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PRESENT TRENDS OF THE FOREIGN POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES

AS AFFECTING THE MONROE DOCTRINE AND THE CARIBBEAN POLICY

American foreign policy -« what it 1s and how to define
it 1s a difficult task. Certainly as history progresses it
becomes more complicated and, needfully so, ever changing.
Professor Simond sums up foreign policy quite conclusively
by saying: "The foreign policy of a country is the system
of strategy which it adopts for the conduct of its interna-
tionel relationas and that the objectives of this are national
security and prosperity." Professor Baxter of Williams
College stated that national sec¢urity is the primary consid-
eration of all governments and 13 the first national consid-
eration. The ccoromic and soclal well being of the people of
the United States depend to a large extent on national pros-
perity. 'e can say then that as far as the United States 1s
concerned a forelgn policy which has as its objective security
for the state and prosperity for the people is one which proe-
motes our national Interests. It is a difficult matter, hbw-
ever, for our forelgn policy to bring prosperity to the entire
country, because of the extent of territory and the diversity
of interests which exist In the various sections.

For the United States, national security implies more
than the defense of the homeland and territorial posseésions,
it includes also the protection of our vital trade routes
and the safe guarding of 1ife and property of our nationals
residing in forelgn countries.

The policies of the United States have been largely con-
ditioned by certain fundamental factors, which at various
times during our history have played & lerge part in deter-

mining the policies necessary to attain our main objectives.



Among these factors are geography, natural resources, internal
economy, and the characteristics of the people.

The declisive factor in the determination of American
policles toward the countries of the Western Hemisphere is
our geographical position. It is that which has made 1t
possible for us to adopt a policy of non-entanglement in the
political affairs of Europe and has made it possible to avoid
entanglements in Asia., It is that which made it essential
for us to concern ourselves with politiecal developments in
all parts of the Western Hemisphere. Thls aspect of American
foreign policy has been recognized by our statesmen from the
very beginning of the Republic. Recognition of it is abso-
lutely essential to the understanding of the American policy
today,

Geographical position, though most important, is not the
only factor tending to draw the countries of the Western
Hemisphere together: In the matter of natural resources and
internal economy the countries of this Hemisphere complement
each others The United States, for example, exports the
products of its manufacturing industries and imports the raw
materials and foodstuffs thet are required for the homeland.
The other countries of the estern Hemisphere supply the mar=
kets for the manufactured goods and provide the raw materials
and foodstuffs needed to supply the demand made by us. The
United States also 1s in a position to supply eapital needed
for the development of the resources of the states of the
Western Hemisphere.

Another fundamental factor which enters into the formu-
lation of our national policies and which presents difficul-
ties of greater or less proportions is the characteristics of

the people. Except for Canada, the countries of the "estern



Hemisphere are inhabited by peoples who are of a different
racial and cultural character from our own. The great

ma jority are of Spanish or Portuguese origin, with an
entirely different background and environment than the
peoples o the United States. Professor Rippy describes
the people of thﬁfLatin American countries as consisting of:
"A class system, little experienced in self-government, a
wealthy, powerful, and intolerant established churéhé_ié}yln
lectual repression, and a poor, illiterate, and superstitigus
population.® This 1s certainly true of most of the countries
of Latin America, and ;t i8 only natural then that social

and economic progress éhould be slow, and that governments
should lack stabyi{ty, ;nd that democracy exists more in
theory than in tht.

So we see ﬁhat in the study of American foreign policy
towards the countries of the "estern Hemisphere account must
be taken of the diversive as well as the unifying factors.
With Canada we have had no trouble in satisfying our demands
of security and our economic wellebeing with the greatest
degree of co-operation and with mutual understanding and
respect. In the case of the countries to the south our
relations have been less peaceful and our advances have been
viewed with distrust and at times with open opposition.

Not only have we had to take into account differences in
race, ldeas, polities, culture, and soclal development be-
tween the Latin American peoples and ourselves, but alsoc we
have had to ocontend with the differences between the Latin
American countries with which we have had to deals

The principal policies of the United States with re-.f-
spect to the "estern Hemlsphere may be summed up as ﬁhneé 15

number. First in significance from the view point of time



and basic importance is the Monroe Doctrine, which represents
our claim to the right of self-defense in the "estern Hemi-
sphere. Professor Goodrich aptly describes it by saying that
1t is perhaps the most generally talked of, of American
foreign policies and the least understood. Secondly, and
closely related to the Monroe Doctrine is the Caribbean
policy, which is a more recent policy than the Monroe Doc-
trine, and can be regarded as applylng the right of self-
defense to a specific area. Thirdly, we have the policy of
Pan-Americenism which aims to bind the Americas togetheor.
Pan-Americanism, which implies mutual beneficial co-operation
by the twenty two Republies, rests uporn the assumptlon that
they comprise a state system distinct from that of Europe,
and that they possess common ideas, princlples and Interests.
In order to appropriately discuss and evaluate the trends

of the American policies dealing with these principles, it
would seem necessary to go somevhat into their background

and origin.



The Monroe Doctrine

The Monroe Doctrine derives its name from President
Monroe, who in the course of his address to Congress in
December, 1823, stated certain principies which were to
guide us in our relations with Europe and the countries of
the Yestern Hemlsphere. Baslcally, this doctrine, as orig-
inally proclaimed, rested on two complementary principles:
first, that the United States would not interfere with the
political affairs of Europe and, secondly, that Buropean
countries would not be expected to Iinterfere with the
political affairs of the countries of the "estern Hemisphere.
¢ . The statement of this doctrine may be regarded as the
natural growth of public opinion carsed by pressure from
France in the South and the Caribbean,and Russia in the
northwest. At a meeting of the powers at Verona in 1822,
it! was decided that France phould intervene in the Spanlish
revolution to restore the power of monarchy. England, how=-
ever, was opposed to this action, partly through éympathy
with the constitutional government, and partly through fear
that the intervention would be extended to the revolting
Spanish colonies in America, with the result that France
might establish political é;ntrol there, and in any case,
that Latin American ports would be closed to British trade.
Canning, the British Foreign Minister at the time, proposed
to the Américan Minister at.Lonéon a joint statement of
policy on the part of the British and American governments
in opposition to any such intervention 1n Latin Amerieca.
The American government finally decided, largely on the
insistence of John Quiney Adams, that our position should be

stated as a purely American doctrine; British support being






