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An Onramp to Understanding the Donroe Doctrine
By
Nathan Luis Cartagena, PhD

1. President Trump’s Comments in his 2025 Inaugural Speech

“The United States will once again consider itself a growing nation —
one that increases our wealth, expands our territory, builds our cities,
raises our expectations, and carries our flag into new and beautiful
hotizons./And we will pursue our manifest destiny into the stars,
launching American astronauts to plant the Stars and Stripes on the
planet Mars. (Applause.)”

2. Standard Recognition of the U.S.s Original Imperial
Commitments

A. “America’s imperial impulse is as old as America.”—Alan Dowd

B. “There were no more self-confident imperialists than the Founding
Fathers themselves.”—Sir Niall Ferguson

C. “In the new liberal and commercial order...embodied in Jefferson’s
Declaration of Independence, a government constructed by the people
for the purpose of protecting their life, liberty and pursuit of happiness
could not easily stand in the way of their efforts to acquire and settle
new lands... The federal government itself risked losing popular
support if it hemmed in its citizens... There was scarcely an American
in a position of influence in the early years of the republic who did not
envision the day when the United States would stretch across the entire
expanse of the continent, not only westward but also northward into
Canada and southward into Mexico.”—Robert Kagan
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3. Examples of Founding Era Comments about the U.S. Being
an Imperial Project

A. “[Americans are] employed in contriving a new form of government
for an extensive empire which will become one of the greatest and
most formidable that ever was in the world.”—Adam Smith (17706)

B. “The Citizens of America, placed in the most enviable condition, as
the sole Lords and Proprietors of a vast Tract of Continent... which
seems to be peculiarly designated by Providence for the display of
human greatness and felicity...Nothing can illustrate these
observations more forcibly, than a recollection of the happy
conjuncture of times and circumstances, under which our Republic
assumed its rank among the Nations; The foundation of our Empire
was not laid in the gloomy age of Ignorance and Superstition, but at
an Epocha when the rights of mankind were better understood and
more clearly defined...”—George Washington (1783)

C. “[America is] the embryo of a great empire.”—Alexander Hamilton

(1795)

D.“We should have such an empire for liberty as... never surveyed since
the creation; and I am persuaded no constitution was ever before so

well calculated as ours for extensive empire and self-government.”—
Thomas Jefferson (1809)

E. “[America will become] coextensive with the North American
continent, destined by God and by nature to be the most populous and
most powerful people ever combined under one social compact.”—
John Quincy Adams (1811)
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4. U.S. Imperialism and The Monroe Doctrine: Context and
Excerpts

A. Context:

In 1823, many within the U.S. Federal Government sought to remove
colonizing Europeans from the western hemisphere. To this end,
Secretary of State John Quincy Adams crafted a foreign policy that came
to be called the “Monroe Doctrine” in honor of President James
Monroe. President Monroe outlined the principles of this policy in his
seventh annual message to Congtress.

B. Excerpts (See here, too):

... At the proposal of the Russian Imperial Government, made through
the minister of the Emperor residing here, a full power and instructions
have been transmitted to the minister of the United States at St.
Petersburg to arrange by amicable negotiation the respective rights and
interests of the two nations on the northwest coast of this continent. A
similar proposal has been made by His Imperial Majesty to the
Government of Great Britain, which has likewise been acceded to...In
the discussions to which this interest has given rise and in the
arrangements by which they may terminate the occasion has been
judged proper for asserting, as a principle in which the rights and
interests of the United States are involved, that the American
continents, by the free and independent condition which they have
assumed and maintain, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects
for future colonization by any European powers. . ..

We owe it, therefore, to candor and to the amicable relations existing
between the United States and those powers to declare that we should
consider any attempt on their part to extend their system to any portion
of this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety. With the
existing colonies or dependencies of any European power we have not
interfered and shall not interfere. But with the Governments who have
declared their independence and maintain it, and whose independence
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we have, on great consideration and on just principles, acknowledged,
we could not view any interposition for the purpose of oppressing them,
or controlling in any other manner their destiny, by any European
power in any other light than as the manifestation of an unfriendly
disposition toward the United States....

It 1s impossible that the allied powers should extend their political
system to any portion of either continent without endangering our
peace and happiness; nor can anyone believe that our southern brethren,
if left to themselves, would adopt it of their own accord...

