pokousi vymanit ze své statické, izolacionistické a historické charakteris-
tiky, aby se stala vitilnim, sjednocujicim prostorem pro vSechny. Smyslem
interkulturalismu je vytvofit etnickou raznorodost v jazykové a hodno-
tové jednoté.

Je zajimavé podtrhnout, Ze proménujici se realita migra¢niho fenoménu
a nedostateéné vysledky interkulturni politiky pfivedly (viz niZe) québeckou

32 |bidem, str. 16.

33 Québecky zikon 101 byl v fadé sporl posuzovin jako protiGstavni a porusujici kanadskou
Chartu lidskych prav a svobod. Spor tykajici se vzdélavini pouze ve francouzstiné byl veden
napf. v kauze Gosselin vs. Québec z roku 2005.

34 Carens, Joseph, Is Quebec Nationalism Just? Perspectives from Anglophone Canada, str. 45.

35 MICC, Au Québec pour bitir ensemble, énoncé de la politique en matiére d’immigration et
d’intégration, str. 16.

36 MICC, Autant de fagons d’étre Québécois (Québec, Gouvernement du Québec, 1983), str. 88.
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vladu k podobné proméné tohoto konceptu, jakou prodélal i jeho federil-
ni multikulturni protéj$ek. Paradoxné se tak proti pavodnimu ziméru
tvlrch oba integraéni modely sblizuji, zejména v uvidéni do praxe, nikoli
v rétorice. Provincialni vlada Québecké strany pfisla s novym dirazem na
individualizaci zavazkd imigranta vaci vétSinové spoleénosti a do slovniku
québecké politické scény poprvé vstoupil pojem québecké obcanstvi. Od
konce 90. let postupné dochizi k omezovini finanénich prostiedki na
podporu Zivota kulturnich komunit a ¢im dal tim vétsi podil penéz plyne
do individuilnich jazykovych a orientaénich kurz organizovanych nikoli
skrze etnicka centra a asociace jako v minulosti, nybrZ pfimo vlidou a pra-
covnimi Grady.

Soucdasné vyzvy québeckého pluralismu

Jak je mozné s odstupem 40 let od okamzZiku ,otevieni se“ québecké
spolec¢nosti pfistéhovalcim zhodnotit imigraéni a integracni politiku Qué-
beku? Diky pfevzeti kontroly nad niborem i vybérem imigrantd pomoci
vlastniho kvalifikaéniho bodového systému se québecké vladé dafi orien-
tovat a zacilit takovou skupinu pfistéhovalc, ktefi jiz maji dobré znalosti
francouzstiny a tudiz se na nich napliuje pfedpoklad, Ze Québec nevyuzi-
ji jako prestupni stanici pro odchod do jiné kanadské provincie nebo do
USA. Lze konstatovat, Ze dobri znalost francouzitiny pted pfichodem do
zemé spolu s mohutnymi finanénimi dotacemi do programu francizace
imigrantd pfispély k vyraznému Gbytku meziprovincidlni emigrace. Cisté
migraéni saldo, které meziprovincidlni migraci zapocitava, ukazuje, Ze se
provincie se diky vlastni imigraéni politice dostala poprvé v historii v roce
1975 z &ervenych &isel a dodnes se pohybuje vysoko v kladnych &islech.3”
Vétsina vybranych imigrantd (77 %) zGstiva a neodchizi tak jako v minu-
losti do jinych provincii. Kromé toho od roku 1998 vlida cilené a razant-
né kazdoroéné zvySuje polty pfijatych pfistéhovalci - od roku 2003 jde
o vice nez 40 000 osob roéné. Reilné dopady této politiky zalini pocito-
vat québecki spole¢nost ptedev§im v poslednich péti letech, kdy pocet
cizincl trvale Zijicich v québecké spole¢nosti roste nejrychleji ze vSech

37 MICC, Caractéristiques de l'immigration au Québec (Québec, Statistiques Québec, 2003),
15. 5. 2006, dostupny na http://www.micc.gouv.qc.ca/publications/ft/planifi cation/
0507-caracteristiques-immigration.pdf.
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kanadskych provincii a jejich podil se podle séitini obyvatel z roku 2006
vy$plhal na své prozatimni historické maximum 11,5 %.38

Obratme vsak pozornost pfedeviim ke zhodnoceni politiky interkul-
turalismu a pokusme se najit odpovéd na otizku, zdali se vlidé podafilo
dosihnout stejné dobrych vysledku i v integraci pfistéhovalct do franko-
fonni spolecnosti. Jelikoz vétsina québecké verejnosti vnimala imigraci jako
zpusob jazykové asimilace, rozuméjme poangli¢téni, a stavéla se k nému
nepratelsky, bylo zcela pochopitelné a logické, Zze québecki vlada zvolila
prvni jazykovy pilif morilni dohody za primérni komunikaéni néastroj pro
obhajobu svého integraéniho modelu. Kvili obavé ze snizujiciho se vyzna-
mu francouzitiny a frankofonnich obyvatel ve spole¢nosti byly zbyvajici
dva vyse popsané body morilni smlouvy do¢asné ,odstaveny na vedlejsi
kolej“.

Programy pofrancouzstovani byly definoviny a financoviny tak, aby
dotvafely jazykovou politiku nastolenou zikonem €. 101 roku 1977, neboli
Chartou francouzského jazyka. Je dalezité si povSimnout, Ze jazykova
charta nastartovala daleZity proces, v némZ méla byt francouzstina zbave-
na své etnické aury a stit se obfanskym nistrojem integrace. Tento zikon
»donutil® déti vech imigrantl bez rozdilu plivodu nebo jazyka navstévo-
vat na prvnim a druhém stupni vyhradné francouzské $koly. Smyslem ziko-
na bylo zvritit proces poangli¢tovini imigrantQ, resp. spole¢nosti a udinit
z francouzstiny jediny oficidlni jazyk provincie i v praxi. Tato tvrdé kriti-
zovani politika pfinesla velky pokrok v pfeméné etnicky uzavienych fran-
couzskych nibozenskych $kol ve $koly multietnické. Spolu s postupnou lai-
cizaci québeckych katolickych $kol se diky tomuto zikonu podafilo
prekonat tradiéni izolaci jednotlivych kulturnich a nibozenskych komunit.
Zatimco v roce 1969 vétsina (89 %) neanglicky a nefrancouzsky hovoricich
déti/studenth neméla zidny kontakt s détmi rodilych Québecant, v polo-
viné 90. let jiz jejich procentuelni podil ve spoleénosti odpovida jejich
podilu ve francouzskych skolich (46 % déti-pfistéhovalcd navstévovalo
$koly, kde predstavovaly méné nez 50 % viech zaka $koly).3 Vysledky jazy-
kové integrace imigrantd jsou také pozitivni. Ze studie Jeana Renauda

38 Statistique Canada, Immigration au Canada: un portrait de la population née i I'étranger,
Recensement 2006, 8. 11. 2007, dostupny na http://www12.statcan.ca/english/census06/ana-
lysis/immcit/ index.cfm.

3 McAndrew, M., Ledoux, M., Identification et analyse des facteurs socio-écologiques, Canadian
Journal of Regional Sciences, Vol. XX, No. 12, 1997, str. 195-216, 10. 11. 2007, dostupny na
http://www.lib.unb.ca/Texts/CJRS/Spring97/20.1_2/mcandrew.pdf.
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vyplyva, Ze 80 % vSech imigrantl umi po 10 letech velmi dobfe francouz-
sky a podil pfistéhovalct, ktefi umi francouzsky v okamziku pfichodu do
zemé, dlouhodobé nardsti.40

S tim, jak se méni sloZeni imigranty, ktefi pFichizeji do zemé, problé-
my, které se v souvislosti s imigraci pfistéhovalct zalaly objevovat, maji
¢im dal tim méné dasto jazykovy charakter, pravidelné viak mivaji nabo-
zensko-kulturni charakter. Viditelné mensiny*! v Québeku v roce 2001 tvo-
fily 7 % populace (dodejme, Ze ve zbytku Kanady $lo o 13,4 %). V Torontu
a ve Vancouveru v roce 2001 osoby hlésici se k viditelnym mensinim tvorfi-
ly 37 % obyvatel mésta, v Montrealu toto ¢éislo nedosahovalo vice nez 14 %.
Cetné vyzkumy doklidaji, %e vysoki etnicki rGznorodost a diverzita
v misté, odkud imigranti pfichizeji je pfimo ovlivnéna bodovym vybéro-
vym systémem. V letech 2002 az 2006 pfislo do Québeku 29 % imigranta
z Asie, 29 % z Afriky, 23 % z Evropy a 18 % z Ameriky (v roce 2005 nejvice
imigrantd pfislo z Ciny, Francie, AlZirska, Maroka a Rumunska).42

Z hlediska nabozenstvi, Cisté statisticky Québec i nadale zGstava velmi
homogenni spoleénosti. Podle s¢itini z roku 2001 se zde 83,7 % obyvatel
hlasi ke katolické vite, 4,7 % k protestantské, 1,5 % k islimu a 1,3 % k Zidov-
stvi. Pohled na dynamiku soudasného vyvoje ukazuje, ze kiestansko-zidov-
ské vyznani ztrici ve prospéch buddhistl, sikhd, hinduistd a muslimq,
ktefi v letech 1991 az 2001 tvofily vice nez 52 % imigrantd do Québeku.
Pocet muslim v provincii se od roku 1991 do roku 2001 vice neZ zpétini-
sobil. Na rozdil od jinych zemi jako je Francie (Maghrebané) nebo Némec-
ko (Turci), neexistuje v Québeku Zidna ptevladajici etnickd skupina®. Zda-
raznéme, Ze diverzita a pluralismus jsou zatim prakticky souéisti Zivota
pouze v Montrealu, kde Zije 9 z 10 québeckych imigrantd, zbytek provin-
cie se své ,etnické Cistoty” zbavuje jen pomalu a s nechuti.

40 Renaud, Jean a kol., Ils sont maintenant d’icil: Les dix premiéres années au Québec des immi-
grants (Etudes, recherches et statistiques, N. 4, Québec, Gouvernement du Québec, 2001).

41 Pojem ,viditelné mensiny“ je oficidlnim pojmem kanadskych statistik, na némz se dohodli
zastupci etnickych komunit Zijicich v Kanadé, a je definovin zdkonem o rovnosti
zaméstnini z roku 1995. Termin oznacuje vSechny osoby, jiné nez pGvodni obyvatele, jez
jsou jiné neZ bilé rasy a maj{ jinou nez bilou plet. Uplna definice pojmu, tak jak ji definuje
zékon je k dispozici na strinkich Kanadského statistického afadu, 8. 11. 2007,
http://www12.statcan.ca/francais/census01/Products/Reference/dict/pop127_f.htm.

42 MICC, Rapport annuel de gestion 2005-6, 10. 1. 2008, dostupny na http://www.micc.gouv.qc.ca/
publications/fr/ministere/rapport-annuel/Rapport-annuel-2005-2006.pdf.

43 Statistique Canada, Recensement de 2001 : série « analyses », Les religions au Canada (Ottawa,
Minister of Industry, 2003).
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Az do nedivné doby hyrily sociologické i politologické analyzy qué-
beckého ,,szivini se“ s fenoménem masové imigrace optimismem. Zdalo se,
ze québecka spole¢nost svou hostitelskou dlohu pfijala s lehkosti a miru-
milovnosti Kanadé vlastni. Od poloviny 90. let jsme vSak mohli zazname-
nat nékolik signalt, které davaly tusit hlubsi potla¢ovanou nespokojenost
québecké spoleénosti. Anglicky piSici spisovatel pivodem z Trinidadu Neil
Bissoondath v roce 1994 napsal: ,Québec proziva rozpolceni mezi starou,
rasové a nacionalisticky orientovanou a novou, kosmopolitni vizi. Je zde
mnoho otizek a méilo odpovédi, ale diskuse zadala a (...) vlidne zde pocit,
Ze nové zalina prevliddat nad starym.“# Prvni spory tykajici se ,rozumnych
pfizptsobeni“ zacaly pravé v této dobé, protoze si Québecané poprvé zala-
li plné uvédomovat, Ze ,jednobarevnost“ provincie je véci minulosti.

Jako rozumni ptizplsobeni (accommodements raisonnables) je v kanad-
skych zdkonech oznadovino pravo jednotlivce na ochranu v piipadé, Ze
jsou poskozovina individuilni niboZenskd priva ve vefejném prostoru
a v zaméstnini.® Struéné shriime, Ze dvé doposud nejdiskutovanéjii kauzy
spojené s problematikou rozumného pfizpusobovini se niboZenskym tra-
dicim v pracovni a vefejné sféfe se tykaly povoleni hidjaba (islimskych
z4voj0) a kirpant (malych ritudlnich noza Sikhd) ve $kolich. Na rozdil od
Francie se Québecka komise pro lidskd prava v prosinci roku 1994 ptiklo-
nila k ndzoru, Ze verejné Skoly nemohou zakizat noSeni §4tk(.4 V kauze
no$eni kirpant bylo v podobném duchu Kanadskym nejvy$$im soudem
v roce 2006 rozhodnuto, Ze jejich noseni je povoleno ,za podminky, Ze
budou tyto noze peclivé zabaleny a zabezpeleny, aby nepfedstavovaly
nebezpedi“Y’. Soudci tim stvrdili pfednost svobody niboZenského vyznini
pred bezpeénostnimi argumenty na ochranu #4kd. ,Skoly maji na sv4 bedra
prebirat Glohu vést své Ziky k toleranci, aniZ by musely byt niboZenské

4 Bissoondath, N., Selling lllusions. The cult of Canadian Multiculturalism (Toronto, Pinguin,
1994), str. 205.

4 Pojem samotny je pfedev§im pracovné-privnim terminem kanadského priva, které v kauze
Simpsons v. Sears z roku 1985 pfiznalo prodavalce, jejiZ vira zakazuje pracovat v sobotu,
narok na rozumné pfizpasobeni pracovni doby. Expertni vyklad tohoto soudniho vyroku pod-
trhnul, Ze jsou tato pfizpsobeni udélovina pouze na zikladé individulnich priv a nepfed-
stavuji kolektivni priva niboZzenskych skupin.

4 Commission des droits de la personne, Le port du foulard islamique dans les écoles publiques,
rozhodnuti 21. 12. 1994 (COM-388-6.1.1).

47 Supreme court of Canada, rozhodnuti ve véci Multani v. Commission scolaire Margueri-
te-Bourgeoys, 11. 11. 2007, dostupné na http://scc.lexum.umontreal.ca/fr/2006/2006csc6/
2006c¢sc6.html.
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symboly vyloudeny z jejich vefejného prostoru.“¥ Kromé téchto nejdisku-
tovanéjsich kauz probéhla celd fada mensich, tykajicich se otevieni plavec-
kych bazénl v urditych hodinich pouze pro Zeny, aby si mohly chodit
zaplavat muslimské Zeny; zakryvini oken télocvicen v blizkosti ortodox-
nich Zidovskych skol, aby spofe odéni Zenska téla nepohoriovala Zidovské
chlapce; Géast muzh v predporodnich kurzech, kdyZ na kurzy dochizi
i muslimské Zeny atd. V men$im mésté s ndzvem Herouxville, kde Zije
méné nez 1 % pfistéhovalcl, v prosinci roku 2006 zastupitelstvo odhlaso-
valo vefejny kodex specifikujici seznam zikladnich hodnot, véetné zikazu
obfizky Zen, jejichz dodrzovini budou ob¢ané mésta po imigrantech vyza-
dovat. Kauza se v tisku stala znim4 pod oznaéenim ,syndrom Herouxville®,
protoze odkryla paniku québecké spoleénosti tvaii v tvif ménici se spole-
Censké realité, kterd je obklopuje, ale o niZ ve skute¢nosti védi jen velmi
malo.

