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bstract:The central problem addressed in this paper is the eco-

nomic and infrastructural penetration of non-hemispheric rivals,
primarily China, into the geopolitical space of Latin America, which di-
rectly threatens the traditional dominance of the United States of Amer-
ica. The subject of the research encompasses the American strategic
response through the contemporary reaffirmation of the Monroe Doc-
trine, formally codified in the National Security Strategy of the 47th
President of the United States from 2025. The paper proceeds from
the hypothesis that China’s accelerated geoeconomic advance into
the American hemisphere directly causes a transition in the American
foreign policy paradigm from global liberal internationalism to region-
al transactional realism. The aim of the research is to explain the new
forms of “Neo-Monroeism” and to analyse the key political, legal and
economic mechanisms used by Washington to project power within its
own neighbourhood. The research applies content analysis of strategic
and legal documents, including the 2025 National Security Strategy and
the Barr Memorandum, the historical method for tracing the evolution
of the doctrine, and comparative analysis of macroeconomic data. The
findings demonstrate that the new American strategy rests on three key
pillars: the exclusion of strategic rivals from control over vital infrastruc-
ture such as the Panama Canal, the militarisation of border security, and
the extraterritorial application of law in order to gain control over energy
resources. The final conclusion is that the contemporary application of
the Monroe Doctrine does not represent a return to isolationism, but
rather an aggressive defence of regional hegemony and the construc-
tion of “Fortress America” as a necessary geostrategic precondition for
the survival of the United States as a superpower in a multipolar world.
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If America wants concessions, she must fight for them. We must purchase power
with our blood.
James Monroe, 1823

Introduction

Over the 200 years since the proclamation of the Monroe Doctrine, the entire
planet has become the “Western Hemisphere” and “America’s backyard”: a
territory subject to mandatory American interference, ranging from the “suggestion” of
solutions to all internal issues to their imposition, very often by open military force. The
imposition of solutions has had three main phases: limited imposition until the begin-
ning of the Second World War, cautious imposition from the end of the Second World
War until the fall of the Berlin Wall, and direct imposition from 1991 until the end of the
first decade of the twenty-first century (Collins, 2010). Over the last fifteen years, up
to the beginning and during the “Special Military Operation” in Ukraine, we argue, has
been characterised by the direct imposition of solutions through non-military means
(Popp, 2019), which, with the strengthening of multipolarity, is declining to the level of
indirect or cautious influence (Forca, 2018).

While the theoretical basis for understanding the transformation of American doc-
trine can be found in authors who analyse non-kinetic tactics and multipolarity, such
as Popp (2019) and Forca (2018), the concrete actions of the 47th President of the
United States, Donald Trump, including signed executive orders and publicly stated
positions, provide empirical confirmation of the transition towards a new form of Amer-
ican influence.

In his regular State of the Union address, the fifth President of the United States,
James Monroe, formulated several principles of American foreign policy that attracted
considerable attention not only among the American public, but also in Latin American
and European states.® (Gilderhus, 2006) In brief, these principles implied that coun-
tries which had achieved political independence on the American continents must not
become the object of European recolonisation, while the United States would regard
“any attempt by European powers to interfere in the internal affairs of free American
countries” — including the imposition of their own political systems — as “a threat to
its own peace and security”. “In return”, Monroe stated at the time, “America would
not challenge the rights and claims of European powers in their existing American col-
onies, nor would it interfere in internal European politics” (U.S. Department of State,
n.d.; Perkins, 1963).

3 These several propositions mainly concerned the political sovereignty of a number of
states which, after the Napoleonic Wars, had gained independence from the Spanish monarchy, and
which many European colonial powers regarded as prey to be seized.
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At the moment he delivered his address — largely based on a document drafted
by his successor in the White House and then Secretary of State, John Quincy Ad-
ams — the United States consisted of 24 federal states, wedged between the vast
territories of the British and Spanish Empires. Few observers saw in this foreign policy
programme anything more than solidarity with the movement for the liberation and
unification of South America according to the North American model, which at the time
was being pursued, with great enthusiasm but limited success, by the charismatic
Simon Bolivar.* (Collins, 2010)

Only about one hundred years later, after the union of colonies had first developed
into the world’s most advanced and fastest-growing economy following the end of the
First World War, then into a local hegemon with a “messianic” complex, and finally into
a global superpower that drew the maps of interwar and post-war Europe and East
Asia, Adams’s “dry” document® was recognised as a visionary political strategy that
served as one of the key instruments in transforming the American republic into an
empire with global ambitions (Collins, 2010; Mearsheimer, 2014).

