THE MONROE DOCTRINE AND SUBSEQUENT COROLLARIES ETC

Even today, the Monroe Doctrine, first proclaimed in 1823, sometimes makes it into
the current news. The attitude of the Trump administration to Latin America is

sometimes said to represent a modern version of the Doctrine.

While its original intention was to warn European countries about further colonisation
and interference in the Americas, it has come to be regarded, at least in popular
understanding, as laying out that Latin America is the US “back yard”, its sphere of
influence, with an assumed right to interfere in countries’ politics and internal affairs,
to effectively have the region operating as the US expects and in its interest (or, at

least, not against its interests).

Under the second Trump administration in 2025, the Western Hemisphere seemingly
became the most important overseas region — with tariffs, threats, pressure, targeted
assistance, and even military action. As President Trump’s former special envoy to
Latin America has said that the region is the neighbourhood the US lives in (something
echoed by Defense Secretary Hegseth in November 2025),! and that one cannot be a

global power if not the pre-eminent regional power.?

THE TRUMP COROLLARY

The Doctrine has been mentioned in recent years in connection with complaints about
undue Chinese presence and influence in the Panama Canal Zone. In 2018, President
Trump alluded to the Doctrine, as he told the UN General Assembly —

“Here in the Western Hemisphere, we are committed to maintaining our

independence from the encroachment of expansionist foreign powers. It has

! https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/trump-corollary-monroe-
doctrine-crisis-or-opportunity
2 https://www.nytimes.com/2025/11/17/world/americas/trump-latin-america-monroe-doctrine.html
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been the formal policy of our country since President Monroe that we reject the

interference of foreign nations in this hemisphere and in our own affairs” .3

Indeed, the Trump administration formally announced the "revivification" of the
Monroe Doctrine in its National Security Strategy published in November 2025.% It was
made clear that the Western Hemisphere was the main area of US strategic interest,
and it stated that the US would “assert and enforce a ‘Trump Corollary’ to the Monroe
Doctrine”. In Part IV (The Strategy), paragraph 3 contained the following —

A. Western Hemisphere: The Trump Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine

After years of neglect, the United States will reassert and enforce the Monroe
Doctrine to restore American preeminence in the Western Hemisphere, and to
protect our homeland and our access to key geographies throughout the region.
We will deny non-Hemispheric competitors the ability to position forces or other
threatening capabilities, or to own or control strategically vital assets, in our
Hemisphere. This “Trump Corollary” to the Monroe Doctrine is a common-sense
and potent restoration of American power and priorities, consistent with

American security interests.

The Strategy goes on to explain that the goal would be to “Enlist and Expand” —
enlisting established friends in the Western Hemisphere (to control migration, stop
drug flows, and strengthen stability and security on land and sea); and cultivating and
strengthening new partners while bolstering the appeal of the US as the Hemisphere’s

economic and security partner of choice.

What was stated, or implied, was a more proactive military and naval stance,
addressing “urgent threats” and controlling sea lanes, while establishing or expanding

“access” in strategically important locations. This would ensure that the Western

3 https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/trump-corollary-monroe-
doctrine-crisis-or-opportunity

4 Required by the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 from each administration, its chief purpose is to lay
out the Executive’s strategic vision, so that it may be understood by Congress, allies, and others, and
facilitate a consensus on foreign and defence policy within government.
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/2025-National-Security-Strategy.pdf
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Hemisphere becomes an increasingly attractive market for US commerce and

investment.

It warned that “Non-Hemispheric competitors” had made major inroads into “our”
Hemisphere, causing economic disadvantage and future strategic threats. It was clear
that it was no longer a question keeping out European rivals, but containing the
influence of China, Russia and Iran in Latin America, reasserting US control over what it

considers its backyard.®

In the light of the foregoing, it might be of use or interest to consider the history of the
Doctrine, and the modifications applied over the decades. It has been argued that the
spirit of the Doctrine — keeping Latin America within the orbit of the US - even if the
pretexts for maintaining that influence should change.® The 2025 Strategy document
makes it clear that “non-Hemispheric competitors” should be prevented from owning
or controlling “strategically vital assets” in the Americas, including ports, energy

facilities, and telecommunications networks.’