Statistiky stiznosti podanych pro pfezkoumini Québecké komisi pro
lidskd prava ve véci rozumnych pfizpGsobeni dokazuji, Ze v ptipadé
Herouxville jde mnohem vice o neinformovanost, spiSe neZ o strach zalo-
Zeny na reilné hrozbé. Ze 4000 kauz, které v letech 2000 aZ 2005 komise
pfijala, pouhych 85 se tykalo niboZenstvi a okolo ¢tyficitky rozumnych pfi-
zplsobeni. Komise navic udavi, Ze vice nez 50 % stiZnosti podaly osoby
kiestansko-Zidovského vyznini, nikoli muslimové.#

Je zcela zfejmé, Ze soudasni québecki diskuse o rozumnych pfizpaso-
benich divno pterostla ptivodni odborné pravni vymezeni a proménila se
v celospoleéenskou diskusi na téma integrace imigrantQ, resp. kulturnich
a nibozenskych mendin. Mnoho z konfliktl, které jsou otizkou kazdo-
denniho a privné nevyznamného kompromisu, jsou dnes Casto tiskem
i vefejnosti nesprivné zaméfované za rozumni pfizpusobeni. Tento
obrovsky verejny i medidlni tlak paralyzuje $koly i spole¢nost v procesu
postupného szivini se kulturnich a etnickych mensin v rimci spole¢ného
obcanského prostoru. Pivodni konflikty jazykové-etnického charakteru se
stejné jako v ostatnich zipadnich stitech rychle pfenesly do roviny nibo-
zensko-ideologické, na niz oficidlni politika interkulturalismu nebyla ade-
kvatné pfipravena.

4 [bidem.

Y Eid, P, La ferveur veligicuse et les demandes d’accommodement religieux: une comparaison
intergroupe (synthése des résultats) (Commission des droits de la personne et de la jeunesse,
Cat. 2.120-4.12., 2007), 10. 1. 2008, dostupny na http://www.cdpdj.qc.ca/fr/publications/
docs/ferveur_religieuse_synthese.pdf.
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Ze studie Denisy Helly’® vyplyvi, Ze informované obyvatelstvo mno-
hem lépe pfijima fenomén migrace, ¢ehoz si Ize pov§imnout i na kontras-
tu reakci mezi obyvateli Herouxville a imigranty zaplavenym Montrealem.
Vzijemni informovanost je bezpodmineénym piedpokladem pro napliio-
vani tfettho interkulturniho pilife oteviené spoleénosti. Podivime-li se
oviem na zpUsob, jakym québecki vlida tento sviij zdvazek od pocitku
napliiovala, dojdeme ke zji§téni, Ze informaéni kampané, hostitelské
a interkulturni programy zaméfené na setkivini vét§inové spoleénosti
s pfistéhovalci se aZ na jednu jedinou predvolebni vyjimku v roce 1994 nere-
ali-zoval. Pfi pohledu na rozpolet québeckého ministerstva pro imigraci
zjistime, Ze finanéni prostfedky sméfujici do kapitoly interkulturni vztahy
byly velmi nizké, i kdyZ maji v poslednich letech trend k navy$ovani.’!

Québecka identita stoji pfed novou realitou dovr$eni vlastni transfor-
mace v liberilné-demokraticky a sekulirni prostor. Mnoho obyvatel se
obava, ze prostor, ktery se laicizaci québeckych $kol uvolfiuje ve prospéch
§iroce definovaného rimce pluralismu a individudlnich priv bude rychle
zaplnén pozadavky a hodnotami jinych naboZenstvi a ideologii. K této
prvni obavé se pfidavi jesté strach o osud francouzstiny a québeckého
naroda v rimci Kanady. Pro mnoho obyvatel Québeku prozivajicich frust-
raci z nenaplnéné nezivislosti provincie zistavaji navic pfistéhovalci asocio-
vini s onémi etnickymi hlasy“, které tésné zvritily vysledek referenda
o nezavislosti v roce 1995.52 Od 70. let Québec pracuje na rozsifovani vniti-
nich i vné&j§ich znakl své suverenity a ,québecké oblanstvi“ (nejedni se
zde o stitni obc¢anstvi, nybrZ o soubor prav a povinnosti viZicich se na pfi-
slu$nost k nestitnimu nirodu) se postupné stiva nedilnou souéisti qué-
becké nirodni pfislusnosti Québecant. Tento pocit nirodni sounaleZitosti
je ovéem podstatné slabsi priavé u ,nové pfichozich“ oproti rodilym Qué-
bedaniim. Podle prizkumi vefejného minéni Environics Research pro vét-
$inu Québecant patfi pfislusnost k provincii na prvni misto, teprve za ni
se fadi piislu§nost kanadska, u nové pfichozich je tomu naopak.’® Vétsina
nové pfichozich prichazi totiz & priori do Kanady, nikoli do Québeku.

50 Helly, D., Le Québec face 4 la pluralité culturelle 1977-1994 (Québec, La Presse de I'Université
Laval, 1996).

51 srov. Vyroéni zpravy MICC dostupné na http://www.micc.gouv.qc.ca/fr/ministere/rapport-
annuel.html.

52 Timto pojmem nepfimo obvinil imigranty z nedspéchu referenda tehdejii premiér a lidr
Quebecké strany J. Parizeau. Viz. Le Devoir, 1. 11. 1995, str. Al.

53 Environics Reserach Group: Focus Canada Report 2004-3.
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V riamci procesu budovini ob¢anského niroda Québec proménil $kol-
ni osnovy a vyménil nirodné-etnické pojeti déjin za teritorialni pfistup.
Smyslem hodin historie na stfednich $kolich podle této konstruktivistické
koncepce niroda ma byt vychova k oblanstvi. Nové kurzy se zcela zimér-
né vyhybaji jakémukoli pouziti terminu narod. Jocelyn Létourneau véfi, Ze
»diky novym osnovim pro vyuku déjepisu Québec opusti vizi québecké
historie jako historie atlaku.“** Tvirci nového programu se inspirovali
v anglické Kanadé, ,kde dé&jiny a obcanstvi tvofi nedilny celek.“>> Historie
Kanady je s trochou zjednoduseni vyu¢ovina jako historie zemé, v niZ jsme
vSichni pfistéhovalci, kde to, co utvafi nasi déjinnou nirodni pospolitost,
nen{ pokrevni, nybrZz ob¢anské pouto. Oproti kanadské anglicky psané his-
toriografii québecti historici zimérné opomijeli pfistup, jenz zdrazfuje
vlastni historickou roli autochtonnich obyvatel, ¢i jednotlivych etnickych
mensin. Québedti etnicti nacionalisté se obavaji, Ze tato politika pfipravi
québeckou spoleénost o dal$i daleZité penzum spoleénych hodnot a speci-
fik budovanych na zikladech historické nirodni a teritoridlni sounalezitos-
ti. Obéansti nacionalisté spatfuji v tomto pfistupu nadéji, jak definitivné
v nové generaci pfekonat rozdily mezi ,novymi“ a ,starymi“ Québecany.

Volani po definici posileného integra¢niho rimce, ktery by pomohl otu-
pit obavy rodilych Québecant, se odrazilo na vysledku poslednich provin-
cidlnich voleb v bteznu 2007. K prekvapeni vétsiny québeckych intelektualt
i politikd byla Québecka strana spolu s tématem québecké suverenity odsu-
nuta do pozadi a namisto ni se do role oficidlni opozice za vlidnouci Libe-
ralni stranou Québeku jako hvézda vyhoupla Demokratickd akce Québeku
(Action démocratique du Québec, ADQ). Lidr strany, charismaticky Mario
Dumont, ve své ptredvolebni kampani takticky oteviel Pandofinu skfin-
ku s otizkou, jakym smérem se ma ubirat politika souziti québecké vétsiny
s etnickymi a predev§im nabozenskymi mensinami. ADQ v duchu svého kon-
zervativné-populistického postoje Sikovné zdiraznila potiebu posilit inte-
graéni spolecensky rimec spolu s potiebou presnéji definovat odli§nou qué-
beckou identitu, oviem v rimci kanadského federilniho uspotddani. Zrodila
se myslenka québecké Gstavy a oblanstvi, kterd by zahrnula ,je“ i ,,nis“.56

% Le Devoir, 27. 4. 2006, 10. 11. 2007, dostupny na http://www.ledevoir.com/2006/04/27/
107695.html.

55 Robitalle, A., Cours d’histoire épuré au secondaire, Le Devoir, 27. 4. 2006, 10. 11. 2007,
dostupny na http://www.ledevoir.com/2006/04/27/107695.html.

56 Viz. navrh zdkona &. 191 nebo 195 predklidané québeckému Narodnimu shromézdéni Qué-
beckou stranou v kvétnu 2007.
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Spolu s Williamem Kymlickou miZeme konstatovat, Ze jde o logické ,vyus-
téni postupné promény québecké identity z identity neobéanské v identi-
tu oblanskou® a nelze ji identifikovat pouze jako zménu pocitu sounileZi-
tosti s kmenem.“5’ Do 60. let platni &isté pokrevni identifikace s ,kmenem®
se vice a vice proméfiuje v soudrznost ob¢anskou, v niZ oslabuji vyznam-
né kulturni reference, které byly a jsou postupné nahrazoviny pouty jazy-
kovymi a obéanskymi. Jejich definice je oviem mnohem obtiznéjsi, pokud
zde neexistuje vazba na nirodni stit a mechanismus ob¢anstvi.

Pti hledini léku na tuto québeckou ,nemoc identity“ se provinciilni
vlada rozhodla jmenovat v Gnoru 2007 komisi Bouchard-Taylor8 s cilem do
hloubky prozkoumat vSechny problémy a vyzvy spojené s politikou inter-
kulturalismu, québecké identity i laicizace spole¢nosti, resp. Skolstvi.
Kromé vlastni analyzy v tradici ,politika je véci vefejnou” tato komise vede
stovky slySeni a diskusi s obéany a nevladnimi organizacemi napfi¢ celou
provincii, aby mohla na jafe roku 2008 prednést své zavéry a doporuéeni
vladé.

Zaivér

Analyza vyvoje québecké identity dokladi, Ze Québec urazil diky
odviznému politickému konstruktivistickému diskursu své vlidy obrovsky
kus cesty smérem k oteviené a pluralitni spoleénosti. Jesté donedivna
maloktery québecky politolog odhadoval, Ze v procesu dozravani spoleé-
nosti Québecany teprve Cekd zasadni krize identity — nikoliv ve vztahu
k ,vnéjsi“ Kanadé, ale predev§im k sobé samym a k cizinclm, z nichZ se
mezitim stali obané. Vybusnost a emotivita soucasné verejné diskuse,
zejména na téma rozumnych pfizptsobeni naznaluje, Ze vnitini pluralita
québecké spole¢nosti neni ani zdaleka dokonéenym procesem. Prozatim
nedoslo k nisilnostem ani Zddnym jinym zivaZnym projeviim xenofobie
a nativismu, na jaké je Evropa zvykld napf. z Holandska nebo Francie, ale
i sou¢asné stidium je velmi alarmujici. Je to dlkaz, Ze nékteré véci nelze
uspéchat, ani predepsat nafizenimi ¢i vladni rétorikou. Proces ristu obéan-

57 Kymlicka, W, Théories récentes sur la citgyenneté (Ottawa, Multiculturalism and Citizenship
Canada, 1992), str. 40.

58 Vedenim komise byli povéfeni filozof Chatles Taylor a historik Gérard Bouchard, ktef{ jsou
v Québeku velmi respektovanymi osobnostmi.
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ského naroda zfejmé musi zazit krizi identity a ujasnit si zikladni penzum
spole¢nych hodnot, které jiz nestoji v etnické minulosti, nybrz v sebevé-
domé obcanské budoucnosti. Jak si s touto pravé probihajici krizi Québec
poradi, zGstava velkym otaznikem.

Podle mého nazoru dnes Québec stoji na dulezité kiizovatce a neni
jasné, jestli budeme svédky pokra¢ujictho modelu interkulturalismu nebo
jeho postupné pfemény v model jakobinsky. Interkulturni model mi poten-
cial, québecki vlada si v§ak musi uvédomit, Ze jej musi naplfiovat v jeho
komplexnosti, tj. musi se pokusit naplfiovat v§echny tfi jeho principy.

Na rozdil od multietnické anglofonni Kanady, kde si Zidna politicka
strana, kterd chce uspét ve vétSinovém volebnim systému, dnes nemuze
dovolit otevienou anti-imigraéni rétoriku, hlas tzv. ,novych québeckych
voli¢d“ je mnohem slabsi. Relativni Gspéch konzervativni a populistické
strany ADQ_v poslednich bfeznovych volbich 2007 naznaluje, jak velkd
¢ast spoleénosti touZi po navratu konzervativnich hodnot charakteristic-
kych pro starou etnickou identitu. Diskuse a konflikty okolo souZiti rdz-
nych ideologicko-nibozenskych a jazykové-kulturnich skupin v jednom
politickém spoleenstvi jsou na dennim pofidku ve vét§iné zipadnich
zemi. V Québeku toto téma koliduje s problémem, jak vyfeSit québecké
narodni aspirace v raimci kanadské federace. Québecti nacionalisté znovu
volaji po revitalizaci francouzského jazyka, nirodni historie i vefejnych
instituci, kterych se spoleénost vzdala ve prospéch ob¢anského integraéni-
ho prostoru, a boufi se proti krok@im provincidlni vlady posilujici indivi-
duilni, nikoli kolektivni rozmér québecké identity.

Celospoleéensky charakter diskuse zastiténé vlidni komisi pfednich
odbornikd Gérarda Boucharda a Charlese Taylora, jiz média vénuji kazdo-
denni pozornost, nabiz{ prostor pro optimismus. Nedomnivim se, Ze zpra-
va této komise miZe zisadné zménit dosavadni kurz québecké integraéni
politiky. V samotném aktu vybéru jejich respektovanych pfedsedt i manda-
tu komise vSak lze spatfit obrovsky potencidl k nalezeni novych dil¢ich
opatfeni a pfistupd, které mohou pomoci ke zklidnéni napjaté atmosféry.
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PRiIPAD MEXIKA A USA*

KRYSTOF KOZAK

Abstract

This article analyzes the consequences of asymmetric relations between Mexico and the
United States on the example of immigration policies. Mexico as a weaker partner tried to
protect itself against the potentially overpowering influence of the U.S. As part of this
strategy, emigration was officially discouraged, as intense cross-border movement had been
considered potentially subversive for Mexican political institutions. However, with economic
opening starting in 1980s, Mexican government realized that emigrants might be very useful
for economic development within Mexico. As a result it now pursues pragmatic immigration
policies. The United States as the stronger partner in the relationship does not see the
immigration issue as a bilateral problem stemming from economic asymmetry between the
two countries and pursues unilateral restrictive policies aimed at curbing migration against
opposition of the Mexican government. False reading of the asymmetric context by the U.S.
government precludes closer cooperation with Mexico in search for realistic solutions to the
bilateral problem.