5. Excerpts from John O’Sullivan’s essay “Annexation” (1845),
which introduced the phrase “Manifest Destiny” into U.S.
discourse.

It is time now for opposition to the Annexation of Texas to cease, all
turther agitation of the waters of bitterness and strife, at least in
connexion with this question....

Texas is now ours. Already, before these words are written, her
Convention has undoubtedly ratified the acceptance, by her Congtress,
of our proffered invitation into the Union; and made the requisite
changes in her already republican form of constitution to adapt it to its
tuture federal relations. ...

Why, were other reasoning wanting, in favor of now elevating this
question of the reception of Texas into the Union, out of the lower
region of our past party dissensions, up to its proper level of a high and
broad nationality, it surely 1s to be found, found abundantly, in the
manner in which other nations have undertaken to intrude themselves
into it, between us and the proper parties to the case, in a spirit of hostile
interference against us, for the avowed object of thwarting our policy
and hampering our power, limiting our greatness and checking the
tulfillment of our manifest destiny to overspread the continent allotted
by Providence for the free development of our yearly multiplying
millions. ..
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Nor is there any just foundation for the charge that Annexation is a
great pro-slavery measure—calculated to increase and perpetuate that
institution. Slavery had nothing to do with it. Opinions were and are
greatly divided both at the North and South, as to the influence to be
exerted by it on Slavery and the Slave States. That it will tend to facilitate
and hasten the disappearance of Slavery from all the northern tier of the
present Slave States, cannot surely admit of serious question. The
greater value in Texas of the slave labor now employed in those States,
must soon produce the effect of draining off that labor southwardly, by
the same unvarying law that bids water descend the slope that invites it.
Every new Slave State in Texas will make at least one Free State from
among those in which that institution now exists—to say nothing of
those portions of Texas on which slavery cannot spring and grow—to
say nothing of the far more rapid growth of new States in the free West
and North-west, as these fine regions are overspread by the emigration
tast flowing over them from Europe, as well as from the Northern and
Eastern States of the Union as it exists. On the other hand, it is
undeniably much gained for the cause of the eventual voluntary
abolition of slavery, that it should have been thus drained off towards
the only outlet which appeared to furnish much probability of the
ultimate disappearance of the negro race from our borders. The
Spanish-Indian-American populations of Mexico, Centra America and
South America, afford the only receptacle capable of absorbing that race
whenever we shall be prepared to slough it off—to emancipate it from
slavery, and (simultaneously necessary) to remove it from the midst of
our own. Themselves already of mixed and confused blood, and free
from the "prejudices" which among us so insuperably forbid the social
amalgamation which can alone elevate the Negro race out of a virtually
servile degradation, even though legally free, the regions occupied by
those populations must strongly attract the black race in that direction;
and as soon as the destined hour of emancipation shall arrive, will relieve
the question of one of its worst difficulties, if not absolutely the greatest.

No—Mr. Clay was right when he declared that Annexation was a
question with which slavery had nothing to do. The country which was
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the subject of Annexation in this case, from its geographical position
and relations, happens to be—or rather the portion of it now actually
settled, happens to be—a slave country. But a similar process might
have taken place in proximity to a different section of our Union; and
indeed there 1s a great deal of Annexation yet to take place, within the
life of the present generation, along the whole line of our northern
border. Texas has been absorbed into the Union in the inevitable
tultilment of the general law which is rolling our population westward;
the connexion of which with that ratio of growth in population which
is destined within a hundred years to swell our numbers to the
enormous population of two hundred and fifty millions (if not more),
is too evident to leave us in doubt of the manifest design of Providence
in regard to the occupation of this continent. It was disintegrated from
Mexico in the natural course of events, by a process perfectly legitimate
on its own part, blameless on ours; and in which all the censures due to
wrong, perfidy and folly, rest on Mexico alone. And possessed as it was
by a population which was in truth but a colonial detachment from our
own, and which was still bound by myriad ties of the very heart-strings
to its old relations, domestic and political, their incorporation into the
Union was not only inevitable, but the most natural, right and proper
thing in the world—and it is only astonishing that there should be any
among ourselves to say it nay.