In 1823, the former colonial power, Spain, backed by the Holy Alliance of Russia,
Prussia and Austria — was becoming more assertive, and had put down a short-lived
constitutional government that year. At the same time as Russia was laying claim to
Oregon there were concerns that Latin America could once again fall under the control

of Imperial Spain or France.

Britain was also concerned, and it approached the administration of President James
Monroe (1817-24), proposing a joint declaration against potential interference by the
Holy Alliance in the Western Hemisphere. However, the Secretary of State, John

Quincy Adams, pushed for as US-only declaration.

5 https://razonpublica.com/retorno-la-doctrina-monroe-venezuela-colombia-la-sombra-del-fantasma-
panama/ (article by Marcela Anzola)

5 Ibid.

7 https://www.jurist.org/news/2025/12/new-trump-national-security-strategy-recasts-americas-under-
revived-monroe-doctrine/
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What became known as the Monroe Doctrine was presented to Congress on 2
December 1823, calling for a hemisphere free of European interference.® In return for
resisting European involvement in the Americas, it pledged US non-intervention in
Europe. It also warned that the US would view European attacks on its hemispheric
neighbours as aggression against the US. The Monroe Doctrine also involved an
emphasis on republicanism, as opposed to monarchies as a form of government in the

region.’

Note that pre-existing European interests, the British, Dutch and French colonies, as
well as Canada and Newfoundland,'® were unaffected by the Doctrine, and only new
interference was involved. In any case, at the time, the US was not the military and
naval power it later became. It simply lacked the ability to enforce the Doctrine, and
could not prevent some subsequent moves by European powers.*! Until the end of the
19t Century, the US was largely concerned with its Civil War, and westward

expansion.t?

Between 1865 and 1895, various administrations expanded the Doctrine to include a
no-transfer clause that opposed transfer of territory to European powers, a declaration
that a proposed canal across Central America should be controlled by the US to avoid
European control, and that the US could intervene in a situation to prevent the

European powers from intervening.'3

In the 19t Century, many Latin Americans were supportive of the Doctrine, with the
former Spanish colonies only having gained independence in the early years of the

century, and saw the Doctrine as bolstering their precarious independence. In 1902, a

8 https://guides.loc.gov/sb.php?subject id=162830

9 Although the US did acknowledge the independence of Brazil, headed by Emperor Pedro |, in 1824.

10 Newfoundland only became part of Canada in 1949. Canada and Greenland were brought into the
scope of the Doctrine at the time of World War 2, to stymie any possible German moves.

11 For example, in 1833, Britain annexed the Falkland Islands; in 1861, Spain reasserted colonial control
over Santo Domingo (now the Dominican Republic); and France’s Napoleon Ill tried to establish a puppet
regime in Mexico, while the US was busy with the Civil War.

12 |Immediately after the Civil War, the US sent troops to the border, seeking to compel France to
withdraw support for the regime installed in Mexico, which it did in 1867.

13 https://archive.smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/monroe-doctrine-21st-century-great-power-

competition
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Canadian prime minister asserted that the Doctrine provided Canada with a de
facto security guarantee from the US, with it protected by both the US and the Royal

Navies.14

However, it is said that the Doctrine was largely ignored outside the US, and indeed

was not even known by that name for nearly another 30 years.'®

THE CAROLINE DOCTRINE

In 1837, US Secretary of State Daniel Webster articulated what became known as the
Caroline Doctrine. This followed the Upper Canada rebellion which had impacted the
bordering US state of Maine, and had involved armed volunteers joining the rebels in
Canada and, in a successful operation to destroy a rebel base on an island in the

Niagara River between the countries, a violation of US territory.'®

"Caroline” referred to a US ship hijacked and used by loyal forces — being destroyed in
the process.!” The rebellion of 1837-38 saw the US-Canada border in the region being
described as being in a state or turmoil for nearly a year. The support from those on
the US side of the border is said to have been due to a desire to see Canada “liberated”

from British rule.1®

In correspondence with the British, Webster made clear that “any use of force must be
justified by a necessity that was instant, overwhelming, and left no choice of means or

moment for deliberation” *° In other words, the underlying principle of the Monroe

14 Military Relations Between the United States and Canada, 1939—-1945 by Stanley W Dziuban (Center
of Military History, US Army. 1959).

