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PREFACE 

In preparing this the.sis the writer intends to show 

by means of d1plomat1o oorrespondenoe• documents of Ameri

can history , private co:rrespondenoe t Annals of Oongress, 

American State Papers. and a wide range of secondary sources 

that the "Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine • was 

but the natural and l og1oa1 product of the times :-,.ud event e 

of this period. The Roosevelt Corollary was the only meth

od of preserving American soil from ruropean aggression .. 

The United States h ;;~d reached 1 ts natural boundary on 

the west in 1848, and muny Lat in Ame r icans feared that the 

United St.ates was preparing to exp:md south a ero as the Rio 

Gra.pde. The Indust rialists of tiorth America were looking 

,:1.cross the Rio Grande -.:11th coveteous eyes, but it i s v ,::1:y 

ctoubtful if even t hey \·,eTe in favor of the United 3t::~t es 

t a.king over the terri to:ry in Latin A.me:rica , for t he i i· pro

fits were huge 1 much greater tha n t heir investl:1.ent s pro

duced in the United states. Their ri sks 1.1ere greG.ter but 

so were the proceeds f r om their invest ments. 

The statesmen of Lat i n A.rnerica. prof~ssed to see in 

the Olney •fiat" and th e Roosevelt Oorollary a great danger 

hanging over them, and with Lat in Am erioa.n impetuosity be

gan a vitrolio attack upon the United St.::~te s with t ongue 

and pen. >'.\ l a tent fear had b een in the breast of the 

Latin American since the '?far with Mexico in 1848. 'l'he 

Spanish Americ:1n Wa1~ and the events that r ap idly follfn,ed 
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ga': e them much reason to fear their North A.merioa.n neighbor. 

Yet the enforcement of the Monroe Do ctrine and the v a.rioue 

coro l l a ries to t hat doctrine have shielded ta.t i n America 

from the fate of Africa and Asia. 

Much has been written 1n oondemnation of t he policy of 

tho Uni t ed States in Latin America, but looking upon the 

ma.pa of Afri ca and Asi a where no Monroe Do ctrine existed , 

one is foroed to conclude that there would i n all probability 

be no i ndependent nations in Central and Sout.h Amerioa had 

not the United States prooL .•. i med t he L;onroe Doctrine 01· some 

other similar policy. 

The materials fo·r this study have been obtained from 

t he libraries of the Oklahoma Agricultural Oollege , the 

University of Oklahoma , the Western Stat e Teaoher• s Col

l ege of aolora.do , and the Colo r ado University , and , a lso , a 

g reat amotmt of material. f rom the personal collection of 

data. in the office of Dr. T. H. Reynolds, Rea.d o:f the His

tory Department I Oklahoma A. & M. College ... 

The wri t e r wlstrne to express hi s g r a.t itude a.nd th3.nks to 

the librari ans and thei r assistant 5a for their hel pfulness , 

courtesy , and pati ence ,jlj'hile making this study, a l so to the 

i nst ructors i n the itistory Department of Oklahoma A. &: 11 .. 

Colle;;e the writer wi .shes to express h is s1noere appreoi

a.tion for the advice and hel p g iven h.i m whil e prepari ng 

t his thesis .• 

W. I. M .. 
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THE ROOSEVELT COROLLA.RT 

TO THE 

MOf'ffiOE 00 CTRINE 

CHAP-TERI 

The most influential figure a ,t the Oongress of Vienna. in 

1815 was Prince Metternich of Austrta , who evolved the Metter

niohian principle of absolutism f .or Europe. One of the direct 

outcomes of this principle was the formation of the Holy Alli

ance by Prussia , Austria , Russia , and Spa in. This Alliance 

had for 1 ts purpose the st.amp i ng eut in Europe all republican 

i dea.a and movements fomented by the French Revol ution; and 

scattered throughout Europe by the Napoleonic conquests. 

Another question taken under advisement by the Holy Alli

ance vas the re-conquest of the Latin Ame rican _ countries , to 

place them a.gain under the domination of Spain. The .!\111-

ance considered the re-<:t'onqu.est of these coimtries impera

tive for two reasons: first• the restora tion of. th.e ~a.nish 

monarchical system over her former colonies; second, . the Up

rooting of republican ideas engendered b,- the revolutions of 

these countries. 

The Spanish oolonies in America had refused to recognize 

the brother of Napoleon as king of Spain, and had deola r ed 

the1:r independence from the mother country during the period 

from 1809 to 1823.. This created fift een Spanish-American 



republics extending froni the H1o Grande in the north to Caf) e 

Horn on the South. !.toet of these republics had patterned 

their governments after that of the United Sta.tea, their 

neig hbor to the no:rth,. Iri the past Spain bad r eaped a. rich 

harvest from her colonial empire and d esired to :re-a.tta.oh 

them, but she realized her impotence to do so without the 

active aid of her sister mona.rohies . 

The Holy Allia nce made overtures to both England and 

France to join with it in this venture for 1 without the -1.s

si stance of France and ,, at least, the neutralit.y of Great 

Britai n , she knew the utter futility of its efforts. France , 

during the Napoleonic wars,, ha.d bui.lt up a strong veteran 

army,. and Great Britain was supreme on the seas. As allies 

these two oountries wou ld b e invaluable, but as enenlies they 

would constitute an impassable barrier to the conquest of 

Latin A.meriea. 

France, at first, was inclined to favor the move • bl,lt 

dallied until the policy of England might be as,ceTtained . 

During t ,he Napoleonic v.nrs England bad developed a. lucrative 

trade with the Central and South American oountr1ee, and had 

no desire to see this trade revert to Spanish ohannels. 

Through the Poligna.c Agreement,, sometimes called the Polignac 

Memorandum, England reached a.n agreement with France , whereby 

the latter ooun:t:ry would take no a.ot1ve part in the re

oonquest. l 

l 
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George Canning .• the British r"o reign Minister, was con

t emptuous of the Holy Alliance and its :1ctiviti es. In Octo

ber , 1822, tbe powers of Europe had met at Verona to consi

der the :f'eas1b1lity of restoring the Spanish monarchy in 

the countries of Central and of South America.. Great Brit-

ain had withdrawn from that oonference in Maroh , 1823 ... 

Canning instructed the British minist er in Paris to inform the 

government of FTa.nce that Engla.nd could not permit Franoe t o 

acquire any of the former Spanish colon.lea in America, which 

resulted in what is commonly known as the Poli gna.o Memoran

dum , st a ting: 

That his government b elieved it to b e utterly 
i mpossi ble t o reduce Sp,::..nish America. to its former 
relations to Spain. 

· That France disclaimed, on Her pa.rt , any i nten
tion or desire to ava.11 Herself of the present state. 
of the colonies, or of the present situation of 
France toward Spain, to appropriate to Herself any 
pa,rt of the Spanish possessions in Jt.merica---

Tha.t she abjured in any case any design of 
acting against the coloni e s by force of anns. 2 

There were many mona.rohists in France who became i ntense

ly angry a~ Canning's demands and at Pol1gnao1 s hwniliating 

commit.ment., The ardent French royalist• Chateaubriand note 

1n 18321 nit the Wew World ever becomes entirely republican• 

the monarchies of the Old :rorl d will perlsb"• 3 

On Aug"llst 16• l8Z3* Canning ma.~e in.formal overtures to 

Rush ., the United States ministe:.r- to London., looking to a 

3 ~. p .• so. 



joint action b et ween Great Bri tain and the United Stat es on 

La.tin Amerioan A.f fairs. The letter of August 20 oontains a 

succinct statement of Oanning•s posi t ion .. A portion of that 

letter f ollowsi 

Is not the moment oome when our g overnment s mi ght 
underst and each other a.s to the Spanish American c.olo
niesl And if we can a.rrive at such an underst:mdi ng , 
w-0uld it not be expedient for ourselves, and beneficial 
for a.11 the w-orld , that the principles of it should be 
clearly settled a.nd plainly avowed. 

For ourselves we have no disguise. 
1. We oonoeive the rtu::.overy of the coloni es by 

Spai n to be hopeless. 
a. We oonoeive the rec:ogni t 1 on of them as i nde

p endent states , to be a. question of time and e i rcurn
sta.noe. 

3. We a re, however, by no means disposed to throw 
any i mpediment in the wa y of an arrangement b et ween 
t hem and the mother c-ountry by amioable negot i at i on s . 

4 

4. We oauld not see any portion of them transf erred 
to cl.nY other power with i ndiff erence. 4 

Thie call from 0-rea.t Brita in fer a bi"."lat e r a l declara

tion brought forth hot debates in Oong ress# PTes1dent Monroe, 

Henry Olay, Thomas J effer son, 3.nd many others were in f avor 

of a c cept ing Oann1ng• s proposal. The American d i ploma ts h.9.d 

not b een i n a position to know all the anti- Ameri can propo

sals a.t the congresses o f Vien na. and Verona. , but they knew 

enough t0 be a l a.med., They knew of Metternich and hi s anti

republican system whioh the monarchi es of .Europe had aooepted. 

The y knew, also, tae at'titude of the leg ltimi~.t& of Spa.in. 

President Monro e show-ad hi s sta t esmanship by liat ening to 

the wily John Qui ncy Adam s , his Secret ary of Stat e , who ox~

posed any b1-la..teral agreement with Great Brita i n and , f i nally, 

4 Oomma.ger , Hen.ry s. (Ed.} J2:0oumsmts ~ +.mer&can History. 
third Edition. p . 235. 
Bi nghampton, M. Y., The Vail Ballou I>r ess , 1 943. 
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in Decemb er t 1823 t much to the confusion ;1.nd chagri :c of Can 

n ing• the State Depa..x-tment of the Unitad States issued its 

unilateral declaration, known_ since as the 1fonr-oe Doctrtne .• 

In essence this was: 

----that the American cont inent s , by the free and inde
pendent condit ion which they have assumed and ma intained, 
are henoefo?th not to be considered as subjeets for the 
future colonization by any European power--
--that we should consider any attempt on their part to 
extend their system of government to any portion of this 
he.'nisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety. 
--with the existing colonies or dependene:ies of any 
E\lropea.n power we have not int erfered 9.nd shall not 
interfere.5 

Probably the most i mportant factor in our determination 

upon a unilateral declara.t L .n was the refusal of Gr e ;.t Brit-

a.in to outright recognition of t he independence of the le tin 

American republios.. The United States had reoog,nized the se 

countri es as fully independent states, and Canning's state

ment .: ·•recognition is a matter of time and circumsta.nceu6 

ma.de Adams fear future complications and misunderstandings . 

Then , also 1 Adams felt that the time h.a.d come for the U

nited States to make herself felt in world councils. He 

said that a bi-lateral declaration with Great Britain would 

plaoe the United States in the embal":ras si.ng posi.tion of a 

•cock-boat 1n the wake of a British man-of-war".? 

5 

6 

7 

p. 236.-

Oommager., Loe • ..Q!t .. 

Perkins, Dexter , Tne _ ;tgonro~ p5tg~ra.ne,1823-i828,. 
Ba lt 1moret The John Hopkins Press, 1937. 

p . 9 . 
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To the people of the United Stat es the Monroe Doctrine 

meant I eve~ in that early day • that '*A.marica sha ll b e for 

Amerieaas•._8 The American people believe in the Monroe 

Doctrine as an article of fa. i th and as the basis of the 

forei gn policy of the United States. In an adverti sement 

published by D!a.141., l2.r1 Iiltl., December .2 • 1923, the ceri

tenniel of the 1.ssuanoe of the famous Doct r ine, Aug--.1sta. E .. 

st etson expr es"'ed the belief t hat the Monroe Doctrine is 

"As binding upon America a.s our God-inspired Oonatitution". 9 

A.n English author onoe wrotel lfThe Ame:rioa.n people, east 

and west, joined in a paroxism of enthusi a sm fo:r a. dootrine 

of whioh a hundred e.onflicting explanations were on t h-e ir 

lips". 10 Through the passage of time the pr i nciple has 

b ecome a s entiment; and like every sent i ment , 1 t has as r.'lany 

interpretat i ons as there are kinds of people who dea l with 

it. 