In respect to the institution of slavery itself, we have not designed, in
what has been said above, to express any judgment of its merits or
demerits, pro or con. National in its character and aims, this Review
abstains from the discussion of a topic pregnant with embarrassment
and danger—intricate and double-sided—exciting and embittering—
and necessarily excluded from a work circulating equally in the South as
in the North. It is unquestionably one of the most difficult of the various
social problems which at the present day so deeply agitate the thoughts
of the civilized world. Is the negro race, or is it not, of equal attributes
and capacities with our own. Can they, on a large scale, co-exist side by
side in the same country on a footing of civil and social equality with
the white race? In a free competition of labor with the latter, will they
or will they not be ground down to a degradation and misery worse than
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slavery? When we view the condition of the operative masses of the
population in England and other European countries, and feel all the
difficulties of the great problem, of the distribution of the fruits of
production between capital, skill, and labor, can our confidence be
undoubting that in the present condition of society, the conferring of
sudden freedom upon our negro race would be a boon to be grateful
for? Is it certain that competitive wages are very much better, for a race
so situated, than guarantied support and protection? Until a still deeper
problem shall have been solved than that of slavery, the slavery of an
inferior to a superior race—a relation reciprocal in certain important
duties and obligations—is it certain that the cause of true wisdom and
philanthropy is not rather, for the present, to aim to meliorate that
institution as it exists, to guard against its abuses, to mitigate its evils, to
modify it when it may contravene sacred principles and rights of
humanity, by prohibiting the separation of families, excessive severities,
subjection to the licentiousness of mastership, &c? Great as may be its
present evils, is it certain that we would not plunge the unhappy Helot
race which has been entailed upon us, into still greater ones, by
surrendering their fate into the rash hands of those fanatic zealots of a
single idea, who claim to be their special friends and champions>....

California will, probably, next fall away from the loose adhesion which,
in such a country as Mexico, holds a remote province in a slight
equivocal kind of dependence on the metropolis. Imbecile and
distracted, Mexico never can exert any real governmental authority over
such a country. The impotence of the one and the distance of the other,
must make the relation one of virtual independence; unless, by stunting
the province of all natural growth, and forbidding that immigration
which can alone develop its capabilities and fulfill the purposes of its
creation, tyranny may retain a military dominion, which is no
government in the legitimate sense of the term. In the case of California
this is now impossible. The Anglo-Saxon foot is already on its borders.
Already the advance guard of the irresistible army of Anglo-Saxon
emigration has begun to pour down upon it, armed with the plough and
the rifle, and marking its trail with schools and colleges, courts and
representative halls, mills and meeting-houses. A population will soon
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be in actual occupation of California, over which it will be idle for
Mexico to dream of dominion. They will necessarily become
independent. All this without agency of our government, without
responsibility of our people—in the natural flow of events, the
spontaneous working of principles, and the adaptation of the tendencies
and wants of the human race to the elemental circumstances in the
midst of which they find themselves placed....

6. President Theodore Roosevelt’s “Roosevelt Corollary” to
the Monroe Doctrine

A. Context:

On December 6, 1904, President Roosevelt delivered an Annual
Message to Congress in which he argued that the United States was
justified in exercising “international police power” across the Western
Hemisphere. This policy became known as the “Roosevelt Corollary.”