15 https://www.britannica.com/place/Latin-America/Types-of-Western-Hemisphere-societies

16 Loyal forces had hijacked a US ship called the Caroline in the US port of Fort Schlosser on the Niagara
River, and used it to attack the island base, which was Canadian territory.

17 https://www.heritagetrust.on.ca/pages/our-stories/ontarios-military-heritage/rebellions-and-
incursions/the-upper-canada-rebellion-of-1837-38

18 A direct result of the rebellion was the unification of Canada (aside from Newfoundland) as a single
colony.

https://thecanadianencyclopedia.ca/en/article/rebellion-in-upper-canada

19 https://mises.org/mises-wire/why-monroe-doctrine-cannot-be-reestablished
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Doctrine, that force was permissible only as a last resort, tied to concrete threats, and

limited by proportionality.?°

THE OLNEY COROLLARY

In 1895, under the administration of President Grover Cleveland, the Olney Corollary
(aka the Olney interpretation or Olney declaration) from Secretary of State Richard
Olney was an interpretation of the Doctrine. It came during the border dispute
between the British and Venezuelan governments over the Essequibo River territory.?!
It has been described as ironic that the interpretation of the Doctrine adopted by the
Trump administration in 2025 echoed the Olney Corollary put forward during a war

scare involving Venezuela.??

The Corollary was adopted as the US had become stronger, with a modern battle fleet,
and its leaders felt able to act as a regional strongman. Olney informed the British
Prime Minister, Lord Salisbury, that the US was “practically sovereign” in the Western

Hemisphere because of its physical might and its geographic location.?3

Olney claimed that the Monroe Doctrine gave the US authority to mediate border
disputes in the Western Hemisphere. In due course, Britain was to accept the US right
to intervene in this dispute, and Britain was compelled to accept arbitration of the

dispute, which was finally resolved by the Treaty of Washington in 1897.

20 As at the time of the Monroe Doctrine, the relative weakness of the still young US versus the
comparative strength of the British Empire may have been a factor.

21 Also, back in the news in 2025, given the dispute between Venezuela and Guyana, with the former
claiming it whilst it is part of the latter. It had become British territory following Anglo-Dutch Treaty of
1814, to become the western border region of British Guiana. Venezuela had lobbied in Washington,
claiming that British occupation violated the Monroe Doctrine.
https://edition.cnn.com/2024/05/14/americas/venezuela-essequibo-guyana-csis-intl-latam/index.html
22 https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/trump-corollary-monroe-
doctrine-crisis-or-opportunity

3 |bid.
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The Olney Corollary is said to have foreshadowed the events of the Spanish—American
War 1898, but that “Good Neighbor” policy of the Roosevelt administration in 1933

rendered it defunct.

THE ROOSEVELT COROLLARY?

At the dawn of the 20™ Century, the Doctrine received another adjustment, in the
form of what became known as the Roosevelt Corollary. By 1904, the US was a
substantial industrial and economic power, and, in the wake of its success in the
Spanish-American War of 1898, now an acknowledged military and naval one too.
Reacting to what was seen as European “meddling”, President Theodore Roosevelt
announced that the US had the right and responsibility as an “international police
power” to curb “chronic wrongdoing”, including civil unrest, in its sphere of influence
of Latin America. This was then used as justification for continued intervention,

particularly in Central America.

Once more it was Venezuela that had prompted the change —in 1902, the great

powers of Europe had sent a fleet to compel it to repay European bankers’ loans.?

The Corollary also stated that the US would intervene as a last resort to ensure that
other nations in the Western Hemisphere fulfilled their obligations to international
creditors, and did not violate the rights of the US or invite “foreign aggression to the
detriment of the entire body of American nations”. In reality, the Roosevelt Corollary

was a significant extension of the Doctrine rather than a mere interpretation of it.?®

Even before becoming President, Roosevelt had used the Monroe Doctrine in

supporting intervention in Cuba in 1898.