Although t he ideas of the average American become vague 

and conf licting when he makes an a tt empt to define the Mon

roe Doetrine1 tttts diffUse oharaoter is both the d i fficulty 

and the advantage • aoeording to circumstance , of using the 

Monroe Doctrine as a basis for national polioy". 11 

8 Reddawa.y • · w. F .. , ~ Moarof D,ggtrint• P• · 146. 
London. Oxfora"lfn!vers ty Press, 1928. 

9 Nttw Yox.k times* De9ember 2 ., . 1923. 

10 Redda.way , 222.• 91 t,., p . 147. 

11 ,@.me; iean Fora ig-n Rxlat i ons V-01. I ., 1828. p . 579. 
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President 1tonroe expressed the Doctrine 1n his annual 

message to Ooni_~ess t December 2, 18ZJ, yet the principl es 

of the Monroe Doctrine had long b een L"l existence. Hamil

ton forec:J.at it in the Federa.list t "0Ur s1tua.tion invites 

a.nd prompt a us to a i r. at an a.scend:J..ney in .1\mertcan affairs,•. 

Thot."Ias Jeffenon oonside:r,?.e: the iJni ted States ao r ~ote f'rom 

the rest of the world that he likened 1t to China• but he 

:react1one.ry politics penet:rat .e,;..;. its quietness. In 1820 h,e 

wrote to our representa tive,. Short. at Madrid: 

The advantages of' a eord1n.l fraternization among 
all the American na.ti .ne, and the importance of their 
ooaleec1ng in an .lmerioan system of politics, totally 
1ndepend-ent of and tn1cormeoted w1th that of Europe. 
are so great t hat to overlook t hem \'IOttld be antitbioal 
to our national i nterest-. The day is not far di st ·-:J.nt 
'Rhen we may formally decll:l.re a merid i an of r.e. rtiti.on 
through the ooeu ,vhioh $epar-ates t he h&m1s,,heres,. on 
the hither side of which no EUropean gun shall ever be 
bear d , nor an American on the other; and when , du:ring 
the rage of the eternal wars of EUrQ.pe t t he Lion and 
the l :.:mb.: . wtthln our regions , s.h:ill b e: drawn together 
in peace. .... .... ....... The principles of sv~tety there and 
he·:re th.en , are radically different• and I hope no 
Americn.n pa.trlot will ever lose sight of t he essential 
policy of tnterdiot i ng 1n the seas and territories of 
both !'5frioas tbe ferooloug t-lild sanguinary contests of 
Europe .. 2 

Madison exv..):ressed the S:3.l!te vi em-s in 1811 when he wrote 

of Ylest Florid.at 

The United Stat es could not aee without serious 
inquietude• am' part of a neig hboring t erritory, 1n 
which we have ., 111 different respects~ so deep and so 

Tboms.s , David ~. .Qu. ~r~d Ya§J.:S of' the !!on;roe 
Dootr L"l&. p. 61. 
New York, D. Appleton Comp.rmy. 1935 .. 
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just a conoern , pass from th~ ha.nds of Spain i nto those 
of any other forelgn power .l.:i 

The quotations given above show the determined desire 

of the Americans of this early date to k.eep European. oom

pl1oat1ons from this country , yet. the p rincip l e w<:t s not 

t'i!or.ked into a systematic poli cy . F-or instance , the United 

States offered no protests when Spain transferr.ed Haiti to 

Fra.nce in 1795,. but great oonoern was expressed by this 

government when a rumor reached Washingt<>n of the proposed 

transfer of Louisiana from Spain to France . But in 1795 

France was in the throes of an 1n·terna l disturbance a nd 

the c ession of Haiti offered no threat to the security of 

the United States, while in 1800 Napoleon was b ecoming 

pOll'ferf'Ul , and the autocracy of a diota torship b eing trans

planted to the Mississippi Valley wa.s to be a.voided at a.11 

costs. 

John Quincy Adams deliv ered a speech in a C',ili inet meet-

ing in 1819 i n w.1 ich he advanced a second moti,l'e for the 

ext ension of tbe influence a.nd authori t y of the United States 

i n t he western hemisphere whioh four yea.rs later he included 

in the Monroe Doot:rtne. A portion of that apeeeh 1.s as 

follows.: 

13 

The world must be familiarized with the 1de.a of 
considering our pr ,:pe:r dominion to be the continent of 
Jlorth Amerioa. From the t 1me we became an indenendent 
people it was as mu.oh a la.w of nature that this· should 

Richardson, James n .. (ed.) Mes1a.ges an.d Papers of the 
Pres&:dents. Vol . I . P• 4fflt. - - · 



beoo· .. :e our pretension as that the ~.i1ss1ss1ppi should 
flow to the sea.. Spain ha s possessions upon our south
ern , and Great Brita in upon our northern borders. It 
is i mpossible that centuries should el{LIJ_ se m thout find
ing them annexed to the United states.i~ 

By the yea..r 1823 the Spanish olc 1ms to Flori da. and Leusi-

ana. ha d b een removed , but Great Britain , Russia, and t~e 

Unit ed States still faced one another in North America . The 

forty yea.rs just coming to a close had seen the populat ion 

of the United states grow from four million to t en million • 

and the ar,ea increas e from. 892 1000 to l,'792•000 square 

miles . These forty years marked g r eat eha~ges in other parts 

of the western. hemi sphere. Oentral ~nd South American colo

nies had obtained the1:r independence. 

Ha.rt says: 

Never till the p resent decade has the United St J.tes 
had suoh a g lEnious fiel d for dipl omacy; in Europe a 
syndioate of great powers undertook to rule the world • 
in America. a. oomplexus of feeble powers looked to the 
United statef5 rar sympathy , eomm.eree, recognition, aid 
and comfort. 

Echoes from Latin America during the first · decade fol

lowi ng the issuan.ce of the Monroe Doctrine were those of 

r elief and gratitude. Almost invariably they· felt that in 

the United States was found a champion for the weaker na

tions south of the Rio Grande. Laa Hera.s t the new gover nor 

14 

15 
Perl.tins• !ll• ..2!!..• pp. 9-10. 

Hartt Albert Bushnell , Tile :g9q.r9e n;ogt:z;:;ine, An. lnter
pretat1on. p. 141. 
Bo si on~ Ma.ssaehusetts. Little Brown and OOmpa ny , 
1916. 
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at Buenos Aires , in a message to the Congre s s of the La 

Plata provinces declared: 

We a re under a large obligation towards the Uni.t ed 
States of North Amerioa. That republic, which sinoe 
its formation , bas presided over the civili zation of 
the lfew World, has solemnly recognized our independence. 
At the same time it haa ma.de an appeal to our nat tonal 
honor by suppos1n.g us capable of struggling s1ngla
handedly with the power of Spa.in, bttt it lla.s oonsti tuted 
it self the g11a.rd1a.n of tbe :field of battle in order tha.t 
no ottira foreign power ma.y interfere and give aid to our 
rival. · 

Russia claimed jur1sd1ot1on in Al aska as far south a.s 

the fifty-first p~ralle l with the right to colonize. A.dams 

strenuously denied this right for he wished to make the 

North Am erican continer..'t a. special preserve for th e United 

States , to the excl usion of the rest of the world. This 

dispute came at a. time that the reactionary forces of the 

Holy Allianc e in Europe opened an opportunity for the dec

laration r_ f the Monroe Doctrine. 

The attitude of the rest of continental Europe wa s . a. 

reflection of that of Russia. toward t -he Jl.onroe Doctrine. 

Metternich sa id that g:rea.t ca l amities would be brought up

on Europe by the establishment of th ese vast r epublics i n 

the New World.. Bismarck described it a s " a.n international 

impertinence".. No doubt to most of the minds of European 

diplomats the i1onroe Doctrine ua s not only a most. et,q,rtling 

declaration but a statement impossible to en:foree. 

16 Rob~rtsol,;l . w. s. • ttSoutb Amerioa. and the Monroe D0etrine1t, 
Po61t1oal sc11noe SV:a,rterlz, Vol . XIX. (Marnh, 1915) · 
P• 100. . . 
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Bever before in the hi story of na tions had a country 

sealed even one continent from the aggression and expan sion 

of all other nationa--Ba.poleon had attempted it in his 

Oontinenta.l Decree but had failed utterly--·- and here wa s 

the United States, not even a second- rate nation, sealing 

off not one but two oontinenta , both North and South .A.mer1-

oa ,. from the oolon1z1ng aspirations of the im.peria listio 

nations of the Old World .. 

The two motives for the declar ation of the me s sage in 

1823 relating to European activities in the New World were: 

the a.ssurane·e to th e United States of room for expansion ., 

and -the fear for American safety if tbP European powers 

should incre,.1 se their influenoe in the ArneJioas and entrench 

thei:r poli tica.1 systems in tb.is hemisphere. The histories. 

of the European nations t'lere filled with incontrovertible 

proof that the American fear was well grounded. Tb.e :fate 

of Africa and of Asia would probably have been the fate of 

Central and South America had the European powers had full 

sway. 

For the first deo:ade f ollowing the decla ration of the 

Monroe Oootririe very little adverse crltioism c-a.m e from 

Latin America. But in 1833 came the Bri. ti sh oeoupa.tion of 

t h e Falkland Islands . These island s were cla i med by Ar g Jn

tina, who appealed to Washington for redress under the Mon .... 

roe Doctrine. Andrew Jackson, the President of the United 

Sta tes at that time. w-:1 s a hat er of all thi ngs British but, 

even so• the State Depa.:rtment could see n.o reason v1hy the 
; 
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Falkla.n-d Island situation should be applicable to the Uonroe 

Doctrine. I n the words of the State Department : 

--as the new oooupatio-n of the Falkland Islands by 
Great Britain was effeoted 1n a.e-oorda.noe with a title 
acquired previously and prase"ed by that govemment, 
it is not seen. that the Monl:'Oe Doct·ri.ne invoked by . 
the Republic of Argentina is applicable in the case"'l7 

Had the Argentine claims t$ the J'alkland Isla nds been 

tenable, Andrew Jaokson,. with bis strong dislike for the 

English, could not have res-1 sted challenging the Britieh 

occupation with, at l east, li,lo:me oauetio co-mmunication.s. 

The :re:fu·sal of the United States to apply the Uonroe 

Dootrl.ne to the Fal kland Island situation brought forth 

the first really adverse criticism from Latin America. Carlos 

Pereyra .of Argentina aarca.st1oa.lly held up the Monroe Doctrine 

to ridicule in a. aeries of articles entitled• Mr. Monroe 

SJ,fe:R!• In relation to th e above case Pereyra. decla red: 

---The Argentine _ Republic _ called in· vain .at the 
doors of thf8Depa.rtment of state. Mr. :Von,.-oe slept 
pro foundl.J. · 

Aga.in in 1838 two other incidents brought fort.h fl."om the vi t

rolio pen of this same author another oa.stiga.tion of the U

nited States for her failure to apply the Monroe Doctrine. 

~cer,pts frotll these a.rt1cles a.re given her·e: 

17 

18 

AIIS:£1:iS §t1t1 b§!U~ rotei~ f'~l.§;tione, Vol. v. p~ zso. 
ash1ngton , n. ..,_., Oovel."llmen Printing Pxess, 1834. 