B. Excerpt:

In treating of our foreign policy and of the attitude that this great Nation
should assume in the world at large, it is absolutely necessary to consider
the Army and the Navy, and the Congress, through which the thought
of the Nation finds its expression, should keep ever vividly in mind the
fundamental fact that it is impossible to treat our foreign policy, whether
this policy takes shape in the effort to secure justice for others or justice
for ourselves, save as conditioned upon the attitude we are willing to
take toward our Army, and especially toward our Navy. It is not merely
unwise, it is contemptible, for a nation, as for an individual, to use high-
sounding language to proclaim its purposes, or to take positions which
are ridiculous if unsupported by potential force, and then to refuse to
provide this force. If there is no intention of providing and keeping the
force necessary to back up a strong attitude, then it is far better not to
assume such an attitude.
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The steady aim of this Nation, as of all enlightened nations, should be
to strive to bring ever nearer the day when there shall prevail throughout
the world the peace of justice. There are kinds of peace which are highly
undesirable, which are in the long run as destructive as any war. Tyrants
and oppressors have many times made a wilderness and called it peace.
Many times peoples who were slothful or timid or shortsighted, who
had been enervated by ease or by luxury, or misled by false teachings,
have shrunk in unmanly fashion from doing duty that was stern and that
needed self-sacrifice, and have sought to hide from their own minds
their shortcomings, their ignoble motives, by calling them love of peace.
The peace of tyrannous terror, the peace of craven weakness, the peace
of injustice, all these should be shunned as we shun unrighteous war.
The goal to set before us as a nation, the goal which should be set before
all mankind, is the attainment of the peace of justice, of the peace which
comes when each nation is not merely safe-guarded in its own rights,
but scrupulously recognizes and performs its duty toward others.
Generally peace tells for righteousness; but if there is conflict between
the two, then our fealty is due first to the cause of righteousness.
Unrighteous wars are common, and unrighteous peace is rare; but both
should be shunned. The right of freedom and the responsibility for the
exercise of that right can not be divorced. One of our great poets has
well and finely said that freedom is not a gift that tarries long in the
hands of cowards. Neither does it tarry long in the hands of those too
slothful, too dishonest, or too unintelligent to exercise it. The eternal
vigilance which is the price of liberty must be exercised, sometimes to
guard against outside foes; although of course far more often to guard
against our own selfish or thoughtless shortcomings.

If these self-evident truths are kept before us, and only if they are so
kept before us, we shall have a clear idea of what our foreign policy in
its larger aspects should be. It is our duty to remember that a nation has
no more right to do injustice to another nation, strong or weak, than an
individual has to do injustice to another individual; that the same moral
law applies in one case as in the other. But we must also remember that
it is as much the duty of the Nation to guard its own rights and its own
interests as it is the duty of the individual so to do. Within the Nation
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the individual has now delegated this right to the State, that 1s, to the
representative of all the individuals, and it is a maxim of the law that for
every wrong there is a remedy. But in international law we have not
advanced by any means as far as we have advanced in municipal law.
There is as yet no judicial way of enforcing a right in international law.
When one nation wrongs another or wrongs many others, there is no
tribunal before which the wrongdoer can be brought. Fither it is
necessary supinely to acquiesce in the wrong, and thus put a premium
upon brutality and aggression, or else it is necessary for the aggrieved
nation valiantly to stand up for its rights. Until some method is devised
by which there shall be a degree of international control over offending
nations, it would be a wicked thing for the most civilized powers, for
those with most sense of international obligations and with keenest and
most generous appreciation of the difference between right and wrong,
to disarm. If the great civilized nations of the present day should
completely disarm, the result would mean an immediate recrudescence
of barbarism in one form or another. Under any circumstances a
sufficient armament would have to be kept up to serve the purposes of
international police; and until international cohesion and the sense of
international duties and rights are far more advanced than at present, a
nation desirous both of securing respect for itself and of doing good to
others must have a force adequate for the work which it feels is allotted
to it as its part of the general world duty. Therefore it follows that a self-
respecting, just, and far-seeing nation should on the one hand endeavor
by every means to aid in the development of the various movements
which tend to provide substitutes for war, which tend to render nations
in their actions toward one another, and indeed toward their own
peoples, more responsive to the general sentiment of humane and
civilized mankind; and on the other hand that it should keep prepared,
while scrupulously avoiding wrongdoing itself, to repel any wrong, and
in exceptional cases to take action which in a more advanced stage of
international relations would come under the head of the exercise of the
international police. A great free people owes it to itself and to all
mankind not to sink into helplessness before the powers of evil.
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We are in every way endeavoring to help on, with cordial good will,
every movement which will tend to bring us into more friendly relations
with the rest of mankind. In pursuance of this policy I shall shortly lay
before the Senate treaties of arbitration with all powers which are willing
to enter into these treaties with us. It is not possible at this period of the
world’s development to agree to arbitrate all matters, but there are many
matters of possible difference between us and other nations which can
be thus arbitrated. Furthermore, at the request of the Interparliamentary
Union, an eminent body composed of practical statesmen from all
countries, I have asked the Powers to join with this Government in a
second Hague conference, at which it is hoped that the work already so
happily begun at The Hague may be carried some steps further toward
completion. This carries out the desire expressed by the first Hague
conference itself.