Starting from these historical premises and contemporary geopolitical changes,
this paper formulates the following main research hypothesis: China’s geoeconomic
expansion of the Western Hemisphere directly causes a transition in the American
foreign policy paradigm from global liberal internationalism to regional transactional
realism. At the same time, testing this causal relationship and explaining the new
forms of “Neo-Monroeism” constitute the central research question of this paper.

From Regional Fear to Global Supremacy

At the time of the proclamation of the Monroe Doctrine in 1823, the United States
of America was, in comparison with the European giants, a young and militarily under-
developed nation. Although it feared the power of the British Empire, restored mon-
archist France and expansionist Russia, American statesmen recognised a unique
geopolitical opportunity. Taking advantage of the fact that the British navy, for reasons
of its own interests, opposed the recolonisation of South America, the United States
boldly announced a doctrine that declared the New World to be a sphere of American
interest. Although at the time it was too weak to enforce the doctrine militarily on its
own, this declaration, supported by implicit British naval power, laid the foundation for
future American supremacy in the Western Hemisphere and symbolically marked the
beginning of its rise as a world power (May, 1975).

The process of transforming the United States into a world power did not occur
overnight. Everything changed when the United States entered the global stage dur-
ing the First World War, dictating the terms of post-war peace through Wilson’s Four-

4 Simon José Antonio de la Santisima Trinidad Bolivar y Palacios, Spanish: Simén José
Antonio de la Santisima Trinidad Bolivar y Palacios, 24 July 1783 — 17 December 1830, was a South
American revolutionary leader. Bolivar was of Basque origin. He led struggles for independence in
Venezuela, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, Panama and Bolivia. In these states, as well as in most other
South American countries, Simon Bolivar is regarded as a hero.

5 Posthumously named the “Monroe Doctrine”.
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teen Points. This rise culminated after the Second World War, when the United States
established a global balance with the opposing Soviet bloc.

After the collapse of that bloc, the United States no longer faced obstacles to ex-
tending the logic of “American exceptionalism” and an exclusive zone of influence far
beyond its borders. During the unipolar moment, through various iterations of Ameri-
can grand strategy, from the Clinton and Bush administrations to the Obama admin-
istration, American foreign policy intervened across the globe. Instead of NATO being
dissolved after the disappearance of the Warsaw Pact, it was used as an instrument
for penetrating the geostrategic depth of rival great powers.

Such practice represented an attempt to globalise the Monroe Doctrine: treating
almost the entire world, including Eastern Europe and the Middle East, as an expand-
ed “American backyard”. However, it was precisely this imperial overstretch, that is,
global interventionism, that illustrated the unsustainability of such an approach in the
twenty-first century.® As multipolarity accelerated, and rivals such as China began
to penetrate Latin America itself economically, the United States was compelled to
abandon the ambition of universal hegemony and, through the new National Security
Strategy of 2025, urgently return to the protection of its own hemisphere (Jevti¢ et al.,
2018).

U.S. (Anti-)Colonialism in the First 100 Years of the
Monroe Doctrine

The essential value of the doctrine, as of all major strategic documents in hu-
man history, lies in its ambivalence (Gilderhus, 2006). The United States acquired the
“right” to invoke it, although it was unilateral, by claiming that, at the level of national
policy, it obliged Washington to oppose colonialism and to fight for the “freedom and
prosperity” of all the peoples of the Americas. On the other hand, when necessary, the
Doctrine also served as the foundation of an isolationist policy (Collins, 2010).”