Reynolds, Thomas Harrison• .u, q~ 1$''1fi;hbor;a ~ Us, 
P• 127,,; 
Stillwater• Oklahoma, {Pri va.t e Printing ). 
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San Juan de Ulua. o:f Veracruz- was bombarded by the 
French to demand P.$£LYfllent of debts , uncolleot1ble and 
fraudulent• among which f i .gured "that of a pastry f irm, 
beC."J.t.2 se of which that oonfliot ba.s been called the 
.-Pastry ivu.r•. Br. ltonroe w-i:us rt0t a.t Vera.eN.z. Many ttm&e 
he has exeuserl his absenoe: sn.ying that Mo-n.ro1sm is not 
concerned witl1 oonfliote of th l s son, but he h as §ot 
made except ions when he bad an inte::rest 1nYolvoo"'l 

Admiral Leblanc n.ot only blockaded the 1-erts ot 
the Plata but bombarded them as wall. Mr .. . Uonroe would 
have notb.1:ng to '10 idtb this.. -this miattn was 
arranged wi th F:r:s.nce ariout the rd.dd:le of 1850 withotrt 
the a id of !tr. Monroe •. 30 

Yr. Pereyra i s tr.isleadint:. when he stat es that the United 

states made no exceptlons t:"hen. she had an interest involved. 

?1·ior to the Veracruz incident the:re l.s n o r ·eco:rd of a. vio

l at i on of the Monr&e Doctrine since its inoeptton and • in 

only one case had 1; b een invoked, namely,. the Falkland 

Islands controversy. Br. Pereyra in writing these arti-

cles some seventy•five yea.rs after the 1no1dents mentionai 

above w1s viewing the whole panorama o! violutions down the 

long three quarters of a century and then . forming a. pre-

cept nth the three lnoidents given above. 

In the three ca.a.es mentioned th.ere is little reason to 

believe that the :f'unctGuaentals of th~ Jlionroe Dootr1ne h.a.d 

been violated. In each e3.se t he Oopartment of $1:ate gave 

va lid rea sons . a,ccept&.ble even to moa.t Latin 1\.mer!cn.n.s, why 

19 ll:21-4~ p,. 132. 

zo ~!.st• p. 132. 
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the Monroe Doctrine was i noperat ive. The lionroe Doetrine 

wa.s not conceiv ed to protect irresponsible goveniment s from 

wrongdo i ng , but as a fomula for the indepen dence of the 

American republics . 

But by the end of the oentury there was coming from 

L1t in /\.merioa criti cism of the v ery essence of the Doot rine t 

i . e., the ces si on of A.merican t erritory to ~ropean coun

tri es . Octavio w ... B:ri to, an other writer f:rom Bueno s Ai r es , 

writ es: 

Terri to ria l cessions a.:re many times .reciprocal i n
t erest ; the world b ebeld Eng l and trans fer to Ge:rnFmy 
the island of Hel i goland without the intexests of the 
pa rticipat i ng parti es suf fe ring in the lea.st . Al so i t 
s aw Portugal .transfer Solo:r to Holland for colonial con
v eniences. -•-But toda y the r e ia denied to the Ameri
can republics the righ·t to ente:r upon .such transact i ons ; 
the existing Monroe Doctrine does not per mit it . It 
would p ermit Chile and Peru to expand • di Viding b et ween 
them Bolivia ;. a nd that the latter should dis.appear ffil_' n 
the list of nations , as Poland disappeared , but---

The oppo s ition to the Monroe Doctrine from Latin Ame ri 

ca wa.s mo:re or less passive and spasmodic from 1833 to 1848 . 

A few Latin American st at esmen like Per eyra and Br1to felt 

that the Monroe Doctrine b eoame operative or i Q,operative in 

direct proport ion to the nu..\teria.l i nte:re st of the United 

St ...... 'tt:s i n the ease i n question 3.nd . when oper at ive , that 

·t;he v i ~:o:r of the United States in applying the. Doctrine 

va ried wi dely with the various administrations. They f elt) 

with. reason ,- th,: t there wa s no e stablished policy of en-

21 Ibid. p. 137. 
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forcement . But there we re many other statesmen i n Lat in 

America who were grateful to the United St at es , feeli ng that 

the Mon.roe Doctrine served ae a line of defense against Eur

opean aggression. 

It is not too surprising tba t b et ween 1823 and 1848 mos·t 

of the Latin American opuos i t1o n to the Monroe DoctrL1e came 

from the Republ io of Argentina. This opposition stemmed pri

marily from the agricultura l s i mila rity of Argentina and the 

United St ates. Wheat , wool, cotton , oom, and the r anching 

i ndustry were competitive 1n world markets. The United Sta t es 

led 1n all these product s and erect ed t a riff walls against 

Arg entine competitive p roducts . The similarity of the cli

mate of these t wo countries led them to embark in simila:r 

industri es other t~'!.n agri culture. Thi e did nothing to a id 

a friendly feeling i n the breast of the Argent i ne. Ar gentina. 

had the ambition to be t he dominant nation i n Latin America ; 

: nd the Monroe Doctrine had p l aced the United St :i.tes in the 

position of tutor-nation to all the La tin American r epnblics. 

This made Ar i.; entina feel that the United Stat es rems u sur ping 

a position among the La.tin American nations that :rightfUlly 

belonged to Argentina., r elig iously, linguistically, cultur

a lly, and geog raphically. It is easy to see 1!th;1 t h e ;Jroud 

nat iona l-minded Arg entine can s ee little good in anything pro

posed b y his North American competitor. 

Wit ,1 the annexa tion of Texa s a nd the acqui s ition of Ore

gon other Lat in Am :.ri cans began to look u pon the United 13:tates 
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with SU$p1c1 on . But with t .. e war of 1848 bet 0, ... een Mexico 

and the United St ~t es, Tihich resulted in the Unit ed St tes 

t a king much land f or merly owned by Mexico, the countries 

South of the Rio Grande turned an ::1.b;ost united front a

gainst their nei g hbor to the n orth ., Their suspici ons 

cha nged to f ear. \~ ere before only a few had the eour :1ge 

of their con•1 i cti ons to openly warn their peoples of the 

i nt entions of the 11octopus 8 of th e North , n ow there was 

scarcely a writ er or statesman from the Rio Grande to Cape 

Horn that dared openly ch~mp i on the United Stat es. 

La.t i n Am 7., r1oans re- r ead t he Monroe Doctrine , and 1·ea

li zed to their consternati on , that it forba de European ag

gr ession , }?u-t made no such provision agai nst the New World 

aggression. The decla r ati on of the "Ame rican fi at" b y the 

Department of Stat e in 1895 followed t wo y,?.a:rs lat er by the 

Spanish American War gav e to t he suspicious Latin Ameri can 

mind the l ast bit of evidence needed to convince 1 t tha t the 

t\na.nifest dest iny1t of the United sta t e s wa.s not the Pacific 

Ocean but Cape Horn .. 



C"tlAPTER II 

There had been a disagreement between Great Brit a. in 

and Venezuela over t he boundary Let ·Heen British Guiana and 

Venezuela . Tb.i s di sagre ement had been one of long standi ng , 

almost from the time o f the formati on of the Venezuela;·: re

public , but, a s the t errit ory concerned in the dis~ut e wa s 

uninhabited , except by .:i. few roving bands of s ~Jl."d-civ i11zed 

Carib Indians , nothing was don e to settle the di spu t e until 

1876. At that time Venezuela called upon the Un i ted Stat es 

to use her influence with Great Brita in in t hi s controversy. 

Ham ilton Fish , the Secretary of St ate at tha t time, show~d 

l ittle more than. a friendly interest . Aft e r tenta tively 

feeling out the attitude of Great Brita in and findi ng her 

indisposed to arbitrat ion, Fish let the matt er s lide . Pu;;

lic op inion in Eng l and WJ. s r a ther hostile to the United 

Stat es at this time , due to the adverse decision r endered 

by the Geneva Trih\llla.l on t he Alabama olaim s and ., po s s ib ly , 

Fish did not want t o h ei ght en that hostilit y. :1ha t ever the 

re~son may ha v e b een ~ t he St a t e Department di d not push the 

Venequela.n requ est . 

Ten years l a t er in 1886 Bayard , then Secretary of St a te , 

tendered the services of the St a t e Department as medi a tor of 

the boundary dispute , but G:.:eat n r1t ,1in ws.s i nd i sposed t o 
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the request for mediation. 1 As a r esult di ploma.tic r elat ions 

between the two dis :,ut i ni:; count ries wer e sev <:; r ed. . The sue-

ceeding secretaries o:f State , Blaine in 1890 , and Gresham in 

1894 , in turn offered their offices a s medi·-· tor, but again 

a.nct yet again Grea t Brit o.in refus ed to mediate. Beoause 

of the non- economic va lue of the te.rri tory neither country 

cared to assume the cost of med i at i on procedure • but with 

the di scovery of gol d in t he disput ed t erritory the ques

tion sudd,enly b ecame of acute importance. 

Olney , Pr esident Cleveland• s Secret a r y of Sta.t e , . ca r

ried on a voluminous correspondence wi t h Lord Sa li sbury , 

s triv ing to conv i nce Great Brita in of the nece~eit y for 

negotiating this di sput e t hrough medi ation or ~irbitrat i on . 

Olney mainta i ned that the Monroe Doctri ne re c.:.uired A.meri -

can intervention on behalf of a rbitration.. Salisbury re-

l) lied tc the effect that th e question was not applicable 

to the Monro e Do c trine . 'the i nept manner in which Olney 

sta t P.d his a r guments , and t he suave method used b y the 

shrewd S1li sLury in confuting these arguments cannot be 

bett er shown than by quot ing here ve rbatim port i on s of t h is 

corres1)ondenoe .. 

Ol ney to Sali sbury: 

----thera a r e circumstances under whi ch a nation mny 

l House Executive D9our.11ente, 1887. 
For ei.gn Jlel a ti ons of the United St9.tea . pp . 698- 701. 
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justly intervene in a controversy to which t wo or more 
nations are th e direct ::.Uld i rnmeu i a.te parties----is an 
admitt ed canon of int ernationa l law. It i s declared 
i n substance tnat a n,ition m1y avail it self of th is 
right v:henever wha t i s done or proposed b y .:..ny of the 
parties pri marily concerned i s :J. seri ous 3.n ,.: direct ".) 
menace to its own integrity t t :ra nqui 11 ty and welfc.1. re. r, 

The right of int ervention in i nt erna·t i ona.l law h :;ts 

never b een , and perhaps c~mnot be , p r eoisely defin ed. The 

phrase v1hich Olney used to defi ue 1 t 1 s not an alto:~,=:t he r 

unwarr-r:U1t a.ble ~1xt en si on of i ts scope , t hoU£;h the word ff ·wel -

f a.re" i s a term of r ·-1.ther e l astic prop ortions. Olney hbl

self a.dmi tted that this wide scope of the rule had only too 

ot·t en b een made a cloa k for schemes of spo i lat i on and ·:;.;;;

gr ,}n di zement .. 3 

Olney to Salt ebury: 

- - - dist 1,.nce and th :t'ee thousand miles of int ervening 
ooe :>.n 1Ju ke a:n.y per manent political uni on b et· een a 
Eu r ooean st '1.t e and ·::i.n American stat e unnatura l ·3.nd 
inexpec1 i ent---that the above would hardly be '1 enied . 4 

rt was very unfortunat -a for the Am erican oa.se t hat Ol

ney mad e the above st :1tement, fo T the wily Sali sbury oon-

fut ed t he argument by cit ing to Olney the po::ssessi ons tha t 

El;.gland had in the wes t ern hemi sphere , and tha t the poli-

tical u 11 ion b ~.:: tween them and the mo·the:r country w:3.s becomi ng 

stronger . Fu:rthermor e , Eng l e: nd had every right to believe 

3 Perkins , Dexter , lli, llonroe Doctrine , 18G7-1907 . 
p . 154. 

"l 
,; 

4 

p . 158 . 

p . 161. 
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that the union would be permanent . Salisbur y was more than 

ready to • aeny • th e ab ove. 

I n describing t he r el ati ons between the United St a t es 

and the Latin Am erican count r ies. Olney writes : 

---by geographic proximity, by natural symp athy , by 
similarity of government a l constituti ons, we a re 
friends and allies, commercia lly and pol i tically. 0 

But Olney was extravagant and inaccurate in this st a tement 

as Salis ~,ury was not slow to point out to him. Salisbury 

pointed out tha t many of th e capitols of the South Ameri-

can r epub l ics were fa r t her from Washington t han from t he 

capitols of Europe. He also quoted tra de ba l ances to show 

that the trade b etween England and some of the Latin Ameri

can countries far exceeded that of the United St ates 1 

showing that Latin American commercia l interests were 

closer to European centers than to t hose in Yankee-land . 