It is not true that the United States feels any land hunger or entertains
any projects as regards the other nations of the Western Hemisphere
save such as are for their welfare. All that this country desires is to see
the neighboring countries stable, ordetrly, and prosperous. Any country
whose people conduct themselves well can count upon our hearty
triendship. If a nation shows that it knows how to act with reasonable
efficiency and decency in social and political matters, if it keeps order
and pays its obligations, it need fear no interference from the United
States. Chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence which results in a general
loosening of the ties of civilized society, may in America, as elsewhere,
ultimately require intervention by some civilized nation, and in the
Western Hemisphere the adherence of the United States to the Monroe
Doctrine may force the United States, however reluctantly, in flagrant
cases of such wrongdoing or impotence, to the exercise of an
international police power. If every country washed by the Caribbean
Sea would show the progress in stable and just civilization which with
the aid of the Platt Amendment Cuba has shown since our troops left
the island, and which so many of the republics in both Americas are
constantly and brilliantly showing, all question of interference by this
Nation with their affairs would be at an end. Our interests and those of
our southern neighbors are in reality identical. They have great natural
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riches, and if within their borders the reign of law and justice obtains,
prosperity is sure to come to them. While they thus obey the primary
laws of civilized society they may rest assured that they will be treated
by us in a spirit of cordial and helpful sympathy. We would interfere
with them only in the last resort, and then only if it became evident that
their inability or unwillingness to do justice at home and abroad had
violated the rights of the United States or had invited foreign aggression
to the detriment of the entire body of American nations. It is a mere
truism to say that every nation, whether in America or anywhere else,
which desires to maintain its freedom, its independence, must ultimately
realize that the right of such independence can not be separated from
the responsibility of making good use of it.

In asserting the Monroe Doctrine, in taking such steps as we have taken
in regard to Cuba, Venezuela, and Panama, and in endeavoring to
circumscribe the theater of war in the Far East, and to secure the open
door in China, we have acted in our own interest as well as in the interest
of humanity at large. There are, however, cases in which, while our own
interests are not greatly involved, strong appeal is made to our
sympathies. Ordinarily it is very much wiser and more useful for us to
concern ourselves with striving for our own moral and material
betterment here at home than to concern ourselves with trying to better
the condition of things in other nations. We have plenty of sins of our
own to war against, and under ordinary circumstances we can do more
for the general uplifting of humanity by striving with heart and soul to
put a stop to civic corruption, to brutal lawlessness and violent race
prejudices here at home than by passing resolutions and wrongdoing
elsewhere. Nevertheless there are occasional crimes committed on so
vast a scale and of such peculiar horror as to make us doubt whether it
is not our manifest duty to endeavor at least to show our disapproval of
the deed and our sympathy with those who have suffered by it. The
cases must be extreme in which such a course is justifiable. There must
be no effort made to remove the mote from our brothet’s eye if we
refuse to remove the beam from our own. But in extreme cases action
may be justifiable and proper. What form the action shall take must
depend upon the circumstances of the case; that is, upon the degree of
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the atrocity and upon our power to remedy it. The cases in which we
could interfere by force of arms as we interfered to put a stop to
intolerable conditions in Cuba are necessarily very few. Yet it is not to
be expected that a people like ours, which in spite of certain very
obvious shortcomings, nevertheless as a whole shows by its consistent
practice its belief in the principles of civil and religious liberty and of
orderly freedom, a people among whom even the worst crime, like the
crime of lynching, is never more than sporadic, so that individuals and
not classes are molested in their fundamental rights--it 1s inevitable that
such a nation should desire eagerly to give expression to its horror on
an occasion like that of the massacre of the Jews in Kishenef, or when
it witnesses such systematic and long-extended cruelty and oppression
as the cruelty and oppression of which the Armenians have been the
victims, and which have won for them the indignant pity of the civilized
world.

7. The Donroe Doctrine

A. Context:

In December 2025, the new National Security Strategy published by
the US Government in December of 2025 explicitly introduces what
it calls “The Trump Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine’

B. Excerpt:

“After years of neglect, the United States will reassert and enforce the
Monroe Doctrine to restore American preeminence [sic] 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” (p. 15).
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