24 https://history.state.gov/milestones/1899-1913/roosevelt-and-monroe-doctrine

25 Roosevelt secretly sent a fleet to shadow the European one, to deter it, while he negotiated, mainly
with the Kaiser.
https://www.rusi.org/explore-our-research/publications/commentary/trump-corollary-monroe-
doctrine-crisis-or-opportunity

26 https://www.britannica.com/event/Monroe-Doctrine/Application-and-extension-of-the-Monroe-
Doctrine
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THE LODGE COROLLARY?’

In 1912, the so-called Lodge Corollary, ratified by the Senate, extended the Monroe
Doctrine to cover actions of corporations and associations controlled by foreign
states.?® It took its title from Henry Cabot Lodge, a senior Senator and member of the

Foreign Relations Committee.

Once again, this adjustment has current day echoes. In part, it said that the US —
“...could not see without grave concern the possession of such harbor or other
place by any corporation or association which has such a relation to another
government, not American, as to give that government practical power of

control for national purposes” .?°

One cannot help thinking of the disagreement in 2025 between the US and
Panamanian Governments over ports in Panama owned or controlled by companies
linked to China. The economic or commercial implications of the Trump Corollary have

potential relevance for that dispute, as well as echoing the Lodge Corollary.

It was argued that the Corollary —
“rests on the principle that every nation has a right to protect its own safety,
and that if it feels that the possession by a foreign power, for military or naval

purposes, of any given harbor or place is prejudicial to its safety, it is its duty as

well as its right to interfere”.

27 https://loveman.sdsu.edu/docs/1912Lodgecorollary.pdf

28 |t was a reaction to negotiations between a Japanese syndicate and Mexico for the purchase of a
considerable portion of Baja California, including a harbour considered to be of strategic value.
However, Japanese government disavowed any interest in Baja, and no investment took place. In the
1930s, in something of an echo of this, the US Army opposed plans for a fish processing works in
Panama.

https://www.historycentral.com/WStage/LodgeCorollary.html

2 https://www.historycentral.com/WStage/LodgeCorollary.html
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It has been argued that this new Corollary illustrated how far US policy had moved
from Monroe’s original premises; and marked a departure from Monroe’s concern
with formal European colonisation tied to post-Napoleonic restoration. On the other
hand, it “did not purport to authorize regime change, military dominance, or political

supervision of American states” 3%

THE CLARK MEMORANDUM

In 1928, President Coolidge’s Undersecretary of State, J Reuben Clark, put forward the
so-called Clark Memorandum. This was concerned with the use of military force to
intervene in Latin American nations. Initially kept secret, it was officially released in

1930 by the following Hoover administration.

The Memorandum stated that any intervention by the US was not sanctioned by the
Monroe Doctrine but rather was the right of the US as a state. It differentiated the
Roosevelt Corollary from the Monroe Doctrine by noting that the Doctrine only applied

to situations involving European countries.

It was noted that the Monroe Doctrine was based on conflicts of interest only between
the US and European nations, rather than between the US and Latin American

countries.

THE “GOOD NEIGHBOR” POLICY

Unlike some of his predecessors, President Franklin Roosevelt expressed a preference
for consultation and cooperation over sending of the US Marines. His administration

accepted the principle of non-intervention at the Montevideo Conference of 1933.3!

30 https://mises.org/mises-wire/why-monroe-doctrine-cannot-be-reestablished

31 The Montevideo Convention on the Rights and Duties of States, sighed by 19 states. An important
part of the Convention was a prohibition of using military force to gain sovereignty, and not to recognise
territorial acquisitions or advantages that have been obtained by force.
http://www.hudok.info/files/1114/3526/0588/Evi-Doc_12 Montevideo.pdf

Nevertheless, in 1932 the US Senate had reiterated its determination to keep the Canal Zone free from
interference. It made a reservation to the 1929 Treaty of Inter-American Arbitration (later superseded

9
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Roosevelt had assumed office determined to improve relations with Latin America, and
emphasised cooperation and trade rather than military force to maintain stability in
the Hemisphere. For this reason, his administration backed the declaration approved

at the Montevideo Conference of December 1933 which approved the Convention.3?