I n this correspondence Olney advanced the Nbig bro

ther» feeling of the United St ates for the Latin AmeFican 

republics . It would hav e b een well ha d he stopped there, 

but he stress ed the "superiority" of t he United St a t es 

over other American commonwealths . A portion of that let-

t er fol lows: 

5 

Toda y t h e United States is practically supr em e 
on this conti nent; and its fiat is law upon suob 
subjects to which it confines its interposition. 
---b ecause, in addition to all other grounds, th e 
infinite r esources combined with its i solated posi
tion render it master of the situation and practi-

Ibid. p . 161-162. 



ca.lly invulnerable as agai nst a ll powE1rs .. 6 

This doot~tine W'd. S d i a .:1u1eting , not only t o !'!Jropean 

nations with interests in America butt also• to the nations 

of Latin Amei-ica t to whom th.e t a lk of an Amerio9,n "fia t 1t 

had an om1nous ring . Lord S:ali abu:r-y•·s a.newer to Olney is 

extreE:ely i mportant in that .it denied the applicability of 

tlle V-0nezuelan situation to the ?f.onroe Dootrine , unless the 

United States cho se to place an entirely new inter pretat ion 

upcn that doctrine~ The int er:pretation according to fl:i.1 ts-

bnxy wa.E t 

-•su.ch a. olalm would n,.xve irn?osed upon the Unit ed 
States t he duty of a...11s\t1ering for ·t h e oonduct of these 
states , and oonsequently the responsibility of con
trolling them. It fo l lows of necessity tha t if the 
Govemment of the United Sta.tea ttlll not control the 
conduct of these ~mr:mniti es , neither can it under
t ake t o prote9t t hem from the ccnsequenoes a.ttaohing 
to any misconduct of which they nlF.l.f be gt.1ilty toward 
other nations. 7 

!hi .s interpretation ie i ncluded in the p r ~:miees of 

the Roosevelt Oorolla.ry which oame a. decade la ter. Theo

dore Roosevelt, by virtue of his position in the War ne

pa:rtment in the a.dmin1st rat ion of William l1oK1nley which 

followed the s econd Cl eveland adm i nistration , was f aJniliar 

with the Olney- Sali sbury correspondence , and doubtless, 

formed his !'a.mous Corollary upon this 1-eply of a .,.ll sbury to 

Oln1:;7. This inte:rp:retution , in ma.."ly i nstances, wou.ld rn ea.n 

act ive intervention in the i nternal disturbances of Latin 

Amerioa., a step the framers o.f t he Monroe Doctrine di d not 

6 Richardson • J am.es n. {ed.)• QRw2ila,tion of the M~e: aa<')ea 
q&d te;eors of 1:.\l$' })residenSe , Vol . IL p . 63 .. 

7 Ibid. p . 5? 6 . 



conceive. The Cleveland administration evidently accepte;d 

this interpreta tion, for the President placed the entire 

Olney-Salisbury correspondence in the hands of Congress on 

December 17• 1895. This, together with his message on 

that date, was nothing more nor less than an ultimatum 

to Great Britain to accept arbitration in the Venezuelan 

boundary dispute or, to consider herself at war with the 

Unit ed Stat es. 
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England was faced with a war with the Boers in h:r 

south African colonies and, when on J anuary 3 Kaiser Wil

liam of Germany sent his famous telegram of sympathy to 

Paul KrugerB, the Boer leader, Salisbury realized that a 

war with Germany mi ght easily result. With these troubles 

facing her in the eastern hemisphere, England could 111 

afford a co nflict in the Americas . Lord Salisbury acquies-

ced in the American demands for a rbitration, not that he -

wa s convinced of the justness c,f the demand but from··, p res

sing necessity. 

The Latin American countries were watching rather un

eas ily , and an xiously thi e contest between the United States 

and Great Britain. Their sympathies were wholeheartedly ,wit h 
l Venezufla in the boundary dispute, but they were besi tant to 

accept 1the United States as their champion. After Oln~y•s 

declaration of the American "fiat" in his correspondence 

with Salisbury• the countries to the south indignant ly 

8 Brice, Right Hon . James, M. P., Briton and :Soer. p . 134. 
London, Harper Brothers Publishing Co. 1~ 
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protested with tongu e and pen. They were afr ::i. i d of th --' 

unp r edictabl e North American "octo pus• t hat c cins i dered her-

s elf a ll-powe:rf'ul in the Western Hemisphere. They l ::i.uded 

the arbitration deci sion of Great Brit ain as a magnani mous 

gesture , but l ooked with canny uneasi nes s upon the nat i on 

that brought that decision. Olr~ ey a ttempted t o soften hi s 

"fiattt sta tement by ca lling personally upon t he minist ers of 

these countries tha.t resided in Washing ton , but was met v:i th 

cool su p ieion. These nations strongly suspectet: a State 

. Depa rtment that talked to Great Brit a. in i n one v ein , a n to 

La tin America in another. ~J 

Many La.tin Americ;m s tatesmen in r eading Salisbury• e re

ply to Olney 89. r; the threat of i ntervention by t~e United 

Stat ~s h :_i.n ,; i ng ov er al l these south~:;rn r epublics.. I mmediate-

l y Washington was flooded wi t h appeal s f rom La.tin America to 

the State Depa rtment for a defi ni tion of t he conditions 

under whi ch the Un ited Stat es mi ght ooneider i nt ervention 

necessary. The State Department replied by quot i ng the 

Guatew.ala.n Decree No,. 491 : 

The i nt ervention of a foreign gov ernment in 
beha l f of its c it i zens , ei ther direct ly or t hrough 
it s diplomatic or consular agents , i s adm iseabl e 
and proper on ly in case of denial of justice or the 
will ful del ay i n it s admi ni stration a.ft er all the 
usual means established b y law have been exhausted.10 

9 Martin, Prof. P . A., •Arbitration in the Caribbean"• p . 1.-48. 
Hi!PMiC American Historical Review, Vol. IV, No . 1. 
Feb. 1921. 

l O House Exeout1ve Docu.'Tl epts ,1 3pt Sess:1on 53rg Ocngress, · 
189j::95 ,. f2!• !.• Ouat era~ an Decree . No .491, P• 317-331. 
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The Latin American countries wer e not sati sfied with 

this ::,..n swer.. They were familia r with t his phase of i nter-

vention under i nternational law. Most of t he countries of 

the world reoogni zed this general interpretation , and had 

conceded that under the above oondi t.ions any foreign coun

try had the r ight of intervention. But what these Spanish 

American r epublics des ired ,vas a c oncise atat ement of t he 

oondi t ions under which the United State s mi ght i ntervene in 

Ame:ri ca a.coording to the ne'<1 i nt erpretn.t ion of t he Monroe 

Doctrine , so clearly outlined by Salisbury i n hi s answer to 

Olney. They wanted the tJn.ited States to sta t e it~ policy of 

intervention when applied to an American :republic. 

Finally the State Department gave them the following 

answer: 

If a nat ion shows that it knows how to act with r ea
aonabl e efficiency and decency, if it keeps order and 
pays its obl igat.1ons , it need fear no int erference from 
the United Stat es. I nab i l t ty ·::o do t he above may r e
quire intervention by some o1vil1. zed nation, and , in the 
West ern Hemisphere , the adherence of the United St.ates 
to the Monroe 'Doctrine r.1:a7 force the United ~tat es , how
ever rel uctant , in flagrant oases of su ch wrongqo ing or 
1mp-0tence , to t he exerci se o f an int ernational ;)olice 
power.11 -

This blunt and almost i nsulting ai.nswer to the question 

they had been asking brought forth a barr~ge of protests and · 

vit1«olic condemnati ons from Latin America . 

The Spalliah- A.mericdn '/fo r , eoming quickly a.ft er t he g iving 

of the a.bove an,rwer ., found a div ided La.tin America . All the 

11 Ibid,. Title VI, Art. 71, p . 211. 

.~ .. ,.-•' 
/ 
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republics were 1n sympathy w1 t h t he Ou.ban :revolution ists, 

as they we:re with Venezuela in her boundary dispute uith 

Great Britain but, yet again , they were loath 'to accept 

the United Sta.tea as the Latin A.meriean champion. The trea

ty ending the W"'d.r, followed by the Platt Amendment , in

c-reased thei r . suspicion of the ultimate intentions of the 

United States .. 

Dr. Rios Calvo, a..n eminent Argentine authority on int er

national la. ,; , took up the cudg el for the Lat in .A.meric&n re-

rmblics. In his condemnation of the int ervention idea he 

went so f ar as to deny the right of i nt ervent i on for any 

cause. Dr. Calvo w:ri.t est 

It i s certa in that forei gners who esta . li sh the,,- . 
selves in a country have the same p:roteotion as n ::i. ticric-·.ls , 
but t hey cannot lay cla i m to a protection more ext ended. 

If they suffer any wrong they have the right to expect 
the government to pursue the delinqu ent s • but they should 
not, in a.ny case , cla i m from tlle stat~, to wt ich the vio
lence belongs any indemnity wha tever. 4 2 

Another Argent 5.ne, A .. Palom~r;ue , like Dr •. Calvo, ma.in-

tained that when a per son entered a count ry , or i nvested 

money in a eountry, he risked the hazards of that country• 

•,:hether those hazards be political , social , or economic . 

And , f urthermore, that per son had uo right to appeal to 

the countTy of his citizenship fo r red:r -::; ss should he meet 

l oss. In t he words of A. Palomequ.e: 

12 

It is to b e presunposed that he estL:ated and 
evaluated his .cha.noes bef:o:re entering or invest ing 
in t he country. Only in case of danger to his per son 
may he appea l to his governme.nt for protection, and 

Thonlas , Dav i d Y. , OD . cit . P• 212 . 



t hen only 11;h0n a.11 the resources of .100~! aut horit y 
ha s f a iled to g i Ve h im th::i.t protection . l 
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The f eeling in Latin Ame rica b ecam e so stro11t-; tha t 

many of the ministries and co nsulat es of t he United States 

were endangered. Repeatedly, the Sta te Department had to 

warn the r epublics to the south against perm! tting these 

disorders. In Oo sta Rica and Guat emal a maTinee were land-

ed to protect our consul a tes . Feeling r~n so high that 

d i p lomatic rela tions were badly sti·a i ned . 

Then followed a. numb er of connecting events tha t made 

the ;:111enat1on from Latin Ameri ca more complete , namel y: 

The negotiations wi ·th Colombia. fo r the right to build an 

isthmian cana l; Colomb i a I s refusal to a.oeede to the t r ·::aty 

provi s ions relat ive to t he can~~1.l; the r evolut ion i n Pana-

ma. and the i mmediate r eoog;nition of the i ndependence of 

Panama fr om Gulombia by the United States , and t he act i ve 

interventi on of the la tt e:r in prev t=mting OolombL: n t ro ops 

from stamping out the :revolution; the t ::::·::aty with Pana.ma 

concernin5 t he Canal Zone . 

Many of t he r epublics had i nvi t eci i nv estments from t . e 

financi ers in t he United St ates.. Th e se investment s cov 1.:) red 

practical ly a ll their natural r esources and economic ::,:r-o-

ducts of t he eoil, such as : mine s , nit:r.at e fie l d s , ha:rd".WOds, 

a nd pla11t at i ()ns o f ~uga.r , banana..8 , r:offee., and rubb 0: r . 

Aft .::: r the Canal Zone incident, th e$e countries that cont :-dned 

13 Pa l omeque, A. 1 pn. ct t .. 
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heavy A~11 erio·:U1 i nv estment s , f elt tlut the United St a t e s f lag 

· i ght f e llow it s capita l . Thi s f ,:ar s eemed well grou nded. 