At the same time, the Doctrine served as a pretext for military interventions, em-
bargoes, naval blockades, sanctions, the financing of political coups and armed re-
bellions, and even open occupations and annexations of “free and independent” Latin
American countries, whenever their policies were assessed as constituting any form
of threat to the “land of the free and the home of the brave”, or whenever any conflict
of interests arose (Oren, 1998). Latin America was thus declared an exclusive zone of
U.S. interest, influence and action — an “American backyard” — which, in essence, it

6 The scale of this overstretch is best illustrated by the fact that U.S. military expenditure
accounts for almost 40% of total global defence spending, which represents an enormous long-term
economic burden. For more detail on military expenditure trends, see: Tian, N., Lopes da Silva, D.,
Liang, X., Scarazzato, L., Béraud-Sudreau, L., & Assis, A., Trends in World Military Expenditure,
2022, SIPRI, 2023.

7 This policy, in turn, invoked John Quincy Adams’s famous speech of 1821, in which the
Secretary of State claimed that “America does not go abroad in search of monsters to destroy”; rather,
it benevolently wishes freedom and independence for all. This represented an early expression of
the concept of American exceptionalism.
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remains to this day, with the exception of a few “renegade” countries that are experi-
encing the most difficult years, and in some cases decades, of their history (Adams,
2008).

During the first 100 years of the doctrine’s application, the United States more
than doubled its territory and consolidated its possessions on the North American
continent, largely at the expense of “free and independent” Mexico, but also through a
series of low-intensity yet brutal and often entirely genocidal wars against the indige-
nous Native American population. It then quietly expanded the notion of the “American
backyard” to include Spanish possessions in the Caribbean and the Pacific (Collins,
2010). In this way, the United States incorporated Puerto Rico, Guam, Hawaii, the
Mariana Islands and Samoa into its empire, while also establishing client regimes in
Cuba and the Philippines (Adams, 2008).

The “liberated” peoples of Cuba, Hawaii and the Philippines soon had the oppor-
tunity to experience first-hand the double standards of American technocracy (Collins,
2010), which before them had been experienced by the indigenous American peoples
of the Cherokee, Lakota, Comanche, Creek and Iroquois nations, as well as by Amer-
ican Southerners who had understood the idea of self-government and self-determi-
nation too literally (Oren, 1998; May, 1975).

America adopted all the worst features of European colonialism. The Monroe
Doctrine was an ideal instrument: on the one hand, it proclaimed the lofty ideals of
freedom and equality?, while on the other, it turned the Western Hemisphere into an
American “sandbox”, within which the United States could grow, develop and, in rela-
tive peace from the turbulence of world politics, conduct its political experiments (Gil-
derhus, 2006). Ever faithful to the simulacra of the “rule of law” and “democratic pro-
cedures”, American institutions duly redefined and supplemented the Doctrine so that
the increasingly aggressive ambitions and ever more insatiable appetites of the young
empire could be subsumed under it. It was precisely this historical absolute control
over the Western Hemisphere that constituted the necessary foundation of American
global power, which directly explains our central hypothesis: when that logistical and
resource base is today threatened by Chinese penetration, Washington is compelled
to abandon globalism and return to aggressive regional realism (Gilderhus, 2006).

One of the first official “amendments and additions” — the Olney Corollary of 1895
— allowed America to mediate, naturally by means of its army and navy, in territorial
disputes in Latin America, which led to its involvement in the dispute between Britain
and Venezuela over the Guayana Esequiba region (Gilderhus, 2006)°.The Roosevelt
Corollary served as a prelude to a series of “decolonisations” in the Caribbean and
Central America, led by U.S. President Theodore Roosevelt, the so-called “Banana
Wars”. In this context, “threatened interests of American companies” were sufficient
grounds for intervention, including the collection of debts that Latin American states
had naively accumulated with American banks (Adams, 2008).

The Lodge Corollary extended the Doctrine to the activities of foreign corporations,
whose operations on the American continent could provoke an aggressive response

8 These ideals increasingly spilled over from the American continent onto American
dependent territories and soon-to-be American colonies.
9 In such a way that it remains, to this day, a potential source of regional instability.
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by the American state (Adams, 2008). This was a foreign policy practice that theorists
often refer to as “gunboat diplomacy”'® (Gilderhus, 2006).