Keywords: Asymmetry, foreign relations, immigration, United States, Mexico.

Uvod

Imigrace a imigraéni politika je v sou¢asné dobé velmi aktudlnim téma-
tem, které je predmétem z4jmu jak politik(, tak akademikl z nejraznéjsich
obord, tak i $irsi vefejnosti. S postupujici celosvétovou ekonomickou, finané-
ni i infrastrukturdlni integraci se totiZ zvy$uji tlaky i na mobilitu pracovni sily.

* Tento &anek vzniknul za podpory Grantové agentury Akademie véd CR, registratni &slo
grantu KJB701040701.
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Pocet legilnich i nelegilnich migrantl zejména z perifernich do centrilnich
oblasti tak v poslednich dvaceti letech neustile stoupal. Narozdil od drama-
ticky zvy$ené mobility kapitilu a investic vSak narGst imigrace vyvolava v pfi-
jimacich zemich vyrazné negativni reakce, které jsou motivoviny zejména
pocitem kulturni nadfazenosti a s ni souvisejici snahou uchranit ,nasi zem“
pted pfilivem ,cizakd“. Z ekonomického hlediska vSak imigranti pfinaseji
velmi zidanou levnou pracovni silu, na které jsou zejména urcité sektory eko-
nomiky v podstaté zavislé (v USA je to tradiéné naptiklad péstovini ovoce
a zeleniny & zpracovini masa). Migraéni politika ,vyspélych zemi® laviruje
mezi politickymi a kulturnimi tlaky, které by nejradéji imigraci zastavily
Uplné, a ekonomickymi zajmy, které levnou pracovni silu potfebuji.

Situace Mexika a USA je z pohledu studia imigrace exemplarni, nebot
obé zemé sdili pres tfi tisice kilometrt dlouhou hranici, jejich ekonomiky
jsou velmi tésné propojené diky Severoamerické zé6né volného obchodu
(NAFTA) a téméf ¢tyfndsobny rozdil v hrubém domicim produktu na
hlavu se v poslednich desetiletich spie zvySoval, neZ sniZoval. V situaci,
kdy Mexi¢ané jiz od konce 19. stoleti tradi¢né odchizeli za lépe placenou
sezénni praci do USA, nenfi tedy aZ tak pfekvapivé, Ze imigrace do USA ani
dnes neustiavid. Misto spoleéného vytvareni racionalni imigraéni politiky,
kterd by odrazela ekonomickou propojenost obou zemi, vSak dochizi ze
strany USA k jednostrannym restriktivnim opatienim. Tento postoj mé pak
i tragické rozméry, jednak v bezpoétu rozdélenych rodin na obou stranich
hranice, ale i v podobé stovek migrantl umirajicich roéné v poustich pfi
ilegalnich pfechodech hranic.

V tomto ¢lanku se pokusim ukizat, Ze asymetrie mezi Spojenymi stity
a Mexikem je nejen pfi¢inou vzniku migraénich tlakd, ale ma zisadni
dtsledky pro ptipadné politické feSeni problému. V soucasné dobé USA
zneuzivaji svoji asymetrickou pozici k unilaterilnim akcim, které prosazu-
ji proti vali Mexika. Mexi¢ané se na druhou stranu snazi za kaZdou cenu
dokazat, Ze jsou z hlediska mezinirodniho prava naprosto rovnocennymi
partnery a na restriktivni kroky USA ¢asto prehnané reaguji. Vysledkem je
nefunkéni systém, v némz se ve strachu z vyhosténi a nejistoté z budouc-
nosti pohybuji miliony lidi. Pokud si oba stity pfiznaji vzijemnou asyme-
trickou pozici a provizanost imigraénich problému, mohly by Spojené
staty prevzit vice odpovédnosti za celou situaci a navrhnout ve spoluprici
s Mexikem relevantni programy a fe$eni.

Prvni &ast ¢lanku se zabyvi zasazenim konceptu asymetrickych vztaha
do obecnéjiiho teoretického rimce a ukidZe jeho relevanci pro pfipad USA
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a Mexika. Ve druhé ¢&asti budou struéné zminény hlavni momenty historic-
kého vyvoje migrace z Mexika do USA na pozadi ekonomického vyvoje
obou stitl. Treti ¢ast se bude zabyvat vnimanim tohoto migraéniho prou-
du a politik pfijatych na jeho regulaci jak v USA, tak v Mexiku. Zavére¢na
Ctvrta Cast pak konfrontuje model asymetrického vztahu s konkrétni migraé-
ni problematikou mezi Mexikem a USA. Vysledkem je kritika kritkozrakého
postoje Spojenych stitd, které jsou téz z velké &asti odpovédné za soudasny
neutéSeny stav. Metodologicky ¢lanek vychazi z kvantitativnich i kvalitativ-
nich studii ohledné vyvoje migrace, které konfrontuje s pfijimanou legislati-
vou. Vybrané teorie mezinirodnich vztahl pak slouZi jako odrazovy mastek
pro vytvofeni koncepce asymetrického vztahu. Snaha o pochopeni problé-
mu v prvni ésti €lanku vede k pokusu o jeho analytické vysvétlent, které Ize
nésledné aplikovat i na konkrétni politiky obou stitt.

Asymetricka struktura a jeji dasledky

Diive neZ pfistoupime k rozboru komplexni problematiky imigraéni
politiky, je nutné nejprve analyticky uchopit asymetricky vztah mezi Spo-
jenymi stity a Mexikem. V dasledku asymetrie se totiz kvalitativné méni
povaha bilaterilniho vztahu, na ktery nelze aplikovat postupy a ptistupy
bézné zazité pro vztahy viceméné symetrické. V piipadé Mexika a USA je
navic asymetrie nejen bezprostfedn{ pficinou vzniku mohutného migraé-
niho toku, ale ma i zisadni dopady na vnimani tohoto problému a na navr-
hované konkrétni politiky k jeho fe$eni.

Rozdil mezi USA a Mexikem byl i v roce 2006 propastny, a to v podsta-
té ve vech relevantnich ukazatelich (viz tabulka 1). Pfi¢iny tohoto rozdilu
jsou komplexni a pfesahuji rimec tohoto ¢&linku — maji kofeny hluboko
v historii a souvisi kromé jiného se vzorcem kolonizace, socio-ekonomickou
strukturou i perifernim postavenim Mexika ve svétové ekonomice.! V eko-
nomické roviné navic misto konvergence dochizi v poslednich dvaceti
letech ke zvySovani rozdild, nebot americki ekonomika rostla mnohem
rychleji nez ekonomika mexicki (viz graf 1).2 Z tohoto pohledu je logické,
ze Mexi¢ané putuji za praci pfes hranici, kde je mnohem $irsi nabidka pra-

1 Wallerstein, 1., The Capitalist World-Economy, (London: Cambridge University Press, 1979).
2 Pritchett, Lant, Divergence, Big Time, Journal of Economic Perspectives, Vol. 11, No. 3, 1997,
str. 3-17.
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Tabulka 1: USA a Mexiko, vybrané ukazatele, 2007

Mexiko USA
Podet obyvatel 108 700 891 301 139 947
- méné nez 14 let 30,1 % 20,2 %
- vice nez 65 let 5,9 % 12,6 %

HDP (parita kupni sily)

1,149 bilionu USD

13,13 biliond USD

- na obyvatele

10 700 USD

44 000 USD

Rozpocet (vydaje)

0,196 bilionu USD

2,6 bilionu USD

Produkce elektrické energie

0,242 bilionu kWh

3,979 bilionu kWh

Pocet obyvatel pod hranici
chudoby

40 %

12 %

Poet uzivateld internetu

18,622 miliont

205,3 miliond

Pocet pevnych linek

19,856 miliont

172 miliont

Pracovni sila

58 % sluzby, 24 % pramysl,
18 % zemédélstvi,

76,5 sluzby, 22.9 % pramysl,
0.7 % zemé&délstvi

Gini koeficent
(socilni nerovnost)

54,6

45

Primérni délka Zivota

72,84 muzi, 78,56 Zeny

75,15 muzi, 80,97 zeny

Narozeni na 1000 obyv. 20,36 14,16

Umrt{ na 1000 obyv. 4,76 8,3

Kojenecka imrtnost

(na 1000 Zivych porodt) | % 6,37
Gramotnost 91 % 97 %

Rozloha 1972 550 km? 9 826 630 km?

Zdroj: Central Intelligence Agency: CIA World Factbook: Mexico, k dispozici na https://www.
cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/mx.html a Central Intelligence Agency: CIA
World Factbook: United States of America, k dispozici na https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/
the-world-factbook/geos/us.html, posledni pfistup 27. 8. 2007.
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covnich mist i mnohem vy$§i mzdy (pro nékteré vékové a vzdélanostni
kategorie je rozdil v hodinové mzdé¢ aZ $estinisobny).3 Pokud nejsou k dis-
pozici legilni moZnosti, mnoz{ jsou kvali potenciilnim vyhodim ochotni
riskovat nelegilni pfechod hranic a pobyt v USA.

Z ekonomického hlediska je tedy vysokd mira imigrace racionalni
vyrovnavaci reakci na existujici asymetrickou strukturu trhu price na seve-
roamerickém kontinenté. Pro srovnini, jenom v Mexico City naopak pra-
cuje podle nékterych odhadd az 400 000 oblant USA, vétSinou vyssich
manazerd nebo uéiteld angli¢tiny, tj. profesi, ve kterych je rodilych Mexi-
¢ant nedostatek.* Pokud by v USA price pro imigranty viibec nebyla, Ize
predpokladat, Ze migra¢ni tok z Mexika by se dramaticky snizil.

Graf1: Hruby domici produkt (partita kupni sily)
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Zdroj: World Bank, World Development Indicators 2005, CD-ROM.

Asymetricky vztah se od standardniho vztahu dvou pfiblizné stejné sil-
nych subjekt kvalitativné zisadné li§i, protoZe oba stity v ném nemaji
rovnocenné pfilezitosti ani moznosti jednani. V asymetrickém vztahu také
automaticky vznika uréité napéti pramenici ze zjevné vzijemné odli§nosti
pozic. Tento fakt vyznamné ovliviiuje bilaterilni vztahy, protoze obé stra-

3 Hanson, Gordon, Illegal Migration From Mexico to the United States, NBER Working Paper
Series, No. 12141, 2006, str. 60, k dispozici na http://www.nber.org/papers/W12141, posledni
piistup 28. 7. 2007.

4 Overseas Digest: Private American Citigens Residing Abroad, k dispozici na: http://
www.overseasdigest.com/amcit_nu2.htm, posledni pfistup 28. 7. 2007.
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ny tuto asymetrii musi néjakym zpisobem zohlednit a reflektovat. Silngjsi
i slabsi z obou aktérti maji kazdy nékolik zakladnich moznosti, jak se s asy-
metrickou situaci vyrovnavat. Jako ,silngj§i“ a ,slab$i“ stit jsou v tomto
ohledu mysleny stity, u kterych je markantni rozdil v celkovém ekono-
mickém potencidlu, v souéasnosti hraje vojenska sila v tomto ohledu roli
pouze vyjimeéné.

Slabsi stit mi v asymetrickém vztahu se silnéj§im stitem v podstaté
dvé koncepéni moznosti, jak se zachovat. Maze se pred silnéj$im stitem
uzaviit, aby se ubranil jeho potenciilné dominantnimu vlivu. Takovy stit
prehnané Ipi na své legalisticky definované suverenité, je podeztivavy vuci
jakémukoliv kontaktu se silnéj$im stitem, svoje slabosti si nejradéji nepfi-
znava a pfipadné vyzdvihuje svoji vlastni kulturu a nirodni verzi historie
jako $tit proti vnéj§im tlakdm. Tento uzavieny postoj pak mize vést k pro-
hlubujici se izolaci, a to jak v ekonomické, tak i politické sféfe.

Druhou mozZnosti slabsiho stitu v asymetrickém vztahu je oteviit se
vudi silnéj§imu stitu a snaZit se tim dostat na jeho Groven, ¢i se mu ales-
pon priblizit. Konkrétné to Ize udinit naptiklad podporovinim ekonomic-
ké integrace nebo napodobovinim politiky i institucionalni struktury sil-
néjstho stitu. Zvyseni vlivu silnéjstho statu, které s takovym postojem casto
nevyhnutelné souvisi, miZe byt vnimino bud negativné - jako cena, kte-
rou je tfeba zaplatit za zlepSeni vlastni situace, nebo také pozitivné — jako
zaruka progresivnich reforem. Pokud se rozhodne pro tuto otevienou
pozici, mGze si slab$i stit v zavislosti na politické situaci i pfiznat vlastni
slabost, zvlasté pokud ji lze zdUvodnit neschopnymi politickymi pred-
chidci.

Silngj$i stit v asymetrickém vztahu muZe zaujmout v podstaté tfi
postoje. Prvnim z nich je uzavfit se a obrnit se viéi negativnim jevim,
které kontakt se slab$im stitem muze prinaset. Tyto jevy zahrnuji jak eko-
nomickou nestabilitu, tak masovy exodus obyvatelstva ¢i preshraniéni kri-
minalitu. Takovy a priori uzavieny postoj nevylucuje snahu silnéjsiho stitu
vyuzivat svoji pozici k vlastnimu prospéchu ¢&i cilim, pokud se pro to
naskytne pfileZitost. I v téchto pfipadech v§ak zastiva zakladni rozdéleni
na ,my“ a ,oni“s tim, Ze pokud se objevi jakékoliv potize, kontakty se jed-
nostranné omezi.

Druhou moznosti je naopak se viéi slab§imu stitu oteviit a vyjit mu
v problematickych oblastech vstiic, pfi¢emz nejpallivéjsi otizky a problé-
my, které se ho tykaji, za¢ne i siln&jsi stit povazovat ¢isteéné za vlastni.
Pomoci riznych politik a podpor se silngjsi stat aktivné snazi vyvoj ve slab-
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§im staté podpofit, nejlépe v souladu s vlidou slabsiho stitu. Z dlouhodo-
béjsiho hlediska je takova pozice vyhodna i pro silngjsi stit, protoze tak
v podstaté rozsifuje bezpe¢nou a stabilni sféru kolem sebe a zamezi nega-
tivnim jevam, které vyrazné rozdily mohou pfinaset.

Treti moZnosti, jak se siln&jsi stat ke slab$imu mulzZe zachovat, je ho
prehlizet a ignorovat, nebot jsou pro néj dualeZitéjsi naptfiklad vztahy
s ostatnimi silnymi staty. Vyvoj se v takovém piipadé ubird smérem, ktery
je determinovin previzné diléimi zijmy a dal$imi externimi faktory, bez
aktivnéjiho koncepéniho zisahu silnéjsiho stitu. Tento rezignovany postoj
si slabsi stat zpravidla nemaze dovolit, nebot je neustile nucen se s vlivem
silngjsiho stitu néjak vyrovnavat.