In Dec emb er, 1903 , Great B:ri t a.in, Germany , -'J.nd Ita ly 

establi sh ed a b lockade of Ven e zuel an ports with a vi e;-: to 

forcin,; the payment of d ebts . The Un i ted Sta t e <:: mini ster to 

Venezuela i mmedi a. t el y proµo sed arbi tra. tion . Gr eat Bri t u.in 

readily accep t ed the p ro;w sa l , probab ly becau se he:r a ccep-

t a.nee of arbit rati on i n t he ear.lier Ven e zuel an boundary di :s-

pute ha d served a s a pr ecedent . Italy soon f ollowed the lead 

of Great Britain in accepting a:rbi tra:t i on , but Germany , a t 

fir·st, fi .9.tly refused to a rbitrate the question. 

Theodo r e Roo s evel t , wh o was Presiden t of t he United 

Sta tes at the time , was devoted to the Monroe Doctrine, ;.nd 

was on e of the most ardent champions of the Cleveland- Ol ney 

policy in Latin America in 1895 . He wa s a firm b eliever in 

the.: 11b i g- brother* a ttitude of the Unit ed Sta t e s to1.;,rard the 

Lat in America n r epublics. He went even furthe r the.n the 

Cl e"v e lan.d admini strat ion in d.e fini ng the interventi on pol i-

ay of the United St a t es in A.m er ioa . Roosev elt i n h is mes

sag e to Ocngress , Dec dmbei- 6 ., 1904 , sta ted , uneT1 i v o cally , 

t h e :rule the United Sta t e s would phi.y in r egard t o the 

Ameri ca n repubii cs ~ The sta t ement follows : 

--ina smuch as we per nit no Europcan ·nat ion t o 
i nt e rv ene i n the a f f ,:i. i rs of the La t in American 
countri e s , we must ou:rselv -; s assume the r eeponsi
b il i ty o f ,)1e ser,ring life and prop erty i n these 
countries • .1. •· 

14 Oomma.ger, 2J2.• ait .. p . 213 . 
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'fhi s st :1t e- .1 ent i s C0:tlled t he 11 Rc osev e l t Corolla ry t o t he 

!~or,r oe Doctrine".. liever, !it ~u1y JJ r ev i ou s time ,. h :':i_d the 

United stat e s denied a.ny European nation the p r-iv ilege of 

protecting it s citi zens in Latin Ame rica . , The Unit ed st ,:i..t es 

had ,. to b e sure , prohibited European countries from est ab-

11 shi ng their gove rnm ent s on t erritor y r egularly constituted 

.,,..,.1 thin the b oundari es of any American republic; to nit , the 

llaxm illia n ep i s ode in Mexico during the Civil ,i'fa.r._ 15 But t.o 

c on stitute itself the gua r d i a n over a ll Ld.tin A.m -:-.: ri c: , t o 

shi el d t hese countri es f rom Europ ean i n t er vent i on f ro n with

out and di s s entions from witµin , was an entirely new role 

f o.r the United Sta t es . 3he had compelled Great Bri ta i n to 

arb itrat e the Yene zuelan boundary di sput e , but t ha t involved 

t erritory cla i med by the Ven ezu el ~Ul r e-;,-ublio , al 9o a n exten

sion of a European colony, bot h of wh}ch woul d have been an 

i nfri ngement upon the Monro e Doot rine.. Thi s "corol l a ry « if 

carried out, Y.'OUl d necessitate int ervention for almost any 

03.use o:r, d.t t he b eh est of any European country th:1 t mi ght 

have a r ;.:;a l or s.n i magined oom:_; L ,.int aga inst 3.rlY Centra l or 

South Ame rican r epublic. This sta t em ent w:J. s even more dir

ect than the blwit answer given in J.885 6efining the int er

vent i on policy of the unit ed St a t es. 16 

In the Venezuel an debt controversy of 190 2 , Roosevelt 

upheld the Monroe Doctrine in compelli ng Ger.!lany to a rbitrate, 

15 

16 

Richa rd son , o~. cit . Vol . III , pp. 89-101. 

Hart , 2P• cit. pp . 1 45- 1[>3. 



for ther e was a real t hr,~,:i.t in the German attem pt to occupy 

ttt Br,por a rily" Venezuel an soil. The suspicion vrh ich Roosev elt 

had toward a.ll for i:: i ,=;ners an,.J for~i ?n nations p robab ly h~d 

a s much to do with his attitude towa rd Oerm~ny in Ven ezuela 

as his desire to enforce the Monroe Doctrine. He had de-

nounced t he first Hay- Pauneeforte treaty with indigns. tion 

as a su1·render of the princi ples of 1823.17 Hut in his 

"corollary" he was followin,;· the logica l. con ,.:lusions of the 

Olney "fiat" doctrine. He w:::.s in full agreement wt th the 

i nt erpretation of the Monroe Doctrine that Salisbury sug

gested to Olney in 1895. 18 

Hr . Roosevelt, hoi.:r ev~r , was not c cn sistent with his 

"Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine" . In his co1·resq ondence 

with Mr . Dodge, . our a111b c;.1. ssador to Germany, he disaVO',trS any 

respons1Lilit y of the United St :ttes government for -iny l ia-

biliti es incurred in Venezuela . He writ es: 

17 

l B 

19 

It gives me gree. t pleasur~ to sa.y th:! t I would be 
glad if such an arrangement could bH made ue mi ght ob
viate the necessi ty of any exhibition of foroe on t ~1e 
part of Germany and Great Britain .. You will understand, 
however. that the United States Government assurnes no 
obliga tion whatever in the nature either of a material 
or moral gua1~tee of any li~bilities creat ed by the 
t r 2 .. nsa.ct ion. · 

Rippy, James l''ord, t,_g.ti~ Ameri9;1 !a wt~M Poli!ioa , P• 226. 
Bew York. F. s. Cxofts & Company 1 , - . • 

Richardson, James D. (ed.) , Oom12ilation o_t the Message§ 
an~ ~&\uers Q.f the Presidents,, . Vol . Ii-. p . 6:37. 

;'oreigq, Relat i ops, 1903 • p . 419. 
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Thi s statement is tn di1·Hot vari.:.nce ;;.ri th the sta.t er:-:ent made 

in his Corollary Decent ~: r 6 , 1904 , th-: following year . _ IJo 

doubt the attitude of Ge!'l::1a.ny in this situati on forced Ur .. 

Roosevelt to conclude th:,:1.t if the United St ,J.t ,-:;s did :;wt 

desire Etu·opean occupation in the 1"icster n Hemisphere , the 

b est method to gain our desire would b e to remov '::J all er.-

cuse for European intervent i on by guar:i nteeing to the Euro-

pea n countries that life and proper ty woul d be safe i n Latin 

American countries. 

'.'!hen Ger::1any refused to arbitra te the Venezuelan de t 

controversy i t he United St"'l.t ee asked Gerr1any to state her 

i ntenti ons toward Venezuela... Thi s she r e i u s ed to do for 

soni e tiu1 >2; . Roosevelt, in his corre~pondence wit h Henry Cab-

ot Lodg e , shows p l a inly hi :':' suspicion o:f '1er.'l'.lan int ant i ons . 

I n his letter he say s1 

Some friends o f '.,iine who have been a ·t the Ge:rman 
field maneuvers l a.st year were greatly i mpressed with 
the evident intention of th;-:: German ' 1ilitary cln.sses to 
t ake a f al l out of us when the opportunity offers . I 
f i ud t h e Ge :c:-r:mns :regar d our fd.ilure to g o forwa.r ·::1. :Ln 
bu ilding up th e tlavy thi s yea.1· as 3. sign that our 
,; pa.srr1 of pr c-:ps. r ati on, as they thin~ it , has omne t-0 n 
end; that we shall sink back, so that a f ew ye~rs hence 
they will b -::1 in a :µosi ti on to take s o'.'.!1e st-ep in the 
"1est Indi es or S0ut i1 A: ;,, rioa '!thich ,'1ill :n::Lki:~ us ·~ i t her 
put up or shut up on the Monroe Doctrine ; they are 
counting on t h eir a ._•ilit y to t r ounce us if v:e t 17 t he 
fo rl!ler horn of the dilemma. 20 

-:i.nd in a.not her lett er he at:i.tes! 

I a m anxi ou s to keep on friendly relati ons v:ith 
Ge rmany~--I rlo not desire to s ee the United Stut es 
gain any territory in South Am er i ca itself , a nd th·J. t , 
so far a.s I am c oncerned , I will do al l in my power 
t o ha v e the Unit ed 8t a t ,: s take the a ttitude tha.t no 

S~:leot§ons from the Oorr esoondence 2.f. Theodore Roosev elt 
a.w:L _iiiilr c.tibot Lodge , 1884-1918 . · p . 484. 
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European nation , G-e rm::1ny or any other , should t{a.in a 
fo-ot of soil 1n any shape or way in South. America , or 
establish a prot ectorate under any d1sgu1 se over any 
South or Centr l A.merioa.n state. 2l. 

Her:r von Hol l ebin , the German ambassador to Washington, 

denied th3.t Germany had any territo r i al ambitions in Ar1Erioa , 

and , that enemies of Germany had been tryi ng to di s~.urb t he 

fr i endly r elations that existed between G-emany a.i:id the 

Unit ed St a tes by making ass e rtions of that nature. 22 Nev er-

theless , the German a.mbaseador i ntimated that it mi ght be 

necessary f or Germany t o occupy t emporarily some of t he ports 

or islands a long the Venezuela n coast. 

Roosevelt felt that his suspici on of t he intentions of 

Germany was justifi ed. Admira l Dewey vta.a ordered to man

euver t he .American fleet in the Caribbean a rea. . and in a 

supposed conversation wi t h Hollebin , Roosevelt sa i d : 

Tell the Kaiser t hat I hav e put Dewey in cha r ge 
of t he fleet maneuver in the West Indi an wat ers-
that popular !eelit1,€( 1s $\l.C'h that I shall be obliged 
to interfere by force, if necessary, i f th.e Germans 
t a ke any action which looks 11k:e a.cquisiti-&n ot t er
r! to:ry , ther e or elsewhere a l ,ong t he Caribbean. 23 

Whether th1 s above conversation took p lac e · or not , is 

not pertinent to the point i -n -quest .i on , yet the a ction of 

Dewey 1n t he Caribbean is evidence t hat Roosevel t was more 

t han willing to carry out the above threat. . Germany 

21 

22 

p . 485. 

Pringle, H. F., Ibeodot·@ Rogsevi;J;t. P • 389. 
l,ew York , Harcourt, Bra ce and Company • 1931 . 

23 Ib id. p . 402. 
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evidently thought so , also , for she immediately consented 

to the arbitrat ion of the Ven ezu{llan debt issue. 

Yet , this enforcement of the .Monroe Doctrine does not 

cover a ll the i mplications of the corollary which Roosevelt 

stated a yva.r later,. In t he above case the t hreat of tar-

rito1-1:.-..1 aggr ession b y a European power w:1 i a reality , ae 

any student of German history will verify ., which would ha.;re 

been a direct i nf:ringement u.pen the Monroe Doctrine . It 

was not until the Santo Domina.go affair and the Nicaraguan 

occupat ion by ou:r marines that the United Sta tes lived up 

to the full i mp l1oa.tions of the •corollary". The Roosevelt 

Corollary i mposed obligations upon the United States which 

were i n no way intended by the :f':ramel'e of the :Monroe Doc

trine, a.nd w:b.icll have been deeply r e sented by the Latin 

American peoples . 

After Germany J England• and Italy had agreed to arbi-

trat i on a commission w-a.s set up to ad just the cla i ms agai n st 

Venezuela. The d isputants agreed 'that the United States 

should t ake over the i·evenues from the custom houses at 

Guayra. and Puerto Cabello• and thirty per -cent of these 

customs should be ~pplied upon the debt . Then came the 

question of what country or countries should have pref er

enti:1..l rights. Venezuela wa.s in debt to many countries 

otheT than the th r ee that had i ntervened. This question 

was p laced b efore the Hague Court of Permanent Arbitration. 