Finally, at the beginning of the twentieth century, with its entry into the First World
War under the leadership of President Woodrow Wilson, the United States finally
“emerged from the shell” of its own isolationism. The decisive economic and military
contribution of American forces on the side of the Entente not only turned the tide of
the war, but also positioned Washington as the principal arbiter in post-war Europe.
Through Wilson’s “Fourteen Points” and active involvement in shaping the Versailles
peace order, this global armed conflict enabled the United States to begin doing what
it had originally promised not to do: to interfere directly in the internal affairs of Eu-
rope. This marked the beginning of the process by which the logic of the “American
backyard” was extended far beyond the boundaries of the Western Hemisphere, onto
European soil itself (Collins, 2010). The Monroe Doctrine thus became a key compo-
nent of the so-called U.S. “Grand Strategy” in the first half of the twentieth century,
defining a new form of global interventionism under the guise of promoting democracy
(Adams, 2008; Collins, 2010).

Contemporary Reactions: Bolivarianism as a
Response to Neo-Monroeism

The fact that the Monroe Doctrine is not merely a historical relic, but a pressing
political issue, is best illustrated by the International Anti-Imperialist Forum held at
the theatre of the Military Academy in Caracas in early December 2023. Symbolically
organised on the bicentenary of Monroe’s address, the gathering was entitled “Boli-
varianism vs. Monroeism”. This event crystallises the contemporary reaction of Latin
American states, which no longer view American policy through the prism of the “pro-
tection of democracy”, but rather as overt neo-imperialism.

While the United States continuously modifies the Monroe Doctrine in order to
preserve its right to unilateral interventions and economic domination — the most
extreme symbol of which is the continued existence of the military base and prison at
Guantanamo Bay in Cuba — Latin American states are building their contemporary
resistance on the revival of the ideas of Simén Bolivar (Petrovi¢, 2023). The Bolivarian

10 The term refers to the imperial practice of great powers, primarily the United States
and Great Britain, in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Instead of launching costly
land invasions to collect debts or extract favourable trade agreements from weaker states in Latin
America and Asia, great powers would dispatch heavily armed ships, or gunboats, to the main
ports of those countries. The mere physical presence of warships and the demonstration of force
constituted an unambiguous threat of bombardment, thereby coercing political and economic
concessions without a formal declaration of war. to extract favourable trade agreements from weaker
states in Latin America and Asia, great powers would dispatch heavily armed ships, or gunboats, to
the main ports of those countries. The mere physical presence of warships and the demonstration of
force constituted an unambiguous threat of bombardment, thereby coercing political and economic
concessions without a formal declaration of war.

/28



"The Monroe Doctrine” — 200 Years Later

doctrine implies genuine liberation, decolonisation and, above all, the integration of
the American South.

The historical concept of Gran Colombia, 1819-1831, which Bolivar founded as a
powerful, unified state capable of counterbalancing external powers (Lynch, 2006), is
today being reactivated as a geopolitical ideal. Although that state was short-lived, its
essence — the idea that unity is the only guarantee of sovereignty — has become the
foundation of contemporary “Bolivarianism” (Petrovi¢, 2023).

In the context of our hypothesis, the contemporary reaction of Latin America to
America’s return to “regional transactional realism” is reflected precisely in this ideo-
logical resistance. Faced with pressure from Washington, which is attempting to “lock
down” its own backyard, countries such as Venezuela use Bolivarianism as a political
platform for rejecting American paternalism. More importantly, this ideological resist-
ance serves as a source of legitimacy for seeking alternative strategic partners out-
side the Western Hemisphere, primarily in China and the BRICS countries, thereby di-
rectly accelerating the geoeconomic expansion addressed by the central hypothesis.