Konkrétni asymetricky vztah pak zileZi na vzijemné kombinaci vyse
popsanych zikladnich ptistuph silnéjsiho i slabsiho stitu (viz Tabulka 2).
Pokud se slabsi stit rozhodne uzaviit, jeho vztahy se silng§im stitem
budou vzdy napjaté. Konkrétnéj§i podobu uréi az postoj silnéjsiho stitu.
Pokud se ten bude chtit pred slab$im stitem také spiSe uzavfit, tak bude
dochizet pouze k opatrnému a minimilnimu oficialnimu kontaktu a bila-
terdlni problémy se budou fedit jen téZko. Pokud se vsak silnéjsi stit bude
chtit viéi slabsimu stitu oteviit a vyjit mu tak vstfic, vznikne ve slab§im
staté tlak na zménu postoje a na pfipadné souvisejici reformy. Mira neofi-
cidlnich kontaktt se v takovém piipadé zvysi, ¢imZ se kromé jiného posili
opozice vidi uzavienému reZimu ve slab$im stité. V poslednim pfipadé,
pokud se silnéj$i stit rozhodne slabsi stit ignorovat, umozni to slab$imu
statu vybirat si pouze takové kontakty a navrhy, které se mu hodi ¢&i posi-
luji jeho primarné uzavieny postoj.

Pokud se naopak slabsi stit rozhodne pfiznat si svoji asymetrickou pozi-
ci a otevfit se vidi silnéj§imu stitu za GCelem vyrovnani rozdilu, mize to
mit opét tfi druhy dusledkd v zavislosti na pozici silnéjsiho statu. V pfi-
padé, Ze ten nebude chtit slab§imu stitu pomoci a bude se stile spide uza-
virat, bude transformace slab$iho stitu velmi sloziti, dlouhi a mozni
nakonec i neGspésni, nebot slab$i stit ¢asto nema bez vnéj§i podpory
dostateéné zdroje. Pokud se vsak silnéjsi stit vaéi slab$imu otevie
a poskytne mu potfebnou podporu, $ance na Gspéch se vyrazné zvysi,
a mira vzdjemné asymetrie mize i pomalu klesnout. V pfipadé, ze bude
silngj§i stat otevfeni slabsiho stitu ignorovat, hrozi, ze diléi ekonomické
zajmy zneuZiji tohoto otevieni pfedeviim ve sv{j vlastni prospéch. Cel-
kovi situace ve slab$im stité se pak zlep$it nemusi a ke sniZeni asymetrie
nakonec nedojde.
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Tabulka 2: Schematické znazornéni asymetrického vztahu

Postoj silnéjsiho | Uzavieny Otevieny Indiferentn{
statu:
Postoj
slabsiho stitu:
Uzavieny Napjaté vtahy Napjaté vtahy Neutrdlni vztahy
Minimdlni kontakt | Tlak na xmény v slab- Selektivni kontakty
Neoficidlni vaghy Sim stidte, jehog eliry vyhovujici regimu
se brdni odkazem na ve slabsim stité
stdtni suverenitu
Posilent neoficidlnich vazeb
Otevieny Reformy ve slabsim | Reformy ve slabsim Reformy ve slabsim
stdte, ale obtigné, po- | stdté, potencidl pro stdte, nebexpedt jejich
zice silnéjsiho stdtu | dspéSnou transformaci, neugiti ke strany
Jje podkopdvd snaba o bilaterdlni diléich zdjmovych
Fesent problémii skupin silnéjsibo stisu

Vyse popsané schéma asymetrického vztahu umoziuje presnéji analy-
zovat obecné problematiku vztahd Mexika a USA. Po vétsinu 20. stoleti
se Mexiko snazilo spiSe pfed Spojenymi stity uzavirat, nebot mélo obavy
z jejich potenciilné dominantniho vlivu, a to jak v oblasti ekonomiky, tak
prenesené i politiky. USA se snaZily s Mexikem spolupracovat v Gzce defi-
novanych oblastech, obéas ho spiSe ignorovaly a piipadné se pokousely
uzavirat pfed negativnimi dasledky tohoto asymetrického sousedstvi.
V 80. letech pak dochizi ke zvy$eni zijmu o Mexiko diky americkym orga-
nizacim bojujicim za lidsk4 prava a za svobodné volby, coZ nepiimo pod-
pofilo tlak na politické reformy.” Mexickd vlada si viak sama uvédomila
neudrzitelnost svoji uzaviené pozice a doslo k postupnému otevirini eko-
nomiky i politiky s cilem pfibliZit se Spojenym stitim.

Pouze v problematice liberalizace obchodu vysly Spojené stity Mexiku
v 90. letech 20. stoleti plné vstfic. Tento postoj vSak vyrazné podporovala

5 Dillon, Sam and Preston, Julia, Opening Mexico: The Making of a Democracy (New York:
Farrar, Straus & Giroux, 2004), str. 119.
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predevsim Gzkd zijmova skupina vedeni predevsim americkymi automo-
bilkami. V otdzce imigrace, ale i v otizce prepravy drog ale Spojené stity
proti vali Mexika pokradovaly v politice uzavienosti, ¢imz ve vysledku osla-
bovaly mexické progresivni reformy. Po Gtocich z 11. zaFi 2001 USA Mexi-
ko viceméné ignorovaly, ¢imz dile pfispély k tomu, Ze mexickd politika
otevieného pfistupu nedosihla vytéenych cila a profituji z ni pouze vybra-
né regio-ny a socilni skupiny. Viysoce polarizovana volba prezidenta v roce
2006 pak ukazala hloubku rozlarovani s liberalizaénimi reformami, které
mély Mexiko pfiblizit USA - kandidit opozice Lopéz Obrador byl zastin-
cem rezervovanéj$iho az uzavienéjsiho postoje k USA. Spojené stity maji
na tomto vyvoji nepochybné svij podil, nebot se k mexickému oteviené-
mu postoji nedokazaly postavit také jednoznaéné vstficné a oteviené.

Historicky vyvoj migrace z Mexika do USA

Pro lep$i porozuméni soucasnym problémiim a nizorovym kontroverzim
je uzite¢né predstavit alesponi zakladni momenty ve vyvoji migraénich tren-
da z Mexika do USA. Zaroven je tak mozné sledovat migraci v historickém
kontextu jako dusledek asymetrického vztahu. Zejména Mexi¢ané a Ameri-
¢ané mexického puvodu doporuéuji jako zalitek imigraénich probléma
povazovat rok 1848, kdy Mexiko prohrilo vilku s USA a bylo nuceno odstou-
pit témé¥ polovinu svého Gzemi{ Spojenym stitim (dne$ni stity Kalifornie,
Arizona, Nové Mexiko, Texas, ¢4sti Utahu, Nevady). Toto byvalé tzemi Mexi-
ka bylo osidleno velmi fidce, na celém Gzemi Zilo v roce 1846 podle odhada
kromé Indiand cca 80 000 $panélsky mluvicich obyvatel. Tito Mexi¢ané se po
uzavieni mirové smlouvy stali v podstaté cizinci ve vlastni zemi, coz vedlo
k napéti mezi nimi a novymi anglofonnimi pfistéhovalci.6 Ndzvy mnoha dile-
zitych mist na americkém Stfedozipadé jsou ostatné jasnym dikazem plvod-
né hispinského osidleni (od San Francisca a Los Angeles v Kalifornii pfes
Albuquerque v Novém Mexiku aZ k San Antoniu v Texasu). To, Ze stity ame-
rického Stfedozdpadu dfive patfily Mexiku, komplikuje soucasné debaty
o imigraci, protoze pfichozi z Mexika diky tomuto historickému odkazu
nemaji nutné pocit, ze pfichizeji do ,cizi“ zemé. Pfipadné vyhosténi pak
vnimaji spiSe jako kfivdu a ne jako spravedlivy trest za poruseni zikona.

6 Weber, David J., The Mexican Frontier, 1821-1846: The American Southwest Under Mexico
(Albuquerque, University of New Mexico Press, 1982), str. 180.
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Ve druhé poloviné 19. stoleti zGstivala hranice mezi USA a Mexikem
oteviend a mexi¢ti sezénni délnici hromadné odjizdéli za praci do USA,
zvla$té v éfe budovani transkontinentilnich Zeleznic. Mexické a americké
Gfady také spolupracovaly v postupu proti zbytkiim indidnskych kmend,
které se pohybovaly v prostoru mezi hranicemi.” Prvni pokusy o systema-
tickou ochranu hranic vznikly v souvislosti s pfijetim zikona o omezeni
¢inské imigrace do USA v roce 1878, v jehoz duasledku zalali pres Gzemi
Mexika ilegilné prichizet ¢insti délnici do Spojenych stitd. Dodnes se
v hraniénich méstech Mexika udrzely ¢inské komunity, jejichZz pocatky
sahaji do této doby.3

Revoluce v Mexiku v roce 1910 a nasledné ozbrojené srizky jednotli-
vych frakci vedly ke zvy$eni napéti na hranicich, které vyvrcholilo inci-
dentem, v némz mexiéti vojici pod vedenim Sanchéze ,Pancho“ Villy
vyplenily americké hraniéni mésto Columbus v Novém Mexiku, coz vedlo
k trestné expedici amerického generila Pershinga do severniho Mexika.?
Spolu s vy$e postavenymi uprchliky z politickych davoda prchali pred
revoluénimi nasilnostmi z Mexika do USA i obyéejni lidé. Ochrana hrani-
ce se dile zostfila v souvislosti se zavedenim prohibice v USA, coz vedlo
k masivnimu paSovani alkoholu z Mexika, Kanady a Karibiku. V roce 1924
byla proto zaloZena U.S. Border Patrol, kterd v pocitcich zaméstnivala
pouhych 450 lid{ a spadala pod ministerstvo price (Department of Labor).10
Sezénni délnici z Mexika se na Stfedozipadé ve vét§im poétu zalali opét
objevovat ve druhé poloviné dvacitych let, a i kdyZ jejich pobyt byl v té
dobé ilegilni, reZim na hranicich byl spide benevolentni (ilegalni pracovni-
ci naptiklad kazdou nedéli prechizeli hranici do Mexika za Géelem navsté-
vy kostela, pfipadné za rodinou).1!

V dobé velké hospodaiské krize a masové nezaméstnanosti v USA viak
zacal byt postup Grfadl proti ilegilnim mexickym pracovnikiim nekompro-
misni a dochizelo k vinim deportaci providénych agenty Gfadu Imigraéni

7 Hine, Robert V. and Faragher, John M.: The American West. A New Interpretive History (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 2000), str. 292.

8 Daniels, Roger, Guarding the Golden Door: American Immigration Policy and Immigrants Since
1882 (New York: Hill and Wang, 2004), str. 11.

9 Camin, H. A. a Meyer, L., In the Shadow of the Mexican Revolution. Contemporary Mexican
History 1910-1989 (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1993), str. 63.

10 U.S. Customs and Border Protection: U.S. Border Patrol History, k dispozici na: http://
www.cbp.gov/xp/cgov/border_security/border_patrol/history.xml, posledni pfistup 28. 7. 2007.

11 Reimers, David H., History of Recent Immigration Regulation, Proceedings of the American
Philosophbical Society, Vol. 136, No. 2, 1992, str. 176-187.
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a naturalizaéni sluzby (Immigration and Naturalization Services — INS), pro
mexické pristéhovalce znimy spiSe jako ,la migra“. Celkové bylo takto
deportovino nebo pfinuceno k deportaci cca. 500 000 lidi, jejichz déti mély
Casto americké obcanstvi, nebot se narodily v USA.12 Tento vzorec, kdy
ekonomicka recese v USA vede k drastickym antiimigraénim opatienim, se
v prubéhu 20. stoleti je$té nékolikrit zopakuje. Naopak obdobi konjunk-
tury, kdy zaméstnavatelim dochizi pracovni sila, pak imigraéni politiku
zpravidla liberalizuje.

Zisadni zlom ve vnimini mexickych pracovnika pfinesla druhi svéto-
va valka, kdy v USA diky odvodiim do armidy vzniknul akutni nedostatek
pracovnich sil. Kromé rozsihlého nasazeni Zen do pracovniho procesu
vzniknul v roce 1942 oficialni bilaterilni program, na jehoz zdkladé mohl
uréity podet Mexi¢and docasné legilné pracovat v USA (tzv. Bracero pro-
gram). Této moZnosti vyuZilo statisice Mexi¢andg, ktefi tak nepfimo napo-
mahali vileénému Gsili spojencl. Program pokracoval i po skonéeni valky
a diky nému se nadile posilovala zavislost zejména americkych farmafa na
levné pracovni sile z Mexika. Program vsak byl kritizovin ze strany huma-
nitarnich organizaci pro ¢asto velmi drastické podminky, ve kterych byli
najati Mexi¢ané nuceni pracovat.!3

Obrat k restriktivni politice nastal opét v roce 1953, kdy panovala
obava ohledné integrace vracejicich se veterint z vilky v Koreji v situaci
mirné ekonomické recese. Odhadovalo se, Ze kazdoro¢né pfichizi do USA
kolem miliénu ilegilnich pracovnikt, zejména sezbénnich. Eisenhowerova
administrativa proto vyhlisila tzv. operaci Wetback,!* pfi které bylo nasilné
deportovino pfiblizné osmdesat tisic Mexiand, ktefi neméli v pofadku
dokumenty — i v pribéhu Bracero programu totiz do USA nepfestalo pfi-
chizet velké mnozstvi ilegilnich pracovnikd. V prabéhu operace Wetback
byly do Mexika opét deportoviny i déti ilegilnich pfistéhovalcl, které se
narodily na Gzemi USA, i kdyZ podle platného priva mély nirok na ame-
rické obcanstvi. Tato operace a zpUsob jejiho providéni vedly k tomu, Ze

12 Hoffman, A., Unwanted Mexican Americans in the Great Depression: Repatriation Pressuves,
1929-1939 (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1974).

13 Garcia y Griego, Manuel, The Importation of Mexican Contract Laborers to the United
States, 1942-1964, in Gutiérrez, David G. (ed.) Between Tiwvo Worlds: Mexcican Immigrants in
the United States (Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources, 1996), str. 45-85.

14 Wetback (,,mokra zida“) byl tehdy pomérné béZzny termin pro ilegalni pracovniky z Mexi-
ka, ktery naznaéoval, Ze se pfi ilegilnim pfechodu hranice omoéili v Rio Grande. Dnes je
tento termin povazovany za degradujici a urdZzlivy.
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Stfedozipad USA ze strachu pfed zadrZzenim a nisilnym vyhosténim opus-
tilo dal3ich cca 700 000 Mexi¢an?.!’

Po skonéeni operace Wetback viak poptivka po pracovni sile opét
stoupla a imigrace z Mexika dal pokradovala, vétSinou na zikladé jiz dfive
vytvofenych socidlnich vazeb. Dllezitym bodem v imigraéni politice se
pak stal zakon z roku 1965 (Immigration and Nationality Act of 1963, Pub.L.
89-236), ktery zrusil kvéty jednotlivich zemi pro legilni pfistéhovalectvi
a upfednostnil pfi udileni povoleni k trvalému pobytu spojovini rodin.16
To umoznilo zvyseni legilni imigrace z Mexika i dal$ich zemi tzv. Tfeti-
ho svéta do USA. Toto navySeni ale stejné nestacilo pokryt zejména velky
pocet potfebnych sezénnich délnikd, a tak ilegilni imigrace dile pokra-
Covala. V sedmdesitych letech se navic mexickd ekonomika po letech
rastu zadala dostavat do krize, coz dile zvySovalo tlaky na legilni i ilegal-
ni emigraci. V USA se opét zalaly ozyvat hlasy vyjadiujici velké obavy
z nekontrolovatelné ziplavy ilegilnich imigrant(,!” které lze v drobnych
obménich slySet dodnes. Situace se jesté zhor$ila v roce 1982, kdy mexic-
ki vlada prohlisila, Ze neni dale schopna splicet svoje dluhy, v dasledku
¢ehoz doslo k devalvaci pesa, drastickému omezeni{ vladnich vydaja a hlu-
boké recesi.