The court r endered the following decision: 

V.en.ezuela having ag~eed to nut as i de thirty ne1.' 
cent 01 tne revenues -01 -,:;ne customs o:r La Guayra. and 
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Puerto Cab ello for the payment of the cla i ms of all 
nations against Venezuela • the three countries named 
have a right to preferential J)ayt.-ttent of their claims 
by means of t hese thirty per cent of the rec.eipt s of 
the tivo Venezuelan ports mentioned above , for the 
followi ng reasons----...... - .. --

Genr.any • Great Bri tain . and Italy have a right 
to preferential t:reatl'llent for the payment of their 
claims aga inst Venezuela . 

Done at The Hague, in P~fD"i.r ent Court of Ar bi
t~ation, 22nd February 1904. ;.,, 

Unequiv-oeally, this deo1s10n that Germany , Great Brit

ain , and I taly, the intervening powers that had used force, 

had p referential rights in reoeiving the payraent of their 

claims ahead of the na.tions who had b een c ontent with a 

peaceful solution, placed a. pr0..t11 ium in interna.t :1-ona.l law 

upon fo:roed intervent.ion against a. delinquent state. :tn so 

doing it put to American diplomacy a v e ry serious dilettma. 

\U thin the strategic radius of the Panama Canal there were 

other La tin American countries in the Caribbean and Centra l 

American Zone whose irresponsibility toward their just ob-

ligations to foreigners was a l most as oonfirned as Vene-

zuela. , and whose political stability was continuously un-

certa in. 

34 

Either the United St a t es must reo-ognize this 
sanctioned ri ght of European intervention, now ju:r1d1-
oally a:,.notioned, an.d the contingent p cssibilit y of 
forei gn daager to the Monroe Dootri.ne in the neig hbor
hood of the Pa.name. Can3.l or it must 1 tself vicariously 
as sume responsibility for th e just ic.e to the fo:reign 
nationals so tha.t their governments would not have to 
1ntert,ene . The assumption of suoh responsi bility en
t a iled interVRnt1on by the United Stat es 1 tsel:f. This 

Treaties , Convent ions , Interni},tiona..l Acts , 61st 
Congress. 2nd Session , Senate Document No. 3S7. 
pp. 1879-1881. 
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was the dilemma , then : Should the United St ates stand 
b y wit h fo l ded 1:-1.rms while non- Amerioan powers ,- ha.eked 
in pri nc i pl e by a Hague Court decis i on , intervened and 
pe:rh J.p s ensconc ed th emselves in s t :ra:t e~ic positions 
frorj which in the future they might cut the Panama life 
line and the s ecurity of the Continenta l Republic; or, 
Should it intervene itself tc guar antee justice and 
responsiblli ty i n st rategically locat ed countries whose 
condition i nvit ed foreign intervention, and thereby :run 
the r iak of incurring by i ts own inte rvention t he mis
t...ndersta.r,.d ing and anirnos1 t y of the nei ghboring re
publics,, 85 

Thi s was not a new question by a ny means. B::;fore the 

Civil Vla.:r Senator 5-am Houston of Texas a.dvooa.ted establish-

i ng a prot ectorate over Mex.1 co and pl ac i ng a service on her 

forei ;~;n bonds to extri cate he.r from British debt •. 26 I n 1869 

Secretary Sev,ard favored t a king ov er the oollectio.1 of V;m e

zuela customs to pa.y the foreign debt of t hat oountry ,.27 

and in 1881 Seor etary Bl a ine suggested a. s i miL-i :r p rocedure 

for that same r epublic. aa 
In Deoemb er, 1858 , Senator Sa.m Houston int ro duoad a 

resolution in the Senat e advocating the p r otectorate over 

Mexico . The res olution i s given here : 

25 

aa 
27 

The events connect ad ?11th the numerous ef f orts of 
the p eople of Mexi co to e stabli s h , U ;J On a r -::; l iaDle ba 
s i s , an orderly sy-st em of self- gove rnment, have i n
vari ably result-ad in c.omplete f ailure; and wherea.s t he 
oondition of l{e.xico is such as t o excit e alarming 
appreh ensions that she may p r ecipi t~te her self' into a. 
wild oondit ion of anarchy; and t he more so , as she ha s 

Bemi s , on • .2.U_ • . PP • 151--153. 

PP• 893- 895 . 

Ibig . pp . 1366-1 367. 

I b ig. PP• 1694 . 



35 

demonstr ::1.ted, from time to ti me her utt er 1::.:.a.bility 
t .o suppress i nternal commot i ons n.nd to oon ;:uer the 
ho:rds of bandits by wtoh she is 1nh ::.b1ted; and where
as the United states of America.., on account of the 
Continental polioy lVhioh they chal'ish. and desire to 
enf1)roe , ,~an never perr:it J1enoo to be resub jugated by 
Spain , or p lao~ under the dominion of any foreign 
power ; a.nd whereas one of the most i mportmt duties 
devolving upon c1 vilized gov ernments is to exact from 
a.djoinlng nations the nbserva.nee of good neighborhood, 
thus shielding themselves against i.mpmding or even 
remote injur}' to their border seourityt Therefore--

Resolved, That a select committee of seven be 
ra.i .sed t o inquire into a.nd r epnrt to the Senate · 
v1hetb.e:r or not 1t 1s expedient fox the gover,1nent of 
the United states of America to declare and maintain 
a protectorate over the so-called :republ ic of Hexico , 
in such fo .rm and to such an extent a.a shsi.11 b e neo
essary to se.oure to this Union good neighborhood , . .md 
to the people of sa1~ country the b ·cinefits o!nan tnder
ly and well regulatea republican gov ":; rnment . •1 

This committee of seven was selected but as five of t he 

ae·;1en were from the South ,, and the Oi 11il War s;oon fol lowed 

no repo:rt wa.s ev :>r pxesent ed to tlte senate,. The cond1.tions 

in Mexico direotly following the Civil War, t lia. t i s , the over,... 

throwing of the Mexican gove rnment by the Frenoh , :rev .-:-aled to 

the United States what couLs happen men an irresponsi b le 

gtwernrt,ent was permitted to go its own way. Then ; too , the 

Maxmill an affair in Mex1.co sh-owed to wba.t lengths a. E\,1 rq-

pean po~-1e r might. go to obtain holding s in the nev.,1 world. 

,1111i ara Seward , Secretar y of stat e dul'ing thn Lincoln-

Johnson administrations , '!l'1a.s h i ghly 1n favor of the pro

teotorH.te i dea , out h e ,v-,l,s dea.ling with Rus s ia for Al.1.ska , 
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and as Al aska border ed on Engli sh po ssessions in Canada , it 

b ehooved hi m to step lightly in Mexico for fear of British 

a nta.goni sm. 30 The United St a tes had jus t gone throua;h a 

devasta ti ng faux year civ il wax-a. w~1 r in w'"iich Eng land had 

shovm decided Southern s ymuat hies--·a.nd Yt--:), s not in a poai -

tion to pu sh ;•i£ttters in foreign d iplornaoy to t he ext i::nt she 

mi ght otherwi se ha v e. 

President Roo sevelt in his message to Congress December 

4, 1906 , intimat ed t hat ill-feeling mi ght r esult in La tin 

America in :regar d to the carrying out of the Oorollary he 

had p ronounced to the Monroe Doct rine. In this message he 

sa i d : 

In many part s of South Ameri ca there haa b ee~ much 
misunderstanding of t he att itude and purposes of the 
United States toward the oth·er .A.me1·ican r epub l ics . An 
idea has beoome prevalent that our assert ion of the J on
roe Doctrine i mplied or carried with it .:w a s sumption of 
superiority and of a right to exe.rolse some kind of a. 
pro.tecto r::.1. t e over t .he co-untries to whose territory thr1t 
Doct rine applies. Wot h i Ur; coul d be further from the 
trutn.,31 

In this mess,,tge he quoted words from a speech by Elihu 

Root, the Secretary of St:1t e, to t he Pan-American c onf erence 

a t ruo de J aneiro. The po r t ion quot ed is as f ol l o-;;, s: 

30 

31 

We deem the i nde1:;endenoe and equ ·il :ri :;ht s of the 
2m_:J.lest and weakest memb er of the f amily of nati ons 
entitled to a s much respect a s t ho se of the great est 

Lodge , Henry Cn.bot, Willia@ Henry Sewm , pp .. 23 
New York, 11. Y., Houghton J!if:f 1n Oom:-Jany. 1892 • . 

Oop.g,ress109al Reco;rd , 50th Congress 1 2nd Sessi on. P• 32 
Ca.:rnegie Endowment for I;nt erna.tiona.1Peg3,01 
»Division of Int ercourse and Educati on, Pub lication 
No. 17. 11 
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empire and we deem the observ,1.nc e of thq,t :respect the 
chief gua rantee of the wea k against t he oppressi on of 
the strong. . 7/e neither ol:1i m no r des11·e any ri ghts 
or privileges or po,:ers that we do not freely conced e 
to eV(J!:}' Anrnrioa n nepu bl ic. 32 

Mr .• Roosev elt in hi s ~ne saage to Congres s , December 6 , 

1904 , had outlin ed what t he policy of t he United '3t3.t es r:ould 

be t oward Ls.tin A:i; erica. A r ather lengthy portion of tha t 

speech applying to Latin Amr:; rica. is g iv en h ,: re : 

It is not true tha t the United Stat es f eels any l a.nd 
hung er o:r entertains any projects as :rega:rds the ot her 
nat i ons of the We stern Hem i sphere save euch a.s a r r3 f or 
th e ir vrelf-a.re . All th.at this country desires is to see 
the n eighboring countri es stable , orderly, ,ind p rosper
ous . Any country whose peop le conduct t hems elves well 
can count upon ou:r hearty fr1endsh1 p . If a nation shows 
that it knows how to act with .reasonable efficiency and 
decency in social and political matters , if i t keeps 
order and pays its obligati ons , it need f ear no inter
feren ce f rom the United Sta tes. Chronic wrong- do ing , 
or an i mpotence whi ch r e E=ults in a general loosening of 
the ties of civili zed society, may 1n Amerio~ , as else
r,he re, ultima tely require inte rvention by some ei vilized 
nat ion , and in the Western Hemisphere the adherenoe of 
the United States to the Monroe Oootrine may force the 
United states , ho\iveve r reluctantly , in flagr ant ca se~ of 
such wrong- doing or i :1potenc ·1 to the exerci se of an in
ternational pol ice power. I f every country washed by 
the Caribbean Sea. would show the p r og ress i n stab le a.nd 
jus t civiliz1tion whi ch , with t he aid of the Pl a tt Ar.-1e nd
r2-: ent , 0Ub l3. has sho\m sinee ou:r troops left the isla nd, 
and v1hi ch eo many of t he r epublics of both A.mt~ rie3.s are 
constantly and brilliantly showing , all questions of 
int erference by thi s nation with t he'ir aff a irs 1roul ,: be 
a t an end . Our int e:rest s and those of our southern 
neighbors are in reality identica l . They i1ave grea.t 
nSetura.l riches, and if within their bordel's the r e i gn of 
Lur an.d justice obt~ in s , prosperity ia sure to oo~rn to 
them. While t hey thus obey the p rimary l aws of civilized 
society they may r est assured that they will b e treated 
by us i n a s pirit of cord i a l and helpful sympa thy. 7le 
would interf £,re w1 t h them only in t h e la.at rescrt , and 
t hen only if it became e-·1ident thn.t their inabilit y o r 

Richardson , James D., MeS8f&ie£i 8§d P5pers of t he 
Presidents 1 Volume X, 189 7- 19 9 , p p . 831-832. 
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unaillillt<;ness to do justice a t home a n cl abroad k id vt o
lat ed t ne ri5 hts ,.,f t he Unit ed s·tates , or h3.d i nvited 
forei J;n a 6g:rea 51on t o the d etrLcent o f the entire body 
of American nations., It i s a mere trui sm to s s.y t hJ.t 
ev -::; ::y nation , whe ther in A.m eri('l'.,a o r a.nyt::he r e else , 
r1hich desires to maintain its freedom,- its i ndependence, 
must ul tir1iat ely r ea.li ze th:-.-i.t t he rig ht of such i nd. t_vm ·
dcnce cannot be sepa:ra~~d from the r e sponsib ility of 
making good use of it .. . 