The 1936 treaty with Panama, which (to an extent) modified the provisions of the
original 1903 Treaty to involve a fairer agreement, and a relationship built more on
cooperation, rather than compulsion and the peremptory rights, might be seen as one

product of the policy.3?

THE RIO PACT

The Rio Pact in 19473* appeared to make the Monroe Doctrine multilateral,
transferring the responsibility for defence from the US to all 19 signatory states from
the Americas. It provided for mutual assistance if an act of aggression threatened the
peace of the Western Hemisphere, with any act of aggression against one member
state to be considered an act against all the signatory states.> The principles of the
Treaty became the basis of the Pact of Bogotd 0f1948 which established the

Organization of American States (OAS).36

by the Pact of Bogata in 1948). The 1929 Treaty condemned war as an instrument of national policy and
instead allowed for compulsory arbitration as the means of to resolve international legal disputes. The
reservation closed off any attempt by Panama to refer the sovereignty dispute to a Pan-American court.
'Pro mundi beneficio'? The Panama Canal as an international issue, 1943-48 by John Major (Review of
International Studies, 1983).

32 https://history.state.gov/milestones/1921-1936/good-neighbor

33 For more on the 1936 Treaty, see https://raytodd.blog/2025/10/11/panama-in-world-war-2-the-
1936-treaty-and-changes-in-the-relationship-with-the-us/

34 The Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance.
https://www.encyclopedia.com/humanities/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/rio-treaty-
1947

35 The Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance.

36 https://www.oas.org/en/about/our history.asp
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While it is said that, in 1982, the Treaty was undermined after the US backed the UK in
recovering the Falkland Islands following an Argentinian invasion, in 2001, the US
invoked the Treaty and tried to enlist Latin American countries in its “War on Terror”.3’
As noted below, it was also cited earlier, by President Kennedy, during the Cuban

Missile Crisis of 1962.

THE ORGANIZATION OF AMERICAN STATES (OAS)

Created in 1948, this appeared to render the Monroe Doctrine obsolete. For example,
in 1962, President Kennedy cited the Rio Pact, and not the Monroe Doctrine, during
the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis. In referring to the intervention in the Dominican
Republic in 1965, President Johnson also omitted any reference to the Monroe

Doctrine.3®

Nonetheless, the Monroe Doctrine saw use during the Cold War as a catchphrase
employed in both liberal and conservative accounts of US regional policy. The fear of
the spread of communism in the Hemisphere would once more lead to unilateral

intervention by the US.

Both the Pact of Bogota and the OAS Charter obliged member states to settle
controversies between them by peaceful means, and list the procedures to be
followed: mediation, investigation and conciliation, good offices, arbitration, and,

failing that, recourse to the International Court of Justice of The Hague.3?

37 While other countries voiced their support for the US and the Rio Treaty at an OAS following the
attacks, but many countries did not join the subsequent wars in Afghanistan and Iraq.

38 This saw the US deploy some 22,000 troops amid a civil war following the overthrow of
democratically-elected President by a military junta. As well as seeking to stabilise the country, the
deployment was to protect US interests, and prevent a Cuba-style regime being established.
https://www.ebsco.com/research-starters/military-history-and-science/us-troops-occupy-dominican-

republic
39 https://www.oas.org/en/about/our history.asp
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IN MODERN TIMES

While, in 2013, President Obama’s Secretary of State, John Kerry, told the OAS that the
"era of the Monroe Doctrine is over", in August 2017, President Trump implied
potential use of the Doctrine when he mentioned the possibility of military
intervention in Venezuela (as already mentioned, Trump also alluded to it in a speech
before the UN General Assembly in 2018).4° Other members of the Trump
administration also referred to the Doctrine and,*! in 2019, National Security Adviser
John Bolton invoked the Monroe Doctrine in describing the administration's policy in

the Americas.