Americky Kongres se v osmdesitych letech otizkou ilegilni imigrace
dlouze zabyval, nebot na jedné strané zaméstnavatelé ocerovali pfisun levné
pracovni sily, na druhou stranu pak bylo stoupajici mnozstvi ilegilnich pra-
covnikll povazovino za bezpeénostni riziko a potencidlné vybusny socialni
problém. Vysledkem jednani byl zikon z roku 1986, ktery umoznil legaliza-
ci tém Mexi¢antim, ktefi mohli prokizat, Ze v USA zili a pracovali po uréi-
tou dobu (Immigration Reform Control Act, IRCA, Pub. L. No. 99-603,
100 Stat. 3359). Této moZnosti vyuzilo pfes dva milibny osob. Zikon ale
zaroven zptistoval ostrahu hranic a zaviddél pokuty pro zaméstnavatele,
ktefi by zaméstnavali pracovniky bez legilniho statutu. Opatfeni proti
zaméstnavatelim se ale nezalaly G¢inné prosazovat a po kritké odmlce se
ilegalni imigrace opét zacala zvy$ovat, zejména diky kontaktim, které méli

15 Dillin, John, How Eisenhower Solved the Border Problem With Mexico, Christian Science
Monitor, 6. Eerven 2006.

16 Reimers, David H., History of Recent Immigration Regulation, Proceedings of the American
Philosophical Society, Vol. 136, No. 2, 1992, str. 176-187.

17 Stoddard, Ellwyn R., A Conceptual Analysis of the ,Alien Invasion“: Institutionalized Sup-
port of Illegal Mexican Aliens in the U.S.“ International Migration Review, Vol. 10, No. 2,
1976, str. 157-189.
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nové ,zlegalizovani“ Mexi¢ané v Mexiku.l8 V roce 1996 byl proto pfijat
dali zikon (lllegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of
1996, Pub.L. 104-208, Div. C, 110 Stat. 3009-546), ktery zpfistioval udélo-
vani trvalého pobytu a zjednodu$oval proces deportace zadrzenych ilegil-
nich imigrantd a umozioval retroaktivni vyho$téni legilnich imigrantt
i za drobné prestupky.

Ve stité Kalifornie do$lo na zacatku 90. let 20. stoleti pod vlivem zvy-
$eného prilivu ilegilnich imigrantd k vyhroceni protiimigraénich nalad.
Republikinsky guvernér Peter Wilson chtél zadit situaci rizné fesit, i kdyz
problematika imigrace spadi do kompetenci federalni vlady. Argumentoval
tehdy zejména zvy$enymi naklady, které musi Kalifornie vynalozit na zdra-
votni pééi nebo skoly pro déti ilegilnich imigrantQ, z nichZ vétsina nepla-
ti dané z pifjmu. Guvernér tedy oficialné podpofil tzv. navrh &. 187 (Pro-
position 187), ktery odpiral ilegilnim pfistéhovalcim ptistup k ve$kerym
socidlnim sluzbim. O nivrhu se hlasovalo v referendu a mediilni kampan
pro pfijeti byla ¢asto vedena dosti nevybiravé a hraniila s rasismem. Pfes
odpor velké ¢asti hispinské komunity byl ale nivrh pfijat, a to 58,8 %
hlast.1? Ustavn{ soud Kalifornie viak brzy kli¢ov4 ustanoven{ nivrhu zru-
§il. Nutno dodat, Ze Kalifornie v té dobé prochizela lokalni recesi, kteri
vyplyvala z utlumeni zbrojniho primyslu po skondeni Studené vilky.

V 90. letech k pfilivu imigrantl z Mexika déle pfispéla reformni libe-
ralizaén{ politika mexické vlidy, jez zhorsila podminky zejména v zemé-
délstvi. Vynucena devalvace pesa v roce 1994 pak vyvolala dal$i finanéni
a niasledné ekonomickou krizi v dobé, kdy ekonomika USA prochizela
vyraznou konjunkturou. Diky dohodé o severoamerické zb6né volného
obchodu (NAFTA) se navic velmi zvysila obchodni vymé&na mezi obéma
stity, aniz by se vSak vytvorfil dostateény pocet pracovnich pfileZitosti
v Mexiku. Agenti Pohraniéni strize zadrZeli v téchto letech na hranicich az
2 miliény ilegilnich ptistéhovalch roéné (viz graf &. 2).

V této situaci a pod tlakem vyhrocené atmosféry v Kalifornii diky Navr-
hu 187 se administrativa prezidenta Clintona rozhodla zaéit opeviiovat hra-
nici. V rimci operace Gatekeeper (Strdgce briny) v okoli San Diega a ope-

18 Baker, Susan Gonzalez, The ,Amnesty“ Aftermath: Current Policy Issues Stemming From
the Legalization Programs of the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act, International
Migration Review, Vol. 31, No. 1, 1997, str. 5-27.

Y Migration News: Prop. 187 Approved in California, Migration News, Vol. 1, No. 4,
December 1994, k dispozici na: http://migration.ucdavis.edu/MN/more.php?id=492_0_2_0,
posledni pfistup 28. 7. 2007
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race Hold the Line (Udrg &iru) v okoli El Pasa byly vztyéeny nékolikavrst-
vé bariéry a navy$il se podet agentl Pohraniéni striZe. Pravé v téchto mis-
tech dochizelo nejéastéji k nelegilnim prechodim hranice. Tyto operace
byly Gspé€sné v tom ohledu, Ze opravdu snizily pocet ilegilnich pfechodd
v exponovanych méstskych oblastech, ¢imz se zmensil odpor tamnich oby-
vatel k ilegalni imigraci. llegilni pfechody se vSak pfesunuly do méné osid-
lenych a mnohem nebezpednéj$ich oblasti Arizonské pousté, kde od té
doby roéné zemfou stovky ilegilnich pfistéhovalcl, at uz dehydrataci po
ztraté orientace, nebo ve vodach prudkého zavlaZovaciho kanilu All-Ame-
rican Canal.20

Graf2: Pocet vyho$ténych nelegilnich pristéhovalcti 1961-2003
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Zdroj: Department of Homeland Security: Immigration Enforcement Actions, Annual Report, 2005,
k dispozici na www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/statistics/yearbook/2005/Enforcement_AR_05.pdf

S pfichodem prezidenta George W. Bushe do Bilého domu byly spojo-
vany velké nadéje na dal$i imigraéni reformu, nebot vzhledem ke svym
zkuSenostem guvernéra Texasu vyhlisil vztahy s Mexikem za prioritni.
Reforma, o kterou méla mexickd vlada velky zijem, méla umozfiovat
docasny pracovni pobyt pro mexické pracovniky a ziroven by legalizovala
pobyt téch Mexicandg, ktefi v USA maji dlouhodobou prici a rodinné zize-
mi. Po Gtocich z 11. zafi a nasledné vyhlasené vilce proti terorismu byla
v§ak tato otdzka upozadéna, navic zacala byt porézni hranice s Mexikem

2 Cornelius, Wayne A., Death at the Border: Efficacy and Unintended Consequences of US

Immigration Control Policy, Population and Development Review, Vol. 27, No. 4, 2001,
str. 661-685.
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chipina jako bezpeénostni hrozba, i kdyz zadny pokus o jeji pfechod ze
strany teroristickych skupin zatim zaznamenan nebyl. Po slozitych jedna-
nich pfeci jen vznikly dva nivrhy na imigraéni reformu, jeden v Senitu?!
a druhy ve Snémovné reprezentant.22 Prvni nivrh v podstaté odpovidal
liberdlnimu pojeti reformy, které podporoval i prezident a obsahoval
i moznost legalizace pobytu ilegilnich imigrantt. Druhy navrch vak byl
mnohem restriktivnéjsi a napfiklad kriminalizoval jakoukoliv formu pomo-
ci ilegalnim pfistéhovalcim. Po vzruSenych debatich a masivnich demon-
stracich jak ilegalnich pfistéhovalct, tak zastinct jejich vyhosténi, vsak
doslo pouze k tomu, ze Kongres autorizoval stavbu dalich 700 mil hra-
niéniho plotu za pouziti nejmodernéj$ich technologii. Nadéje na kom-
plexni imigraéni reformu se tim v podstaté rozplynuly.2? V USA tak zasti-
va ptiblizné 11 miliént ilegilnich pfistéhovalcl, z ¢ehoz se odhaduje, Ze
6 miliéna je mexického pivodu.2*

Vnimani problematiky migrace a jeho politické dopady v USA
a v Mexiku

Asymetricky vztah mezi Mexikem a Spojenymi stity mél a ma zavazné
dusledky i pro vniméani problematiky migrace. Jak bylo naznaceno v pfed-
chozi ¢asti, historicky byla migrace Mexi¢anG do USA zpolitku chipina
jako feSeni ekonomické asymetrie — rozvijejici se americkd ekonomika
potfebovala délniky z Mexika, které samo nedokizalo zajistit dostatek pra-

7 ¥z

covnich pfileZitosti pro rychle rostouci populaci. Velkd ¢ist migraénich
tokl byla pouze sezénni a mifila pfedeviim do zemédélstvi. Ameriéti vel-
kofarmafi na jihozidpadé zemé se proto tradicné stavéli proti omezovani
pristéhovalectvi i proti kontrolim dokument® na pracovistich.

21 Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act (CIRA, S 2611), k dispozici na strinkich Library of
Congtess, http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d109:SN02611, posledni pfistup 28. 7. 2007.

22 The Border Protection, Anti-terrorism, and Illegal Immigration Control Act of 2005 (H.R.
4437), k dispozici na strinkich Library of Congress, http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/
z?¢109:H.R.4437.RFS, posledni pfistup 28. 7. 2007.

2 Secure Fence Act of 2006 (Pub.L. 109-367), k dispozici na strinkich Library of Congress,
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/bdquery/z?d109:HR06061: @@@L& summ2=m&%7CTOM:
/bss/d109query.html%7C, posledni piistup 28. 7. 2007.

2 Pew Hispanic Centre: Estimates of the Unauthorized Migrant Population for States based on the
March 2005 CPS, k dispozici na http://pewhispanic.org/factsheets/factsheet.php?Factsheet
ID=17, posledni pfistup 28. 7. 2007.
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Protiimigraéni nilady v USA v prabéhu 20. stoleti zpravidla Gzce sou-
visely s ekonomickou recesi a nezaméstnanosti. Kulturni a rasové pfed-
sudky hrily ddalezitou roli, nicméné pokud bylo hodné price, tak se
zaméstnavatelé rozhodné nezdrihali (a dodnes ¢asto nezdrihajf) najimat
levné ilegalni pfistéhovalce. Kromé platovych podminek, které jsou casto
pod hranici miniméalni mzdy, jsou i pracovni podminky takto pracujicich
velmi $patné, nebot vzhledem ke svému ilegilnimu statutu si jen tézko
mohou nékde stézovat. Uréitou vyjimku v tomto ohledu tvofi v 90. letech
20. stoleti kampani ,Justice for Janitors“ (Spravedlnost pro uklizede, sprav-
ce budov, domovniky), do které se ¢asteéné zapojili i nelegilni imigranti.2>
Zaméstnavatelim ale vyhovoval a dodnes vyhovuje pfiliv levné a pravné
v podstaté bezzubé pracovni sily, kterd navic vytvafi i tlak na celkové sni-
zovani mezd v ekonomice. Makroekonomicky ptinos uznal i byvaly pted-
seda americké centrilni banky Alan Greenspan, kdyz prohlasil, Ze imigrace
ma pozitivni vliv na sniZovani inflace.2

Druhou skupinou, kterd v soucasnosti podporuje imigraci z Mexika,
jsou Ameri¢ané mexického ptvodu (Mexican Americans, nékdy téz Chica-
nos), ktefi jiz svlij pobyt v USA legalizovali a touZi k sobé pfivést rodinu
a pratele. Ostra protiimigralni rétorika navic ¢asto vyuziva pfedsudkd vaci
Mexi¢anim obecné, ¢imZ poskozuje (a zaroven proti sobé aktivizuje) tuto
kazdoroéné se rozrustajici skupinu. Podle (daji z posledniho oficidlniho
s¢itani lidu v roce 2000 bylo legilnich Hispanch v USA pfes 35 miliénq,
z toho 85 % je mexického puvodu. Hispinci tak predstihli éernochy a stali
se nejvétsi mensSinou v USA.Z Podpora daldi imigrace vSak neni ani
u Hispinc Uplné jednoznaéni, naptiklad v piipadé vySe zmifiovaného
Navrhu 187 z Kalifornie hlasovalo 37 % Hispanct pro jeho zavedeni. Vyjad-
fili tim obavy, Ze nekontrolovani imigrace jen zhorsi socidlni problémy
v hispanskych &tvrtich, coz ve vysledku postihne i legilni starousedliky.?
Urditym ukazatelem tohoto nejednoznaéného postoje mlze byt i fakt, ze
Pohrani¢ni striz zaméstnava velké procento Ameri¢and mexického pavodu.

Mnozi zastinci ilegilnich imigrantd pak také apeluji na humanitirni
aspekty problému, kdy diky oficiilni restriktivni politice dochazi k velké-

5 Service Employees International Union: Justice for Janitors, k dispozici na http://
www.seiu.org/property/janitors/, posledni pfistup 28. 7. 2007.

26 “The great American jobs machine”, The Economist, 13 leden, 2000.

27 U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Briefs, k dispozici na http://www.census.gov/populati-
on/www/cen2000/briefs.html, posledni pfistup 28. 7. 2007.

8 Newton, Lina Y., Why Latinos Supported Proposition 187: Testing the Economic Threat and Cul-
tural Identity Hypotheses, Center for the Study of Democracy, UC Irvine, No. 98-12, 1998.

108



mu mnozstvi osobnich tragédii, od imrti pfi pfechodu hranic po dlouho-
dobé rozdéleni rodin ¢i Sikanovani v zaméstnani. Pravé ilegilni statut vede
ke zvySené zranitelnosti migrantQ, nebot neexistuje moznost se v pfipadé
nouze obritit na stitni orginy bez nebezpeli potenciilniho vyhosténi.
I zastinci prav ilegilnich imigrantG vSak mohou byt v nékterych pfipadech
pro omezeni celkové Grovné migrace, protoze to zvySuje nadéje na legali-
zaci téch, ktefi jiz v USA bez povoleni Ziji.

V protiimigraénim tibofe hraly tradi¢né dalezitou roli americké odbo-
ry, kterym vadil pravé tlak na snizovini mezd v dasledku v podstaté neo-
mezeného pfisunu Cerstvé pracovni sily. lleglni pfistéhovalci se navic jen
tézko mohli legilné odborové organizovat. V $edesitych letech 20. stoleti
se bojem za lepsi pracovni podminky na farmach proslavil napfiklad odbo-
rovy ptredik mexicko-amerického pavodu Cézar Chavez, ktery dalsi imi-
graci pravé z téchto dvoda pfili§ nepodporoval.?