I n the ccrrespondeno~ be-tweon the Dep9.rtment o f St a te 

and the i ntervening powers in the Venezuelan debt controvel'SYt 

Mr . Hay reeo; ni zed the right of foreign intervention under 

certa in con di t:!.ons ~ Th.e Seo r eta1'y of St a t e sa id: 

--t1lat the government of the lfnit ed Sta tes, :1.lthough 
it :regretted that European pov,ers should use force a,i- ,ainst 
Central and South .Ame r 1c. n eouutries . could not object to 
redres s for injuri es suffered by their subjects, provided 
no acG1lisit i on of' territory WfaS contemplated., 2·4 

'lf'nen the int ervenin.6 p or':'ers were offering object 1ons to 

the right of the Unit ed St3.t e s in asking; arbitration , Mr. 

Hay r eplied: 

Q.uit.e independently of the Monroe Doctri.ne, ho·.vever, 
there i s a rule of conduct among natlone under wh ich e;~ oh 
nation i s deemed bound to render the good offices of 
friendship to the others when they are in trouble. The 
r u l e ha~ b een crystallized in the p rovision of the Hagu e 
conventioE for the pa c1f1o settlement of 1nt e l'na tiona.l 
disuutes. Under the head of "The 1fi3.intervxnoe o f Gen er ,11 
PeaoeM 1n that Convention sub ~t:antiall y all the --aower s 
of the world have agreect, 35 ~ 

This Hague Conv ention wh i ch Mr . l--Ia y used to acmbat the 

a rgu.,Hmts of Grea t Brita in , I t aly and esp eoi~.lly of Ge rmany 

is g iven h ,:, re in its ent irety: 

33 I b ig.. pp . 841- 843. 

34 Ibid •. p . 7,83 . 

35 121~. p .. 7 34 .. 
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With a view t o obviating as far as possible re
course to force in the r el a tions b etween States, the 
Contraoting Powers agree to use their best effo:rts to 
i n.sure the paci f ic settlement of interna tion·i.l dif
fe r ences .. 

In ca se of serious disagreement of di spute ., be
fore an appeal to arms . the Oontraoting Powers agree 
to have r ecburse, as far as circumstances a llow to the 
;r,ood offices of t:~ ediat1on of one or mor::.. friendly 
p0wers.., 

Independently of this recourset the Contracting 
Powe:rs deem it expedient and desirabl e that one or 
more Powers , strangers t o t he di sput e , should on their 
own initiative and as far as ciroumstanoes a llm,'1 , offer 
their good offices or medi a tion to the Sta tes a t vari
ance. The exereise of this right can neve:r be regar ded 
by ei the:r of the parti es in dispute as an _unfrie:1dly 
aot . 

The part of the mediator consists in r econciling 
the oppo~ing clah,s and appeasing the f eelings of re
sentment iioh may have arisen between the States ~-t 
variance .• 

A.t the Second Intern:-~tional Confs r enoe h.elc\ at Mexico 

City , l!exioo ., in 1901 , the convention drew up a similar ar

b i tr::1tiou clause for the Ameri.oa.n Nat ions to t a ke ca re of 

casaa i nvol vi ng i nvest ment l osses and other pronerty dama-

g es. The clause i s as follows : 

The High cont.ra·oting parties agree to submit to 
arbitrat i on all clainis for pecuniary loss or damage 
which may b e pres ented by thei:r resp ective citizens 
and v-;hich ea n not b 0 a micably ad j usted throm;h d i 1:,lo
mat i c cha nnel s and ·."lhe-n. e1 id cV-.ims are of Sl.l~fio is}nt 
i mportance to warrant tn,~ expense o f arbi tration •. 37 

Pres i dent Castro of Ven ezuela evidently thought he 

coul d depend upon t he United St~tes enforcing the Monroe 

Doct r i ne , hence his r a.the 1.~ a r rog1.o1.nt cons i der a tion of Great 

B:ri t a i n , I taly , A.nd o.~rrnqny, •.rn~ of t heir de11ands upon his 

36 p . 724 .• 

37 L.at ane , John Hollici:t.y , America il .a f'forlg Powe}'' , p . aa2. 
New York. Harper & Bros. Pu li Bhers , 1907. 
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country. At first he opposed a.rbitraticn thinking t hat he 

would gain more by invoking the Monroe Doctri ne tha n from 

an arbitration court . But when Seeret a. ry Hay conceded the 

right of the i ntervening powers to look after the interests 

of t heir respective citizens i! the aoquiai tion of territory 

was not contempla.tect ,38 Castro immedia..tely decl a red himself 

favorable to a.rbi tra.tion .• 

The reluctance of Germany to a.ooept arbitration cre

at ed a strong suspicion of her intentions in the mind of 

President Roosevelt, and the St ate Department demanded that 

Germany state unequivocally her intentions in Venezuela. . 

When Holleb in oouohed his answer in ambiguous diplomatic 

language,. Roosev elt took: i mmedi ate action to safeguard the 

Panama. Canal and other Ca ribbean territory by ordering our 

Ha.vy to al ert. It is merely guesswork to sa.y that Ger.:1a.ny 

would have permanently occup ied Cari bbean territ ory had not 

R.oos€velt taken such forceful steps to prev en t it, but t he 

di plomatic Bis~a.rck: was no longer at the helm of Germany , 

but an unprediotable, arrogant,, ambitious autocrat who ha d 

shown himself only too -willing to oreate in other quarters 

feelings of uneasiness and disquietude , as was indicated by 

the Kaiser•s t elegram of congratulation to Paul Krug er of 

the Boers. 39 

38 Ante. p . 34. 

39 Brice, Loo .. cit . 
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This suspicion follo •1ed by the deci 2i on of the H:..gue 

Tribunal g iving pref e r ence to Grea t Bri ta i.n , Italy, and Ger

many, the int ervening powers, in receiving payments on their 

debts• 40 gave the Roosevelt administration little ch oice in 

deciding its Latin Am orican policy if the United Sta tes still 

adhered to the Monroe Doctrine . There were many wa rm argu

ments in the Cabinet me.etings but the members of the Cabi

net lined up with Roosevelt in his determ i nation to forestall 

any excuse for European inte rvention in the A1!lericas by pro

mulgating the 11 Heosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine. " 

Th.e:re has been oonsiderable criticism of Roosevelt and 

his Caribbean policy.. 'fhis oriticism has eome from a ll quar

ters of the glob e where nations and historians exist . But 

if one looks cl osely at t he Monroe Doctrine it self and the 

conditions which called it forth it i s easy to see the t wo

fold purpose of th-e ori,; ina.l framers o.f the Doctrine had in 

mind. In 1823 only a ha lf-century had elapsed s ince the 

United Stat es had deol: red its independonoe frun 1-:ngLmd., 

whose i dea of a colonial posse.es1on was tha.t it exis·ted sole

ly f or the benefit of the mother country. At the time the 

Monroe Doctrine waa i ssued England had p rog ressed somewhat 

from that idea. , yet the continental nations of Europe were 

extremely reactionary and held to the merohantil e theory 

of colonial expansion. These nations were aggressive auto

cratic n1ti·ons , and had combined in the Holy Allia nce to the 

40 Ante . p . 30. 
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primary purpose of stamping out all r epub lican i deas. Mon

roe, Ada.ms , and other s t a tesmen of the United Stat es desired 

to keep the American continents free of that political sys

tem which, being diametrically opposed to the principles of 

the government of the United States 1 they f elt would have 

brought thes e tw·o pol1tioa.l . idealogies into sanguinary con

fliot upon these c ont inents. The Anerica.n statesmen also 

desired that the Anierica..s be open to the free expansion of 

the United States. 

Thi s two- f ol d purpo s e of the Monroe Doctrine does not 

i mply necessarily an arbitrary unilateral assumption of 

power . Dem.ooraoy was in da.ngel' of being stamped out by the 

aut ocratic countries from whom the American nati ons h:i.d won 

the i r independence. 'l"he Monroe Doctrine was the cont i nental 

decla r at i on of the detemlnation of the Unit ed St r .. t es to 

keep tha t independence int a.ct . The more b aokwa..rd nat ion s 

of Latin Ame riCd. have in the pa.st resented the methods of 

t he Ou1ted stat es 1n enforci ng the Doctrine, especially 

when the enforcement has seemed to conform to the econ om1o 

int e:rests of the United S-t1te s . But time ha.s vindicated 

the stand of the latter, in that in the Hemispheric Soli

da.ri ty prog r am the nations of t he Americas have ma.de the 

Monroe Doo·trina their own. Today the Americ:-1.11 nations :a.re 

united behind the two- fold ~urpose of the Monroe Doctrine: 

t o preserve the A..merioan continents for American nations , 

and to keep out of America. the autocratic nations of Et1r-ope 

and Asia. 
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As oondi tione oh,:u1ged the methods of carrying out the 

purposes of the Monroe Doctrine neoessartly changed . At 

the time of the Roosevelt a dmini strat ion the only e ffective 

method of preventing Europe~tn Lldt i ons from ::1bso:rbing Ar.:'leri-

can territory seemed to be fo:r tlle United St3.tes to assurne 

the position of "big brother M to the less developed weaker 

nations of La.tin America., This was irritating to the Lat in 

American countries , for they felt the humiliation in _ b e i ng 

forced to aooept t he protection of th,e United Stat es . 

The Monroe Doctrine is not a. past issue of merely his

torica l interest . It i s the living symbol of ded ication of 

purpose. It 1a a declaration of challenge to auto cracies 

that democraoy will determine its own destiny. It is the 

oonseora.tion of t he soil of the Americas to t he democra tic 

way of life. There have b e en d <:' s ecrat iona of thi " idea l 

within the borders of Amerioa itself, yes , even wi t h in the 

borders of the United States, but they have come primarily 

from with.in our collective body polit ic, like the eruption 

of boils on an ot herwise healthy phys ica l body , 3.nd not 

from European aggressiveness. 

Theodore Roosevelt has g iven expressi on to the i deals 

which ha:1r e been held before the Amerioan :·)e op le in the }ton -

r oe Doetxine when he said in 1905: 

I f we had refused to apply the Doctrine to chang ing 
conditions it woul d now be completely out ;vorn, it would 
n ot meet any of the needs of t he present day, and in
deed would probably by thi s time have sunk 1nto complete 
oblivion. It is useful a t home, and is meeting with 
recognition abroad b ecause we have adapted our a.ppl1-
oat1on of it to meet t hs growing and changi ng ne eds of 



the Hemisphere. When we announce a policy , suoh as 
the :Monroe Doctrin e , we thereby commit ourselves to 
the consequences of the polioy. and those consequen
ces from time to time alt er . 41 

Many Latin Amertoa.ns and 1i!uropean s have accused the 

44 

United states of fol l owing a. policy of self-interest in the 

application of the Monroe Doot rine. 42 Every phase of the 

Monroe Doctrine has been in the interest of the United states. 

but not of the United States alone.. Why promulgat e a noli-

oy that would not b e of interest to the nation p romulgating 

it 1 Since when has it become disgra.oeful for st a t e a;:1 en to 

advocate a policy advant ageous ·"o their n3.t ion? But the 

a dvantage ha s not been to the United States a lone , but ·Go 

every nation 1n the Americas by insuring than aga . .inst the 

i mp eri alist ic autooratio expansi on of t he Eu.ropea.n na. tions . 