Reaffirmation of the Monroe Doctrine through
the National Security Strategy of the 47" President of
the United States

The publication of the new U.S. National Security Strategy in November 2025
marked a definitive break with liberal internationalism and a return to a realist, hemi-
spheric foreign policy orientation. While previous administrations often neglected Lat-
in America by focusing on Eurasia, the administration of the 47th President explicitly
codifies the “Trump Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine”. This document not only revives
the principles of 1823, but also redefines them through the prism of contemporary
great-power competition, positioning the Western Hemisphere as an exclusive zone
of American sovereignty, economic dominance and security primacy.

Analysis of the strategy reveals three key pillars of this neo-Monroeist approach:
the exclusion of rivals, the militarisation of border security, and control over strategic
resources.

The word “corollary” is used in the U.S. National Security Strategy of November
2025, where page 5 refers to the “Trump Corollary’ to the Monroe Doctrine”. Etymo-
logically, the term derives from the Latin corollarium, which originally meant a “gratui-
ty”, “gift” or “small wreath” given to actors or guests. Later, in logic and mathematics, it
acquired the meaning of a “necessary consequence” or an “implied addition”. In logic
and mathematics, a corollary is a proposition that follows directly from an already
proven theorem, without the need for further substantial proof. For example, if the the-
orem is “All humans are mortal”, the corollary would be “The emperor is also mortal”.
It does not need to be proven separately for the emperor, since it follows by itself from
the main proposition.
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The “Trump Corollary”: Exclusion of Non-
Hemispheric Rivals

The core of the new strategy is the concept of “denial of access”. The document
clearly states: “We will deny non-hemispheric competitors the ability to position forc-
es... or to own and control strategically vital assets in our hemisphere”. This is a direct
response to China’s economic and infrastructural penetration of the region, which
Washington now treats as an existential threat equivalent to the former European
colonialism. (Trump, 2025b)

Unlike during the Cold War, when the focus was on ideology, the “Trump Corollary”
is transactional. It introduces the principle of “Enlist and Expand”, whereby regional
partners are required to “reject rival influence” and align their security and economic
policies with the United States in exchange for access to the American market. The
strategy announces a review of the global military presence in order to redirect re-
sources towards “urgent threats in our hemisphere”, thereby redefining Latin America
once again as the primary geopolitical theatre of American national security (Trump,
2025b).

Control of Strategic Chokepoints:
The Case of the Panama Canal

The operationalisation of the “Trump Corollary” is most visible in relation to critical
infrastructure. The strategy calls for the “urgent identification of strategic chokepoints
and resources in the Western Hemisphere” in order to ensure their protection. In this
context, the rhetoric of the 47" President regarding the Panama Canal gains its stra-
tegic confirmation.

In his inaugural address, the President reiterated his intention to “take back” the
Panama Canal, claiming that it is de facto controlled by China through economic con-
cessions (Trump, 2025a). Although the Canal was transferred to Panamanian juris-
diction in 1999, the new NSS explicitly states that the United States will not tolerate
foreign ownership of “critical infrastructure, ports and military installations” in its back-
yard." This opens the door to a revision of existing arrangements under the pretext of
national security, treating the Chinese commercial presence in Panamanian ports as
a violation of the Monroe Doctrine.

In this regard, it should be noted that the Chinese company CK Hutchison had
operated the ports of Balboa and Cristébal since 1997, when Panama granted the
company 25-year concessions. The concessions were renewed for another 25 years
in 2021, while ownership is now set to be taken over by the American company Black-
Rock. The geopolitical significance of this transaction was confirmed by Beijing’s re-

1 This new American strategic position was rapidly operationalised through recent bilateral
diplomatic agreements aimed at curbing Chinese influence over the Canal (Autoridad del Canal de
Panama, 2025).
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action. Immediately after the announcement that the American company BlackRock
would assume control over the ports of Balboa and Cristobal, the Chinese authorities
initiated proceedings against CK Hutchison. The State Administration for Market Reg-
ulation (SAMR) opened an antitrust investigation, while state media in Hong Kong
characterised the move as an “act of betrayal” and a “cowardly submission” to Ameri-
can pressure (The Guardian, 2025; Al Jazeera, 2025). This legal retaliation by Beijing
demonstrates that China did not regard the ports in Panama as mere commercial
assets, but as strategic strongholds in America’s backyard, the loss of which is a direct
consequence of the implementation of the new American strategy.