V poslednich letech se viak situace v odborech postupné méni. Stile
vice Hispanct se stiva aktivnimi ¢leny a maji pocit, Ze protiimigraéni nala-
dy jsou potenciilné namifeny proti jejich pfibuznym a znimym, pfipadné
celému etniku. VétSina odborovych skupin tudiz zmirnila svoji rétoriku
a podporuji kontrolované kritkodobé legilni migraéni programy. Dile
podporuji legalizaci stivajicich ilegilnich pfistéhovalct, coz by umoznilo
je 1épe odborové organizovat a nisledné tladit na vysi mezd a na zlep$eni
pracovnich podminek.30

Nejvétsimi neprateli imigrace z Mexika se tak v podstaté stali bili kon-
zervativci, ktefi se nejvice obavaji subverzivniho kulturniho vlivu z ,Jihu®,
jenz v jejich olich predstavuje antitezi v§eho pozitivniho v americké spo-
le¢nosti. Kulturni stereotypy liného, bigotniho, nevzdélaného, nisilnické-
ho, pfipadné i machistického Mexi¢ana neptestaly hrat v pfedstavich téch-
to kritikd daleZitou roli, zejména v situaci obecné bezpeénostni hysterie
po 11. za¥{ 2001.31 Oficiilni termin ,illegal alien“ (ileglni cizi statni pfi-
sludnik, ale zéroven i ilegilni vetfelec), ktery se pro nelegilni pfistéhoval-
ce pouzivi, je péknou ukizkou toho, jak se tyto pfedsudky projevuji
i v oficidlnim diskurzu.

® Etulain, Richard W. (ed.), Cesar Chavez: A Brief Biography with Documents, (New York,
Palgrave Macmillan, 2002).

30 Greenhouse, Steven, Unions Urge Amnesty For lllegal Immigrants Legalized workers
would be easier for labor to organize, San Francisco Chronicle, 17. 2. 2000.

31 Dougherty, Jon E., lllegals: The Imminent Threat Posed By Our Unsecured U.S.-Mexican
Border (Nashville: WND Books, 2004).
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Tyto kulturni pfedsudky jsou v ocich téch, ktefi jim véfi, zhor§oviny
demografickou situaci, kdy je prokizino, ze Hispinci maji v priméru vice
déti nez bili Ameri¢ané. Vznika tak panika ne nepodobna napfiklad riznym
vlnim ,,zlutého nebezpeli®, kdy je ohroZzeno biologické preziti, pfipadné
rasova Cistota vét§inové bilé populace. Implicitni témto argumentim je
pak samozfejmé nadfazenost ,domiciho® bilého rasového profilu nad
»Cizackym“. V pomérné désivé paralele s populaéni politikou Tteti fiSe maji
v pfedstavich konzervativel bilé Zeny opustit svoje emancipacni kariéry
a opét rodit v zijmu preZiti rasy co nejvice bilych déti.3?

Kromé apeld na demograficky vyvoj maji odpurci ilegilni imigrace
z Mexika jesté dal$i argument, a to je tradiéni konzervativni diraz na
pravo a poridek. llegilni imigranti v tomto pojeti porusili pfechodem hra-
nice zakon, jsou to tedy zlo¢inci a mélo by se s nimi podle toho zachizet.
Navrhy na éasteénou legalizaci jsou pak odmitiny jako ,odména za spi-
chéni zlo¢inu“.3 Tento legalisticky postoj samoziejmé naprosto nevystihu-
je socidlni realitu ilegilni imigrace, nicméné jej lze dobfe vyuzit jako
zastérku kulturnich predsudkd, které by se v dne$ni dobé pfeci jen obha-
jovaly mnohem hafe.

Argumenty zaloZené na kulturnich rozdilech vyznivaji ponékud para-
doxné, pokud si uvédomime, Ze zejména ilegilni imigranti v mnohém
sdili hodnoty typické pro prikopnické generace Ameri¢and. Pro svij sen
o lep$im zivoté pro sebe a svoji rodinu jsou ilegilni imigranti ochotni ris-
kovat - cesta za praci do ,,El Norte“, jak se USA v Mexiku prezdiva, neni
rozhodné snadni. Lze to chépat i jako dalsi z pddnych dikazi proti ste-
reotypnimu vniméni linych Hispanct, ktefi pry nemaji podnikavého
ducha. I kdyZ se ptevadé&am (coyotes) plati poplatek od tisice do ti{ tisic
dolard, na ktery se vét§inou sklada cela $irsi rodina budouciho migranta,
tyto penize se brzy vriti. Z ekonomického hlediska se navic ¢asto jedni
o racionalni investici s vysokou navratnosti. Diky tomuto dluhu je pak vét-
$ina ilegilnich imigrantd velmi motivovina tvrdé pracovat, coz opét kores-
ponduje s ,,americkymi“ hodnotami, podobné jako silny diraz na rodinné
vazby.

32 Bialasiewicz, Luiza: ‘The Death of the West’: Samuel Huntington, Oriana Fallaci and 2 New
‘Moral’ Geopolitics of Births and Bodies, Geopolitics, Vol. 11, No. 4, 2006, str. 701-724.

33 Dobry ptiklad tohoto uvaZovani je k dispozici na strinkich konzervativniho republikin-
ského prezidentského kandidita Toma Tancreda: Join Tom’s Army Against Amnesty and
together let’s defeat amnesty and amnesty politicians, k dispozici http://www.teamtancre-
do.com/save_america_index.asp, posledni ptistup 28. 7. 2007.
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V Mexiku samotném doslo ve vztahu k migraci k zajimavému vyvoiji.
Progresivni Gstava z roku 1917, kterd plati s Gpravami dodnes, obsahuje
v €lanku 11 svobodu pohybu, kterd obsahuje i svobodu kdykoliv opustit
hranice Mexika.3* Postupem ¢asu viak zadala byt mexicki vlida viéi emi-
graci méné vstficna, nebot ji vnimala jako zradu a odmitnuti pracovat na
rozvoji Mexika. I z tohoto davodu se pak vlada pfili§ nezajimala o dalsi
osud emigrantt. Pokud se nékomu podarilo ziskat oblanstvi USA, ztratil
tim automaticky i to mexické. Postoj nacionalisticky orientované mexické
politiky byl takovy, Ze emigranti pod vidinou konzumniho kapitalistického
zivotniho stylu opoustéji prici na budovaini stitu a zrazuji tim projekt
narodniho rozvoje. Navzdory obasnym verbalnim Gtokim vsak mexicka
vlada nepodnikla Zadné konkrétni kroky, aby emigraci zamezila - v pod-
staté se ji hodil urdity ventil, kterym ze zemé unikali potenciilné nespo-
kojen{ a nezaméstnani. Zmirtiovaly se tak dopady toho, Ze rezim nedoka-
zal vytvofit dostatek pracovnich pfilezitosti, a navic emigranti posilali zpét
domt cenné valuty. Kontakty s emigranty v§ak vladni strana PRI rozhod-
né nepodporovala z obavy, Ze by se mohli stit centrem opozice, kterd bude
podporovat reformy a demokratizaci zemé.?

Zména tohoto ambivalentniho aZ nepritelského postoje pfisla az s prezi-
dentem Carlosem Salinasem, ktery si uvédomil potenciil velké sité kontakth
po celych USA, a to nejen z hlediska obchodni spoluprice a investic. Mexic-
ki vlada zacala otevirat nové konzulaty v USA, v soucasnosti je jich jiz 45.
Disledkem tohoto obratu byl napiiklad fakt, Ze Ameri¢ané mexického pavo-
du v souladu se z4jmy mexické vlidy aktivné lobbovali za prosazeni NAFTA
americkym Kongresem.36 Dal$im krokem byla diplomatickd podpora prav ile-
galnich imigrantd z Mexika, se kterymi americké Gfady zpravidla zachizeji
velmi nevybiravé. Mexické ministerstvo zahrani¢i dokonce vydalo publikaci, ve
které davi ilegilnim migrantim rady, jak pfezit nebezpeénou cestu pousti.
Obsahuje cenné rady jako ,,pfidanim soli sice budete citit vét$i zizen, riziko
dehydratace se viak snizi,“ nebo ,,pokud se ztratite, jdéte podle elektrického
vedeni nebo trati“ (viz Obrizek 1). Z pohledu USA tato broZura nabidi
k pachani trestného ¢inu a jeji vydani bylo proto ostfe kritizovino.

34 Aktuélni stav mexické Gstavy je k dispozici napiiklad na strinkich privnické fakulty Mexické
narodni univerzity: http://info4.juridicas.unam.mx/ijure/fed/9/, posledni pfistup 28. 7. 2007.
3 Gutierrez, Carlos Gonzalez, Fostering Identities: Mexico’s Relations With Its Diaspora,

Journal of American History, Vol. 86, 1999, str. 545-567.
36 Mayer, E W, Interpreting NAFTA, the Science and Art of Political Analysis, (New York: Colum-
bia University Press, 1998).
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Zdroj: Secretarfa de Relaciones Exteriores: “Guia del Migrante”, Secretaria de Relaciones Exteriores,
México, D.E, 2004

Penize, které emigranti kazdy rok posilaji do Mexika, se staly po ropé
nejvét§im zdrojem valut v mexické ekonomice a v chudiich oblastech
v podstaté nahrazuji neexistujici socidlni sit. Jen v roce 2005 poslali Mexi-
¢ané pracujici v USA do Mexika ptes 20 miliard dolarG.3” Z téchto penéz
jsou financovany i komunalni projekty, na které nemi mistn{ spriva peni-
ze.38 Mexicka centrilni banka (Banco de México) proto pracovala na moz-
nostech, jak sniZit horentni poplatky zprostfedkovatelim, ktefi transfer
penéz od imigrantd do chudych oblasti Mexika realizovali. Ve spoluprici
s dal$imi finanénimi instituty a mexickymi konzulity se podafilo vytvofit
systém, ktery penézni transfery dramaticky zlevnil, ¢im doslo k jejich dal-
§imu narlstu. Mexické konzulity totiZz vydavaji ilegdlnim imigrantdm pra-
kazy totoZnosti (tzv. tarjeta de identificacion matricula), které sice vétsina

37 Lochhead, Carolyn, Give and take across the border. 1 in 7 Mexican workers migrates —
most send money home. San Francisco Chronicle, 21. kvétna 2006.

38 Santiago Cruz de Jests, M., Importancia Econdémica De La Migracién International En
México. Anilisis Desde La Perspectiva De Las Remesas, Momento Econdmico. No. 114, 2001,
str. 41-47.
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americkych Gfadl neuznava, ale lze si diky nim zaloZit bankovni konto, ze
kterého je posilini penéz snazsi i levnéjsi.

Symbolickym uzninim duleZitosti emigrantl pro Mexiko byla i nova
moznost volit v prezidentskych volbich v roce 2006 na Gzemi USA. Kvdli
slozitému registranimu systému vsak této moznosti vyuZil jen zlomek
opravnénych voli¢t (40 856, z nichZ 57 % volilo Felipe Calderéna z vladni
strany PAN).3 Zejména ti potenciilni voliéi, ktef{ pobyvaji v USA ilegilné,
se obavali, Ze by se v tomto procesu mohli zviditelnit pro imigraéni Gfed-
niky. Jednalo se vSak o vyznamny prvni krok, ktery éasem muze nabyt na
dulezitosti. Odhaduje se totiz, ze kazdy sedmy ekonomicky aktivni Mexi-
¢an pracuje v USA.40

Lze tedy Fici, Ze mexicka vlada pfijala fakt masové emigrace a snazi se ho
pomoci pragmatickych krokl spi$e vyuZit. Emigranti uZ nejsou povaZovani
za zridce, ale naopak za prukopniky svého druhu, z jejichz zku$enosti
mohou ostatni v Mexiku profitovat. Navic mohou tyto zkusenosti v kombi-
naci s masivnimi finan¢nimi transfery napomahat rozvoji ekonomiky v samot-
ném Mexiku. Mexicka vlada se také pravidelné oste ohrazuje proti represiv-
nim opatfenim vG¢i ilegilnim imigrantdm v USA#! Tento pragmaticky
pfistup k problematice vSak rozhodné nesdili statni spriva v USA, kde jsou
i Cisté technické kroky, které by ulehdily Zivot jak ilegilnim imigrantim, tak
mistnim Gfadim, pfedmétem ostrych politickych sport. Naptiklad guvernér
Kalifornie Arnold Schwarzenegger vetoval zikon, ktery umoziioval ilegilnim
imigrantim ziskat fidi¢sky prikaz — bez tohoto zikona se tak na Kaliforn-
skych silnicich stejné pohybuje cca. 2 miliény Fidi¢a bez prikazu a tudiz
potencidlné bez jakéhokoliv ponéti o pravidlech silniéniho provozu.#? Dra-
maticky rozdil ve vnimani problematiky, kdy pro Mexi¢any jsou emigranti
hrdinové svého druhu, ktefi zpravidla poméihaji svym rodinim v Mexiku,
zatimco pro mnoho lidi v USA se jedni o zlo€ince, se kterymi je téeba ,zato-
Cit“, velmi zhorSuje potencialni bilateralni spoluprici v této oblasti.

3 Instituto Federal Electoral, Eleccién de presidente de los estados unidos mexicanos, Cémputos
distritales de la votacién de los ciudadanos mexicanos residentes en el exctranjero en las elecciones
Sfederales de 2006, k dispozici na http://www.ife.org.mx/documentos/Estadisticas2006/presi-
dente/nac_vm.html, posledni pfistup 28. 7. 2007.

40 Lochhead, Carolyn, Give and take across the border. 1 in 7 Mexican workers migrates —
most send money home. San Francisco Chronicle, 21. kvétna 2006.

41 Reuters: Mexico’s Calderon protests U.S. crackdown on immigrants, 2. za¥, k dispozici na
http://www.reuters.com/article/topNews/idUSN0231897420070902, posledni pristup 28. 7. 2007.

4 Edds, Kimberley: No Driver’s Licenses for Calif. lllegal Immigrants, The Washington Post,
24. z4F 2004, str. A04, posledni ptistup 28. 7. 2007.
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Zavér: migrace a asymetrie

Dokud trva zikladni asymetrie mezi Mexikem a USA a pfetrvivaji
i zdsadni rozdily na obou trzich price, zastivaji pokusy ze strany USA
kriminalizovat a vytésnit ilegilni pristéhovalectvi tragickym pfizninim
neschopnosti efektivné spolupracovat s Mexikem v této oblasti. Nedavno
schvilena stavba hrani¢ni zdi je pfikladem kritkozrakého, ve své podstaté
hysterického pokusu o omezeni ilegilni imigrace, aniz by byly zohlednény
$ir$i souvislosti problému. Podobné jako v pfipadé ,opevnéni® mést San
Diego a El Paso v roce 1994 lze olekivat, Ze se migranti pouze pfesunou
na nebezpeénéj$i mista nebo budou ochotnéji riskovat nebezpeéngjsi &i
draZ3i zptsoby ptepravy (napifklad v hermeticky uzavfenych chlazenych
prepravnich kontejnerech, podzemnimi tunely nebo tfeba katapultem
s dopadem na pfipravenou matraci).”* Muzeum Berlinské zdi na Check-
pointu Charlie v Berliné obsahuje mnoho dalSich pfikladd, jak lze ostfe
stteZzené zdi prekonat. Vychodonémeckym pohrani¢nikim se nakonec
podafilo ilegilni emigraci téméf zastavit, nicméné k tomuto cili bylo po-
uzito obrovskych prostfedkd, potenciilni emigranti mohli byt pfi Gtéku
v podstaté beztrestné zabiti, a hlavné mezi Vychodnim a Zipadnim
Némeckem neprobihal ¢ily obchodni a turisticky ruch. Oproti tomu na
hranici mezi USA a Mexikem do$lo za rok 2006 k 4,7 miliénu legalnich pfe-
chod@ nakladnich voz{ a 88 milibnim pfechodl vozh osobnich.4

Pro¢ je tedy tak tézké pro USA a Mexiko v otizkich imigrace spolu-
pracovat a vytvofit systém, ktery by umoznil legilné vyrovnat asymetrie na
trhu price? Casteénou roli jisté hraje neomarxisticky argument, podle kte-
rého cynicti kapitalisté v USA v podstaté oceriuji stavajici systém, nebot
dostatek ilegalnich imigrantl stile pfes hranici proklouzne (pracovni sila je
zaji§téna), ale jejich ilegilni status je &ini velmi zranitelnymi a umozfiuje tak
jejich extrémni vykofistovini (pracovni sila je velmi levnd a neboufi se).
Ekonomicka nejistota spojend s moZnou ztritou zaméstnanch diky zatahu
imigraéniho Gfadu nebo reilni moZnost pokuty za zaméstnavani ilegilnich
imigrantd vak v posledni dobé ubird tomuto vysvétleni na pfesvédéivosti.®?