The method uaBd by the United States ha s at times b e~n ar-

bitrar-y in the enforcement of the MDnr oe Doctrine , but that 

method has been e:f'fioao1ous , the results ha v e been s a. l uto ry 

for the American nations. In 1904 and 1905 had the United. 

States waited to ask the opinion of a.11 t he other American 

nations in a oalled convention, Geni.1any ,<:>0' 1ld h~i vc h:.id am-

ple ti.me to pe:rfcct her intentions i n Venezuela whatever 

those intent ions may have been, a.nd had they b een aggressive 

occupation of Venezuelan ter:ritory 1 a costly and sanguinary 

conflict might have resulted~ 

41 

42 

Houss, Doop!fumt§, Vol. l, 59th Congress 1st Session. 
p .. :- 49. 

Reynolds, L,og. cit . 
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Dr. Ca rlos Rodriquez Larreta. • ·the Ar gentine mini ater 

of Foreign Af fairs, in 1905 e.xpressed his deep appreciation 

and that of hi s country for t he forthr ight method of the 

Roosevelt administra tion in handling t he menaoe involved 

in the Venezuelan debt oont roversy,. 43 President Diaz of 

Mexico also sent a. personal telegram of oongxa.tula.tions to 

President Roosevelt upon the sa.tisf'actoey concl usion of the 

Venezuelan trouble. 

43 House, Documents, Vol. 1 .. . , 59th Congress lst Session . 
p~ XXXIII. ----



The r eaotion from South and Oentr0.l An-10:cica 'lft:is not 

a ll favorable • howev er . From Argentina. c:.une the writ ings 

of Oa:rloe Pereyra wb.o eritieized bit t erly not only the m:io

sevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine , but the Monroe Doc

trine it sel f . In his boo k: entitled: El . Meto de Monroe he 

atatee, •from ita inception in the message of l!onroe in 1823• 

to 1895 , Monroism has been subjeot to eclipses,. sometimes 

partial and at other times t ota l•. l 

In many oases t.ha 1toorolla.:ry" aroused so much suspicion 

and hat.red that Ama:rien.n. li vea were jeopardized• An1er1oan 

l nvestt1ents suffered ; and Amarioan t r ade f ell off con91-

d.erably. European t rade i n c reased in p r opo:ttion. l?rozn 

1900 to 1933 very f mr of the Latin Americans looked fa vor a

bly upon the Unit ed States. Dr. Larreta of Ar gf;nt ina '.:!..nd 

l)resident Diaz of Mexico 'J ere t 1r10 Latin Amer i can sti tesmen 

who stood forth bold1y in favo:ring Roose-velt• s policy a ~ 

briefl y st9.ted in hia ·Corollary to the tlonroe Doct1"ine. 

Per eyra ,- Oulvo, D:ragQ ,. a nd many other Ibero- American states

men were among those ~ho showed marked antagoniE;m to ward 

the Roosevelt 111terpretation of the Dcct r i ne. 

1 Reynol ds , Pl?.· c~t . p . 131. 



With the exception of A.la. ska. and a few i s l and posses-

sions the exyansion of t he Unit ed Sta t es had b een a.t t he 

expense of Spanish America_. The Louisiana Purchase wa s 

territory wrest ed from Spain. by Mapo leon by the trea ty of 

San I l de Fone.o in 1600, Florida was an outright purchase 

from Spain in 1819 1 while West Flo r ida was l a.nd seized by 

the United Stat e s in 1811 wh ich b elonged to Spain. The an

nexation of Texas and the Mexican ce ssion , together with 

the Gad sden Pur chase in 1854, were effect.ed at t he expense 

of Mexico, a former colony of Spain . Pa nama Canal Zone , 

the islands of the Caribbean , Phillip i nes, Hawaii , and t he 

other Pacific islands once were port i ons of t he doma in of 

Spain. 

La.tin Am ericans who had studied the history of the 

territorial expansi on of the United St ates could not but 
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s ee that it foll owed the path of l ea st resistance.. 111 th the 

expressi on of the Ost end Manifesto in 1854 , 2 t he Manifest 

Destiny,3 and other l ike stat ements of p seudo- st at esmen , 

it is difficult to underst and how the peoples of Latin Ame r

ica oo ld look other t han with suspicion upon the United 

Stat es. To many of t hem the MeXican War seemed a war of 

delibe:r-9,:te aggression . follcwed by the i mperia listic treaty 

of Guada.loupe Hida lgo . It seemed to them tha t whatever 

2 We inberg,. Albert Katz, Manifest De stiny , pp .. 38-75 . 
Baltimore , Md., The John Hopkins Press , 1935 . 

'Z ' 
0 Hart . .QJl• oit . pp. 54- 59 . 



the Unit ed St at es desired and oould not obta in by tre:.ity or 

purchase , she took by force of a.:rms. 

This feeling became prevalent in D-11 t he countries south 

of the Rio Grande , and r ern ::. ined hosti l e even after t ~·1 e United 

St ates retrer.ted som ewhat from her territoria l imperi'.:1.list io 

policy under the administ rat i ons fo llowi ng Theodore Roose

velt . The P l a tt Am.end~ent forced upon Ouba in 1901 , 4 the 

Olney "fiat 11 statement in 1895 , 5 t he meth.od used in obtain

ing t he Panama Cana.l Zon e , 8 and the sta t ement of t he Roose

v elt 11 oorollary 11 , none of these was any a..asistance in re-

covering t he lost prest i ge of the United States i n Latin 

A..mer1ca , but only serv~:d to antagoni ze . still further the 

countri es of Central and South AnH~rica •. 

Woodrow Wilson i n his Mobile ~peech said that t he Uni t· 
' 

ed Stat es would never seek a.n a.ddi tional foot of territory 

by conquest 1 and t hat he deplored diplomacy b ased upon the 

economic i nterests. 7 Latin Americans received t his speech 

wit h elation , b ut the i ntervention 1n Ha1t18 , Ifioar!1.guaU, 

5 

6 

7 

8 

p 

Comma.gar 1 ~· clt. p . 321. 

Richardson , (~.) Com,,,i),~ti2l} f&. t.he Messa.gag ~ Pane:rs 
.Q!. t,hfJ! f.:e11den3i1, Vol . I X. p7'"6"31. 

Wish • Harvey. OoQt§t>O};e,l"I tmartoi, PP• li0-113 .• 
liew York, N. Y., Harper & Brot ers 1 1 945. 

Xb1~,. p . 183. 

n2ic1. pp. 18~185 

Ibid. p . 186. 
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and Ke.xico.10 t hat ooourred during Wi l son's administration , 

alon~ with hie refusal t o r · co .. ~nize governments set up by 

revol utionary 1:1 eans ,ll seemed inconsistent with his mes

sag e . A.lthou h Latin Amorioan friendship was dea r to Wi l 

son• s heart, he did more to further estrange them than any 

aruuinistrati on since that of Polk.12 

'fhe Harding-Coolidge Administrations left no doubt in 

the >nindo of La.tin A.m.erioo.ns that the policy of the United 

states in Ibero- America had changed from territorial expan

sion to economic penet r ation . The "dollar diplomacy" of 

these two admi.n1strations wa.s nore dangerous in the m:lnd 

of the average Latin American th.an that of aggressive ex

pansion,. but the reaction south of the Rio Grande took the 

form of expropriation of natura.l resources which r ea.11.y 

began during the Wilson administrat i on in Mexico . 

'!'he Hoover administration saw the removal of United 

States marines fr~m Central American soil which was a step 

i n regaining t he confidence of these countries . noood

will ambassa dors" , exchang e professorships, Pan- Amerioan 

educational programs , and a. general enl i ghtenment in the 

United States for La.tin Amerio.?.., and visa versa., has done 

much toward removing th.a ill- feeling that ha.d devel9ped 

durinf; t he on e hundr ed y ea.rs of the :Monroe Dootrine . 

10 Ibid. pp. 187-191. 

11 

12 
Foreign Relati one of the tznt te~. States, 1913, p . 7. 

Wish, 2.Q.• git . p . 191. 
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The F. D. Roosevelt administration, e specially during 

the thirties w:-:1 . .s one of studied a ttempt to r egain t he fri end

ship of the countries t o the south.. The Seoond World War 

f ound only Arg ent ina i n oppos ition t o the United stat.-;e .• 

The countries of the America s hav e f ormed a Hemispheric 

Solida rity program for the p rotection a nd mutual understand

ing and common _ benefit for all the nations within the West-

exn Hemi sphere. 

One of the beneficia l r e.eult s of t he Clevel and and T. R. 

Roosev elt policy in Latin America was the formation of the 

Dr ago- Ca l vo Doctrine., Dr. Luis Drago I Arg entine Minist er 

of Foreign Affairs in 1902, was a grea t Latin American 

st a tesman,. a nd had studied closely the r el a tions b et ween 

the United States and La tin America.. At t he b eginnin;;~ of 

t he Vc;n ezu el an debt di spute , Or. Drago• before he knew t i1::i. t 

t he United Sta.t ee wa s working on the oase, wrote t h e St3.t e 

Department; 

13 

The only prlnoiple which the Argentine Republic 
ma1ata:1ns, and which it wou l d with. g r ea .. t sa tisfaction 
see adopted• in vi ew of the events in Vene~:uela ; b y a 
nation that enjoys such gre ._t authority :U1d pre s tige 
as the 'U:i:~jted Sta t es, i s t he pril1cip le a lready accept
ed• that there can be no territ oria l expansion in Ameri
ca on the part of Europe I nor any oppression of the 
peopl&s c,; this oontinent because an . unfortunate fi
nancial situation may oompel some one of thera pc;st
pone the fulfillment of its promises. In a word 1 the 
orincinle \ffhich she would like to see reao ";nized is 
that the public debt cannot occasion armed int erven
ti on, nor :':ictua l occUJB.tion of the tenitory of 
American na ti ons by a European power.13 

Ame:r.1gan §tat.~ fape.fS I fore\gp Relo. tions, Vol .. V • 
p ... 93. 
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D:r. Drago included th e princ i ple given above i nto the 

(.(octrine C'i lle ,.i by his UJ.me.. A portion of tha t doctrine is 

:::1uot ed here~ 

--and intervention for the collect i on of debts would 
be a violation of the sovereignty of thes e debtor na
tions; and that all nations enjoy credit according to 
their deg1~ee of civilization a.nd culture and their 
conduct in business transactions; and these conditions 
are measured and weighed before making any loan , the 
terms b eing m;..~de mo r e o:r less onerous in a ccol·dance 
with the preci s e da. ta. 9oncerning them whi ch b '-lnkers 
&.lways hav e on r ecorct. l4 

The Drago- Calvo Doctrine , or Drago Dootrine, as it is 

generally called, has b ;::en written int o Int ernational La.w 

by t he Geneva. convention in 190'7, and has met 1.dth i:.mtversal 

approval . The a cceptance of this doctrine has eli~i nated 

much of the cause for intervention i n Latin Arne:rioa. by 

Europ ean countri es , and serves as th.e La tin American a·1fe-

guard against the United States .. 

The Honroe Doctrine stands forth among the most fa

mous political doctrines of t he world . It i s not inter-

nati ,.111.al law for its reg i onal n;-1tu:re does not make it ap-

plicable int ernati cnally.. There ha.ve b een abuses and 

ct i :; ressi cns in the n-:ur1a cf the Monroe Doctrine , but wtth 

~1 1 th e~ e abuses and digressions the Doctrine has b 0en a 

formula for American indep~ndence , tmd an insurance 

against old wo1·l d oon'"1uest . 

14 Commager , on. cit . pp. 203-205 .. 



The Hon roe Doctrine,, The Dr ago Doctrine , the Hemi spher-

ic So11dar1 ty program- these three ; the one growing out of 

the other , ::1.nd int o each other--in t he mi nds of American 

statesmen hold out to the Americas a greater hope f or 

;}rosi~erity, security, r1nd peaoe t han all the lingering ti es 

we may make wi th the b iok:ering nations of Europe and Asia. 
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