Border Security and “Fortress America”

The third element in the reaffirmation of the doctrine is the redefinition of migration
as a military-security issue. The strategy declares that the “era of mass migration is
over” and establishes border security as a “primary element of national security”.

This approach legitimises the use of force against non-state actors. By designating
drug cartels as “foreign terrorist organisations”, Washington grants itself the right to
undertake unilateral military actions, including the “use of lethal force”, on the territory
of neighbouring states, replacing the previous model of cooperation in law enforce-
ment with direct military engagement. Such a policy represents a modern, militarised
version of the Roosevelt Corollary, in which the United States assumes the role of
“policeman” that forcibly establishes order along its borders in order to protect itself
from “invasion”.

However, the economic nationalism of the 47th President also has a predatory di-
mension towards traditional allies. While the rhetorical focus of the strategy is directed
towards non-European rivals, primarily China, practice shows that American legislation
such as the Inflation Reduction Act of 2022 and its successors within the new strategy
functions as a magnet that draws European industrial capital away from Europe. The
combination of massive state subsidies and cheap energy, which the Strategy highlights
as a strategic priority for reindustrialisation, creates irresistible pressure on German
companies to relocate their production facilities across the ocean. As the document
states, the goal is to bring production back home, or to re-shore it, but in a world of
limited resources, American reindustrialisation directly leads to the deindustrialisation of
Germany. In this way, the Monroe Doctrine is expanded in economic terms: it no longer
merely defends the Western Hemisphere from external incursions, but actively absorbs
vital capacities from Europe in order to ensure American dominance.
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Legal Continuity of Interventionism: From the Barr
Memorandum (1989) to the Maduro Case (2026)

The operationalisation of the “Trump Corollary” rests not only on political will, but
also on a firm, albeit controversial, legal foundation dating back to the end of the Cold
War. The key document that legitimises Washington’s contemporary actions in the
Western Hemisphere is the memorandum of the Office of Legal Counsel of 21 June
1989, entitled “Authority of the FBI to Override International Law in Extraterritorial Law
Enforcement Activities”. The author of this document, then Assistant Attorney General
William Pelham Barr, established a legal precedent that the current administration
uses as carte blanche for action against the regime in Caracas.

The Barr Memorandum explicitly asserts that “the President, acting through the
Attorney General, has inherent constitutional authority to order the FBI to investigate
and arrest individuals for violations of U.S. law, even if such actions violate customary
international law”. Moreover, the document states that such actions are not prohibited
even by Article 2(4) of the Charter of the United Nations, which guarantees the territo-
rial integrity of states, because that provision is not “self-executing” in U.S. law.

The essence of this legal logic is that the sovereignty of other states does not
constitute an obstacle to the American executive branch when the defence of national
interests or the enforcement of U.S. laws is at stake. The memorandum concludes
that an arrest carried out in violation of foreign or international law does not violate the
Fourth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, thereby removing domestic legal obsta-
cles to the abduction of foreign statesmen.

Application to the Case of Venezuela: Narcoterrorism
as a Pretext

This legal matrix, originally used to justify the invasion of Panama and the arrest
of Manuel Noriega in 1989, has today been reactivated in full capacity through action
against Venezuelan President Nicolas Maduro. Invoking the “Trump Corollary” and
the National Security Strategy, which defines drug cartels as foreign terrorist organisa-
tions, the administration used the Barr precedent to carry out the extraterritorial arrest
— de facto abduction — of President Maduro and his wife. As the 1989 Memorandum
states, the United States reserves the right to “use its statutory authority to arrest indi-
viduals... even if the FBI’s actions violate international law”.