43 Pfeshraniéni katapult na migranty je zatim spiSe v kategorii novodobych mytd, viz. Border
Slingshot, Episode 35, Myth Busters, Discovery Channel, 27. &ervence, 2005.

4 U.S. Department of Transportation, Research and Innovative Technology Administration,
Bureau of Transportation Statistics, Border Crossing/Entry Data; based on data from U.S.
Department of Homeland Security, Customs and Border Protection, OMR database, k dis-
pozici na http://www.transtats.bts.gov/bordercrossing.aspx, posledni p¥istup 28. 7. 2007.

4 Preston, Julia: Short on Labor, Farmers in U.S. Shift to Mexico, The New York Times, 5. z4¥, 2007.
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Relevantnéj$im divodem pro soucasnou situaci pak maze byt pravé
podstata asymetrického vztahu mezi obéma stity. V USA je tato asymetrie
vudi Mexiku a dal§im rozvojovym stitiim Casto vyuzivina konzervativnimi
skupinami jako psychologicky dilezity moment potvrzujici vyjime¢nost
a nadfazenost USA. V mezinirodni politice pak takovy postoj podporu-
je unilateralistické kroky, kterymi se USA vic¢i Mexiku uzaviraji, ¢imz vSak
poskozuji jeho zijmy. Dobrym pfikladem muze byt pravé nedivny neds-
péch reformy imigraéni politiky, kdy se na zijmy Mexika v debaté v pod-
staté vabec nehledélo. Diky vyrazné asymetrii je téZ mozné rozdmychévat
xenofobni nalady, kdy jsou Mexi¢ané stereotypné vnimani jako ,ti druzi®,
»ti cizi®, respektive, Ze my v USA jsme ,ti lep$i“. Od tohoto druhu uvazo-
vani je velmi blizka cesta k vyzvim pro zabarikidovani a opeviiovani hra-
nic, nebot ,ti druzi“ se snazi proniknout ,,k nim®. Jejich pouha pfitomnost
je vnimana jako potenciilné ,rozvratni®, takze existuji obavy, Ze to dopad-
ne jako tam ,u nich“.46 V situaci, kdy v USA legilné Zije dnes jiz pfes ¢ty-
ficet miliénG obdand hispanského pavodu, je takovy postoj pomérné
absurdni, nicméné i diky pfetrvavajici asymetrii mezi obéma stity ma svoji
politickou vihu.

Jak bylo popsino vy$e, Mexiko se dlouhou dobu chovalo ve vztahu
k emigraci vlastnich ob¢ant také pomérné nepritelsky, nebot si jeho vlada
nechtéla pfiznat asymetrickou realitu vztahu s USA a pfedstirala v rimci uza-
viené nacionalistické politiky, Ze podminky v Mexiku jsou téméf tak dobré
jako v USA. K obratu v postoji k imigraci do$lo ziroveri s momentem, kdy
si i mexicka vlada pfiznala hloubku asymetrie mezi svoji zemi{ a2 USA. Z emi-
grantskych ,zridc“ se rizem stali normaélni lidé ¢i dokonce hrdinové, ktefi
podstupuji riskantni cestu v pfirozené touze po lep$im Zivoté pro sebe a své
blizké. Takovy pohled pak umoziuje alespoti z mexické strany pfijeti poli-
tik, které Mexi¢aniim ve Spojenych stitech usnadiiuji Zivot. PFiliv penéz pak
vypovida o tom, Ze emigranti na své rodiny nezapominaji, i kdyz sami ¢asto
Ziji ve velmi skrovnych podminkich.#7 PFiznini redlné existujici asymetrie
tedy v mexickém pfipadé vedlo k pozitivnim krokam, i kdyz pro dlouho
vladnouci stranu PRI nebylo lehké k takovému zavéru dojit. Za asymetricky
vyvoj totiz nese diky své dlouholeté vlidé velkou ¢ast zodpovédnosti.

4 Sudrez-Orozco, Marcelo M., California Dreaming: Proposition 187 and the Cultural
Psychology of Racial and Ethnic Exclusion, Anthropology & Education Quarterly, ro. 27,
&. 2, Racial and Ethnic Exclusion in Education and Society. (erven 1996), str. 51-167.

47 Dohan, Daniel, The Price of Poverty. Money, Work and Culture in the Mexican American
Barrio (Berkeley: University Calofornia press, 2003) str. 50.
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Postoj silnéjsiho partnera mi v asymetrickém vztahu z povahy véci
zasadni vliv na podobu jevi, které se obou stath tykaji. S vlivem pfichizi
i velki ¢ast odpovédnosti za dany stav. Nepochopeni této dynamiky vede
v USA k pokradovani kritkozraké politiky uzavienosti vi¢i Mexiku, kterd
mUzZe snizovani asymetrie mezi obéma stity pouze oddilit. Pokud chape-
me imigraci jako logicky dusledek asymetrické situace, tak je tento postoj
nejen kritkozraky, ale i nedomysleny.
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JAZZ IN CZECH CULTURE

AFTER WORLD WAR ONE: CLASH

OF WESTERN MODERNITY WITH
CENTRAL EUROPEAN TRADITIONALISM

MILOS CALDA

Abstract

The paper deals with the reception of American culture in the interwar years, the time when
the Czech cultural elites tried to abandon the traditional Central European patterns and
reoriented themselves to embrace those of Western Europe and North America. The
reorientation was accompanied by the discovery of exotic new genres like film and jazz.
Perhaps surprisingly, the Western culture was enthusiastically received by the Left. The two
prominent representatives of this direction were the left-leaning intellectual Emil Franti$ek
Burian and the Liberated Theatre (Osvobozené divadlo) with such individualities as the
composer Jaroslav JeZek and its two main protagonists, playwrights and actors Ji¥{ Voskovec
and Jan Werich. The paper focuses on the first Czech book on jazz music, E. F Burian’s Jazz
(1928), in which the author, apart from many misjudgements, constructed a novel model
of culture hitherto unknown in Central Europe, the model that combined sports, social
patterns, lifestyle, modernity, and left-wing politics. The difficulties with finding out what
jazz really was are also treated as well as the factor of “technological reproducibility”
(W. Benjamin). Lastly, the contribution of Vladimir Polivka, the leading informant of the
Czech society about musical life in the United States in the interwar period, is assessed.
Keywords: jazz, American popular music, cultural reception, modernity, cultural Left,
E. E Burian, Jaroslav JeZek, Vladimir Polivka, age of technological reproducibility

Introduction

The paper examines the influx of American popular culture into
Czechoslovakia in the aftermath of World War One. It was especially jazz
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music and films that made great impact, providing common experience
for the young generation. The enthusiastic reception of American
popular culture was a part of a broader cultural reorientation, departing
from the patterns and styles that had prevailed during the last decades of
the Habsburg monarchy. The American cultural imports were embraced,
above all, by the political left, exemplified by Emil Franti§ek Burian and the
artists associated with the Osvobogené divadlo theater. On the other hand,
the more conservatively minded part of the Czech public was
uncomfortable with the fact that jazz music was created by Negroes (as
the Afro-Americans were labelled then). In the reception of jazz by the
Czech conservative musical critics in the 1920s, there were also anti-Semitic
overtones. On the other hand, many young Czech composers in the
1920s were as strongly inspired by jazz as Igor Stravinsky or Eric Satie
a decade before.

Reorientation — from Central Europe to the West

In the post-WW1 period, the Czech society, now living in an
independent state, strove for general political and cultural reorientation,
for the so-called odrakousténi (de-Austrianization). With new self-
confidence, it tried to get away from the traditional Mitteleuropa of
Friedrich Naumann, from the Central European (above all Austrian and
German) sphere of political and cultural influence, embracing cultures of
the West (i.e. of the nations west of the Rhine and beyond), above all those
of France and of the English-speaking countries, including the previously
semi-exotic United States.

Modernization, new rhythms and dances, jazz

The process of Czechs’ cultural reorientation coincided with the
gradual modernization of lifestyle. The Great War, as World War One was
called until the second such came, de-legitimized value systems, dominant
cultural patterns and, to a varying extent, even political establishments in
the warring countries. There are numerous examples of the war trauma in
world literature (Ernest Hemingway, William Faulkner, Henri Barbusse,
Erich M. Remarque, etc.).
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This process was accompanied with another major development, the
onset of the “Age of Technological Reproducibility” (Walter Benjamin)
which helped to spread cultural artefacts to unprecedented numbers of
people.

The arrival of jazz to Czechoslovakia is just a fraction of the whole
story of the generational transition to modernity, the transition that was
by no means limited to Czechoslovakia. In the 1920s, most of the
important European young and not-so-young composers wrote music that
was greatly influenced by new rhythms and dances (above all by ragtime,
the immediate predecessor of jazz).

These composers included Eric Satie, Francis Poulenc, Georges Auric
(author of Les feuilles mortes), Igor Stravinsky, Darius Milhaud (whose L
Création du Monde (1923) is strikingly similar melodically to George
Gershwin’s Rbapsody in Blue (January 1924)), Arthur Honegger, Paul
Hindemith, Kurt Weill. In the Czech context, the jazz-influenced
composers included Bohuslav MartinG, Erwin Schulhoff, and, above all,
Jaroslav Jezek.!

Robert Goffin, one of the first Belgian jazz musicians (and fans),
remembers the epiphany he experienced in Brussels in 1919 when he heard
the Creole jazz clarinettist and soprano saxophonist Sidney Bechet:
“Something new was born for me that took its place next to the poems of
Apollinaire and Blaise Cendrars as well as to the drawings of Henri
Rousseau and Chagall.”

Ragtime found its way to Prague before World War One already. It was
played in the Montmartre café in the Old Town’s Retézova Street, where
Irving Berlin’s immortal standard Alexander’s Ragtime Band was heard in
1912, only a year after its publication in New York. A female “Apache
dancer”, whose artistic name “Emca Revoluce” suggested anarchist
sympathies, performed to the tune.

Throughout the 1920s, the Czech public had little, if any contacts with
the American jazz scene. The jazz the Czechs heard was filtered by the
musicians from Paris, London, and Berlin. Perhaps the most important

1 Due to space limitations, the present contribution will not deal with JeZek and the Osvobo-
zené divadlo.

2 Robert Goffin, Jazz from Congo to Swing, London 1946. Sidney Bechet traveled as far as the
Soviet Union in 1926, reportedly giving guest performances in Kiiv, Odessa, and Kharkiv.
http://www.musicianguide.com/biographies/1608001422/Sidney-Bechet.html Last access on
November 25, 2007.
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Czech jazz concert of the decade took place on December 19, 1928, when
the English Jack Hylton Orchestra performed in Prague.

It was by no means immediately obvious what jazz really was. Even
such American literary greats like Francis Scott Fitzgerald, the author of
the Stories of the Jazz Age, seemed to believe that jazz was just the glitzy
upper-middle-class popular music performed exclusively by whites, the
music that we know from most of the recordings made by the Paul
Whiteman Orchestra. An understanding of the real jazz music was all the
more difficult for the distant Czech public. However, jazz impressed even
in its imported and “bowdlerized” form.

The Czech reception of jazz and the standards of information on this
genre can be seen from the definition of jazz in Masarykiiv slovnik naucny
(1927). It should be noted that jazz was still confused then with popular
dances.?

The leading and by no means traditionalist Czech musicological periodical
Listy budebni matice brought an article in 1923 by the French poet and critic
René Chalupt, in which its author rendered quite well the perception (or
misperception) of jazz in post-WW1 Europe.# It is regrettable and telling at
the same time that Chalupt did not give his readers a single name indicating
what kind of music he had in mind. It is certain that some American
commercial bands rising to fame and stardom in the 1920s were really “very

3 “JAZZ, in American Negro dialect a dance which had its predecessors in all dances based on
rhythmic tension. Imported to Europe before the World War already, e.g. Cake Walk,
Foxtrot, Shimmy, etc. This semi-barbaric and semi-exotic dance became an expression of
postwar Europe. Its rhythm is syncopated, being regularly interrupted by piano or yelling
tones of wind instruments.” [,,JAZZ (dZiz), v am. &erno$ském dialektu tanec, ktery ma své
predchiidce ve viech tancich, rodicich se z rytmického vzruchu. Do Evr. pfivezen jiz pred
1. svét. val,, na pf. Cake Walk, Foxtrot, Shimmy, aj. Tento polobarbarsky a poloexoticky
tanec se stal vyrazovym uménim povél. Evr. Podstatou jeho rytmu je synkopicky ptivod,
prabéh rytmu je pravidelné pferusovin klavirem n. v¥{skavymi tény dechovych nistroji.“]
Masarykiiv slovnik naucny, Vol. 111, p. 732, Praha 1927.

»The only new musical element that the present-day light music brings and that we do not
owe to some composers of this special genre resulted from general craze for entertainment
that would disperse boredom from other pastimes. | have jaz z - b a n d in mind, at first
with devilish fascination as a kind of mixed drink but soon showing with its comical din
monotonousness and gray taste that is no longer able to cover up the tastelessness of this
beverage. These seemingly wild American sounds are very tame in reality and display musical
poverty bordering on misery.“ [,Jediny novy hudebni element, jejz dne¥ni lehkd hudba
pfinadi, a za néjZ nékterym komponistim tohoto zvli$tniho sméru nijak nejsme zavizéni,
pfiveden byl v§eobecnym blidznénim po zdbavé, kterd by rozptylila nudu z ostatnich
vyrazeni. Minim j a z z — b a n d, zprvu débelsky fascinujici jako néktery druh cocktailu,
brzy viak prozrazujici svym komickym hlomozem jednotvirnost a fidni pfichut, kterd neni

S
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tame in reality” and displayed “musical poverty”. However, as it is testified by
some recordings by e.g. Louis Armstrong and Ferdinand “Jelly Roll” Morton
made at the time of Chalupt’s writing, the quality of at least a part of jazz of
the early 1920s was far better than suggested by the French author.