The Monroe Doctrine was now being seen as shorthand for an unapologetically
hawkish approach to the US sphere of influence. On the other hand, most Latin
Americans viewed the Doctrine as being synonymous with US unilateralism and neo-
imperialism.*? In Panama, subject to repeated interventions over the last two or three
centuries — the last being the 1989 invasion* - the media reflected on the various
military actions of the previous 75 years — in Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Grenada

and Haiti, as well as Panama.**

The Doctrine has also been seen, at least in part, as justification for such things as US
pressure on Cuba, for funding the Contras, the right-wing rebels involved in the
Nicaraguan civil war (1979-90), and as a useful historical reference to explain and
justify US actions to ensure its security, or to prevent or counter threats (real or

perceived) to its national or commercial interests.

40 Once again, current events echo the past, with confrontation between the US and the Maduro regime
in Venezuela currently on the front pages.

41 |n February 2018, Rex Tillerson, Secretary of State, said that it was “as relevant today, as it was the
day it was written”.

42 https://www.americasquarterly.org/article/the-monroe-doctrine-turns-200-why-wont-it-go-away/

4 Marked to this day by a day of solemn commemoration each 20 December.

44 https://www.laestrella.com.pa/mundo/america/intervenciones-de-estados-unidos-en-latinoamerica-
en-los-ultimos-75-anos-FJ18778951
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In 2023, an article in Foreign Policy had warned that the US response to a growing
presence of Chinese interests in Latin America risked a return to a more hawkish
interpretation of the role and purpose of the Doctrine. This warning might be seen to
have been illustrated most clearly in the aforementioned case of the Panamanian
container ports operated by Hong Kong Chinese company.*> In late 2024, an article by
an Argentine academic warned that, should Trump win election once more, Latin
America should be prepared for yet another resurrection of the Monroe Doctrine, with
emphasis on the region’s ties to China.*®* He did not mention the other oft-cited
“danger” declared by the administration, that of drugs such as fentanyl and cocaine, or
the risk that a Trump administration would act in a unilateral fashion, as hawks insist
the Doctrine provides for, to be seen to counter these latter dangers by force and/or

commercial pressure.

It does seem at times that at least some in the US regard the Monroe Doctrine as if an
extension of its “manifest destiny” myth, that was used to support the 19t Century
expansion of the US as both justified and inevitable, and to be as predestined by God.
For this reason, amongst others, it is said that the US will always view its near abroad

differently from other parts of the world, encouraging unilateral action.

It seems that, despite having been declared dead, or at least obsolete, several times in
the past, the Monroe Doctrine, or at least the mindset it tends to mirror, is alive and

well in the US of the 215t Century.

It has been suggested the Trump modification of the Doctrine is spurred by promises
to prevent mass migration, a fixation on drug trafficking, hopes of trade advantage and
a hunger for minerals, plus a craving for headline-grabbing, ego-bolstering symbols of

domination.?’ It can easily be seen that the latter elements (combined with the hunger

4> Note “operated”, not owned. Such ports, of which there are several with operators of various
nationality, operate as concessions from the Panamanian Government and (importantly perhaps, given
fears expressed by the Trump administration) while adjacent to the Panama Canal, are not on, or part of
, the Canal itself.

4 https://www.americasquarterly.org/article/donald-trump-and-the-return-of-the-monroe-doctrine/
47 https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2025/dec/30/the-guardian-view-on-the-new-
monroe-doctrine-trumps-forceful-approach-to-the-western-hemisphere-comes-at-a-cost
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of the minerals) can appeal to an administration seemingly obsessed with spectacle

and photo opportunities, and limited moral or ethical standards.

In 2026, an article from the Mises Institute in Austria made the salient point the

Monroe Doctrine was not a standing policy, rather —
“It was a situational proclamation issued in response to a narrow set of
geopolitical concerns in the early nineteenth century. Once those conditions
passed, the doctrine lost its operative meaning. What remains today is not a
living policy, but a historical text repeatedly repurposed to justify authority it
never conferred”.

And “To speak of ‘reestablishing’ the Monroe Doctrine under these conditions is to

misunderstand the nature of the document” .*®

Ray Todd

Panama City

Republic of Panama

23 October 2025
Updated 9 January 2026

48 https://mises.org/mises-wire/why-monroe-doctrine-cannot-be-reestablished
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