Even the American musicians were rather ambiguous about jazz music
and its origin. The modernist composer Marion Bauer tried to define jazz,
in a rather impressionistic manner, in her article for Lz revue musicale’
There is no doubt that her exposition of what she understood as jazz was
much finer and less prejudiced than that of Chalupt’s. She was able to
discern in jazz the unique combination of “barbarism” and complexity as
well as the special way of handling instruments by Negro musicians.

s to déle maskovati nechutnosti tohoto nipoje. Tyto zdanlivé divoké amerikinské zvuky jsou
ve skute¢nosti nadmiru krotké a projevuji hudebni chudobu, hranidici aZ na bidu...“] René
Chalupt, ,The Light Muse, [Lehk4 musa], transl. from French by dr. Josef Vymétal, reprinted
from ,Chesterien” review). Listy hudebni matice (LHM) 1923, No. 5 February 20, 1923), p. 112.

5 “[Jazz-band] is the only original manifestation of contemporary American music, whose
origin is to be found among the underclass of San Francisco /sicl/: jazz’ is the ‘ragtime’ of
yesterday, of ‘cake-walk’ and ‘coon songs’ of the day before yesterday. It is something that is
always based on the negro song, characteristic, both in its secular or spiritual form, for its
syncopation and usually for its pentatonic scale, ie a scale without the fourth and seventh
tone. The terms jazz’ and ‘ragtime’ are used today in America as synonyms; however, jazz’
is a kind of instrumentation while ‘ragtime’ is rather a syncopated and entrancing rhythm...
‘Jazz-band’ is an orchestra consisting of string and wind instruments able to glissandoes as
well as the percussion instruments. Only the Negroes can play the real jazz’ with glissandoes
as they should be, with the required sordino effects of the brass instruments, with the use
of the winds at extremes of pitch, with the original use of the percussion instruments, with
all the characteristics of barbaric and, at the same time, complex music which resists musical
notation. Many of them play just by ear only, having no knowledge of notation and
improvising the music with very complex rhythms.” [,,Jazz-band“... je jediny ptvodn{ projev
dnedni americké hudby, zjev, jehoZ vznik nutno hledat v prostfedi lidové spodiny San
Franciska; ,jazz“ je véerejii ,ragtime®, pfedvéerejsi ,cake-walk” a ,,coon songs®, a vZdycky je
to néco, co méi podkladem Eerno$skou pisefi, jejimZ charakteristickym znakem, at uZ jde
o melodii svétskou & duchovni, jsou synkopy a obyéejné i pétiténovid stupnice
t.j. $kila bez 4. a 7. stupné. Dnes se uzivd v Americe slov ,jazz“ a ,ragtime® jako synonym,
ackoli ,jazz“ zna&i spi§ zplsob instrumentace, kdeZto ,ragtime“ znameni strhujici
synkopovany rytmus... ,Jazz-band“ je orchestr sloZzeny z nastroja smy¢covych i dechovych
schopnych glissanda, a z nistroju bicich. Jediné ¢ernosi dokidZou pravy ,jazz“ s glissandy,
jak se patfi, s nalezitym pfiduSenim plechd, s vytéZenim dechovych nistroji v krajnich
polohich, s originilnim prednesem na bicich nistrojich, s celym tim rizem hudby barbarské
i slozité, kterd se zidnymi znackami nedd zaznamenat. Mnozi hrili také hraji jen podle
sluchu; neznajf not a improvisuji hudbu velmi komplikovanych rytm?@.“] Marion Bauer in ,La
revue musicale®, Listy Hudebni matice Vol. 8, pp. 316-317 (May 26, 1924). It should be noted
here that the text as reprinted in Listy Hudebni matice lacks cohesion; it is impossible to say
what part was written by Marion Bauer and what was added, as ,hidden explanation®, to
serve the Czech reader by the Listy editors. This ambiguousness applies especially to the
erroneous localization of the origin of jazz to San Francisco.
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In 1926, Listy Hudebni matice brought another text on jazz music,
a translation of an article by the French musical critic Raymond Petit
“Contemporary American music” [Dne$ni americkd hudba].6 Petit’s
assessment of Rbapsody in Blue by George Gershwin was in essence
positive, especially as regards the “colours” of the music and the piano
score, neglecting, perhaps, the wonderful melodic inventiveness Gershwin
showed in his masterpiece. Petit states that the music of American
composers adds a new and very beneficial note to the immense concert of
contemporary music.

The first Czech book on jazz by Emil FrantiSek Burian

Emil Franti$ek Burian (1904-1959) was a man of many talents: a poet,
a singer, a lyricist, an actor, a musician, a composer, a playwright, a theatre
organizer as well as a director. He became one of the artists associated with
the group of left-wing vanguard writers and intellectuals called Devétsil
(1920-1930). Burian also collaborated with the Osvobozené divadlo theatre
(Liberated Theatre) during its early years. In 1923, as a nineteen-year-old,
he joined - fatefully as it was to turn out — the Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia.

In 1928, the Aventinum Publishers released his Jzgg, one of the first
books devoted to this type of music. From the perspective of our
knowledge of what jazz is, Burian’s book is full of misunderstandings. Its
author was very much impressed by what we now consider to have been

6 “George Gershwin wrote blues and foxtrot tunes that are now danced to all over the world.
With Irving Berlin, he ranks among the most popular composers of the genre. For one of
the most outstanding jazz orchestras, the Paul Whiteman Orchestra, he wrote a piano
composition Rhapsody in Blue, a very interesting and brilliantly colourful work, in which the
jazz orchestra — saxophones, percussion instruments etc. — are exquisitely wed with the
piano technique, reminding us of Liszt. The rhapsody would have certainly benefited from
more concentration as it lack the proper connection of themes, although the genre admits
a certain looseness.” [Jif{ Gerschwinn /sic!/ napsal ptimo blues a fox-trotty, jeZ se tan&{ po
celém svété. Je to skladatel spolu s Irvingem Berlinem v tom oboru nejpopulirnéjsi; vytvoril
viak pro jeden z nejznamenitéj§ich jazzovych orchestrd americkych, totiz pro orchestr Pavla
Whitemana, skladbu klavirni, nazvanou ,Rhapsody in blue®, coz jest dilo nadmiru zajimavé,
oslnivého koloritu, kde orchestr jazzovy: saxofony, bici nistroje atd. snoubi se znamenité
s technikou klavirni, upominajici na Liszta. NeZ tato rhapsodie by jisté ziskala, kdyby byla

vy

volnost, jiz pfipousti tento genre.] Listy Hudebni matice, Vol. 10, 1926, p. 69.
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commercial popular music of the time, e.g. by the Paul Whiteman
Orchestra, which he knew from records only.

As a good left-wing nonconformist, Burian denounced the existing
“bourgeois” culture as vymrskand (an emotional Czech word for
“exhausted” or “depleted”) (p. 40). The 1920s were a decade combining
several trends, or isms: escapism from the existing patterns of both high
and popular culture, a new embrace of “barbarism” and the continuation
of pre-war exoticism (remember Picasso’s African-style masks).

At the same time, new forms of art and communication based on
mechanical devices strengthened or appeared for the first time, especially
the film (remaining silent until 1927), the gramophone record and the
radio. All the three made possible a broader dissemination of cultural
artefacts.

Emil FrantiSek Burian’s Jagzz was in one respect a specialist
musicological analysis of what he knew of jazz, ie its “sweet” form as it was
known from the recordings of technically perfect orchestras of Paul
Whiteman or Jack Hylton, which were, however, mere white derivatives of
real jazz.” However, Burian’s book was also a cultural and political
manifesto. Burian was a card-carrying and enthusiastic communist, and the
slogan épatex le bourgeois was very high on his agenda. He attacked the
traditional Czech cultural establishment, Vienna waltzes, romantic classical
music, Paris lasciviousness, etc., writing off the dominant high culture.? His
rejection of traditional art was combined with Marinetti-like adoration of
modern technology representing the to him the direct opposite of
traditional sentimentality.?

7 The word ,real is used here in the sense of Milton ,Mezz“ Mezzrow’s autobiographical
book (co-authored with Bernard Wolfe) Really the Blues (1946), the title of which was
borrowed from the eponymic Sidney Bechet’s recording made in 1938.

8 “The dramatic wordiness has become redundant in our century. We need neither Shakespeare
nor Beethoven... A single smile of Lilian Gish, a single saxophone solo, weighs more than all
the ‘Rings’, ‘Dreams’ and ‘Master Builders’.” [Dramatickd rozvla¢nost je zbyte¢ni tomuto
stoleti. Nepotfebujeme Shakespeara ani Beethovena... Jediny Gsmév Liliany Gishové, jedini
saxofonova pasiz vyvazi vechny ,Ringy*, ,Sny“ a ,Stavitele]. Burian, Jagz, p. 58. Lilian Gish
(1893-1993), a major but somewhat forgotten Hollywood star, appeared between 1912 and
1987 in 85 silent and 41 post-silent movies, died 6 months before turning 100. Some of these
films were adaptations of major novels like William Faulkner’s The Sound and the Fury, etc.

9 “Electric vibrations have replaced the smell of violets and the shine of the romantically
imbecile Moon. Nightingales jug at the fusty gate of demolished ideas of traditional
eclectics, who are destined to sink slowly.” [...elektrické chvéni proudi tam, kde vonély fialky
a svitil romanticky pfiblbly mési¢ek. Slavici tlukou jiZ jen na ztuchla vrata zbotfenych ideji
tradi¢nich eklektikd, jimZ je shtry dino pozvolna skomirat.] Burian, Jagg, p. 9.
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On the other hand, Burian highly appreciated Bedfich Smetana’s music
as well as commercial products of Tin Pan Alley (the hub of
America’s music business then) or Josephine Baker, who represented for
Burian a quintessence of black beauty free of any lasciviousness (he adored
her so much that he included a nude photo of hers in the book).10

A special chapter (No. XII) was devoted to “Film character of jazz”
[Jazzova filmovost]. It was just a coincidence that at the time of
Burian’s writing, the first “talkie” was launched in the United States, The
Jazz Singer starring Al Jolson.

In his Jazg, Burian constructed a novel model of culture hitherto
unknown to Central Europe that included sports, social patterns, lifestyle,
general embrace of modernity, and left-wing politics. He was very much
impressed by the Paul Whiteman Orchestra in 1928; however, several years
later he knew better. In his article “O jazzu”!! he admitted, only five years
after the publication of his seminal book, that he had “given punches in all
directions” there, just trying to cause a stir. In the meantime, he had become
much more critical of commercial jazz-inspired music and had discovered
the real greats of jazz, above all Duke Ellington and Louis Armstrong.

Vladimir Polivka’s Musical America

In the 1920s, Listy Hudebni matice had their correspondent in the United
States, Vladimir Polivka (1896-1948). Polivka, pianist, composer, teacher and
writer, studied composition (with K. Stecker and Vitézslav Novék) and piano
(with J. Prochdzka) at the Prague School of Music. As a member of the
Czech Trio, he visited the United States. From 1923 till 1930 he taught at the

10 Burian wrote on Josephine Baker (1906-1975): ,We are going to meet Josephine Baker, an
ideally beautiful dancer, not because of the exoticism of the movement of her fingers,
because of her long neck or her velvet belly. Her naked beauty is really worth of the
censorship imposed by white priests or prophets of sensuous chastity. We are thoroughly
satisfied with her as she gives the naked bodies of our beauties, especially those of Vienna
and Folies Bergére, a gloriole of vulgarity. Compared to her, the renowned female dancers
are nothing but forty to sixty kilograms of meat...” [...jdeme vst¥ic Josephiné Bakerové,
idedlné krisné tanednici a opét to neni exoti¢nost pohyb jejich prstt a $tihlého krku nebo
sametového bficha. Jeji nahi krisa je opravdu hodna zikazu bélosskych knézi a prorokd
smyslné cudnosti. Jsme s ni dokonale spokojeni, nebot dévd nahym téldm naich krisek,
specielné videnskych a z Folies Bergere gloriolu sprostoty. Vyhlasené tanednice jsou proti
ni 40 aZ 60 kg masa a nic vic...]” Burian, Jagz, p. 38.

1,0 Jazzu“, Dancing Spoledenskd revue, 1933, No. 6/7, p. 67.
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United Artists Conservatory of Music in Chicago. In 1946 he became
a regular member of the Czech Academy of Arts and Sciences.!2

Some of Polivka’s articles in Listy Hudebni matice and in the daily papers
were included in the posthumously published book Hudebni Amerika
[Musical America] (1949).13 The book brings a lot of significant information
on the economic aspects of jazz. Polivka states that in 1925-1930 the United
States spent 100 million dollars annually on the productions of syncopated
music, with New York City, the largest consumer of this music, spending 50
million dollars per annum. About 23 thousand men and several thousand
women played the saxophone or other jazz instruments there in more than
3,000 orchestras specialising in jazz. Paul Whiteman, the ,,King of Jazz", paid
good instrumentalists 30,000 dollars a year and his musicians earned between
200 and 500 dollars a week.1* Polivka was (wrongly) convinced that
improvisation was on its way out. In his 1949 text he still saw jazz as a form
of dance music.1> Polivka also devoted a special chapter to the role of
mechanical reproduction in American music life. The chapter includes
indispensable information on the role of music in silent movie performances,
on interwar radio broadcasting in the United States, and on early radio
prizes awarded to serious music composers.

Conclusion

The post-WW1 cultural reorientation consisted of several major
components: embrace of modernity, modernization of lifestyle, onset of
the age of technological reproducibility (Zeitalter der technischen

12 Biographical information on Polivka is based on ,Polivka Vladimir“ in Cveskoxlovemkj
budebni slovnik osob a instituct, sv. 11, Stitni hudebni vydavatelstvi Praha 1965, pp. 338-340,
and ,Polivka Vladimir“ in Osterreichisches biographisches Lexikon 1815-1950, Bd. VIII, Verlag
der Osterreichischen Akademie d. Wissenschaften, Wien 1983, p. 180-181.

18 Vladimir Polivka, Hudebni Amerika, Za svobodu, Praha 1949. The copies of the book were,
in all probability, withheld from distribution then but not destroyed. Some copies appeared
in Prague’s used bookstores in the second half of the 1960s, together with formerly banned
books by Karel Capek, Edvard Valenta, and other authors.

14 Polivka, Hudebni Amerika, pp. 109-110. In 1925, various models of the Ford T car were
priced from 290 to 660 dollars U.S.

15 It is not known, however, when Polivka’s 1949 posthumous text was really written. By 1949,
some important suites had been written by Duke Ellington that can hardly be termed “dance
music”. Polivka was a keen observer of the American music scene; it is testified to by the
fact that he included in the book the photo of the young Leonard Bernstein (1918-1990).

125



Reproduzierbarkeit, the term coined by Walter Benjamin), the birth of the
cultural left. In the special Czech case, it also involved the turning away
from the Central European culture to those of the West. The reception of
jazz by the Czech public was far from unambiguous. The authors writing
about the subject confused jazz with dance music, an error not avoided by
their colleagues even in the United States as well by serious novelists. The
most important early Czech texts about jazz were written by Emil
Franti$ek Burian, an enthusiastic left-wing nonconformist. The admiration
of jazz shown by the cultural left continued until after World War Two. It
was only then, and especially after 1948, that jazz became a symbol of
“American way of life” for the pro-western part of society and “music of
spiritual poverty” for pro-Soviet and Soviet followers of the doctrine of
socialist realism.16

16 See e.g. Viktor Markovi¢ Gorodinskij, Hudba dusevni bidy, Orbis, Praha 1952.
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