By this act, the United States sent a clear message to the entire Western Hemi-
sphere: the status of head of state and international diplomatic immunity do not apply
if Washington designates a leader as a threat to its internal security, or Homeland
Security. William Barr’s legal logic, according to which “the executive branch is au-
thorised to act inconsistently with international law”, has become the supreme law of
the “American backyard”. The Maduro case thus ceases to be an isolated incident
and becomes confirmation that, in the twenty-first century, the Monroe Doctrine has
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evolved into a U.S. right to unlimited police and military intervention against any actor
south of the Rio Grande.

Using this construction, the administration of the 47th President of the United
States designated the Venezuelan leadership as narcoterrorists. However, it should
be noted that, according to the official report of the competent U.S. authorities, narcot-
ics represent a significantly lesser threat from this direction than the strategic interests
relating to oil. Namely, the 2025 National Drug Threat Assessment (NDTA), issued by
the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration, focuses almost exclusively on Mexican
cartels and fentanyl, while mentioning Venezuela only marginally in the context of
migrant gangs,'? rather than as a primary source of narcotics (Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration [DEA], 2025). This technical detail reveals that the label of narcoterrorism
is primarily a geopolitical instrument for legitimising control over the world’s largest oil
reserves'™, rather than a reflection of an actual security threat to the United States.

12 In the aforementioned report, the 2025 National Drug Threat Assessment (NDTA), the
focus of U.S. security agencies with regard to Venezuela is primarily directed at transnational
criminal groups such as Tren de Aragua, which engage in extortion and human trafficking along
migrant routes, while the main vectors of the narcotics threat are located in Mexico.

13 According to official data from the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC), Venezuela possesses the largest proven crude oil reserves in the world, estimated at more
than 303 billion barrels, surpassing even Saudi Arabia.
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Figure 1. Dominant global sources of imports of industrial goods — a
comparative overview of the US and China, 2000 and 2024

Source: Adapted from Econovis (2024), based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau and the
General Administration of Customs of China.

Figure 1 presents a structural geopolitical shift in global trade through a compar-
ison of the two superpowers. This visual representation clearly illustrates the reason
for the reaffirmation of the Monroe Doctrine: whereas in 2000 the Western Hemi-
sphere was economically integrated with the United States, shown as the blue zone,
by 2024 it shows the almost complete dominance of China, shown as the red zone.
The 2025 Strategy is a direct response to this trend, within which China has assumed
dominance in the zone of exclusive U.S. interests. It represents Washington’s attempt
to restore primacy in a region where it has lost the economic battle to Beijing. An anal-
ysis of the situation in 2024 makes it clear why the current administration claims that
the Monroe Doctrine is under threat.
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VENEZUELA

3038

Figure 2. Countries with the largest proven oil reserves in the world, as of the
end of 2025

Source: Adapted from Visual Capitalist (2025), based on data from OPEC and the Government of
Canada.

As previously analysed in the context of extraterritorial actions against the Ven-
ezuelan leadership, Figure 2 provides unequivocal visual and statistical confirma-
tion of Washington’s actual geopolitical motives. With 303 billion barrels of proven
reserves, Venezuela possesses the largest oil wealth on the planet, surpassing even
traditional Middle Eastern powers such as Saudi Arabia (Investopedia, 2026b). This
figure directly reinforces our argument: the aggressive application of the “Trump Cor-
ollary” and the invocation of the Barr Memorandum are not primarily motivated by the
fight against drug cartels, but by the urgent need to secure exclusive control over the
world’s largest energy resource in America’s own “backyard”. At the moment when
Chinese geoeconomic influence in the region is growing, such resources become a
key factor driving the United States towards regional transactional realism.
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Figure 3. Monthly crude oil production in Venezuela, in thousand barrels per
day, 2022-2025

Source: Adapted from Investopedia (2026a), based on data from OPEC and CEIC

As can be observed in Figure 3, after several years of collapse, crude oil produc-
tion in Venezuela shows a modest trend of growth and stabilisation in the period from
2022 to early 2025, reaching a level of slightly below one million barrels per day, or
995,000. However, although the curve indicates a short-term recovery, this level of
output represents only a small fraction of historical capacity, given that in the 1990s
the industry produced more than 3 million barrels per day. Today, Venezuela accounts
for less than 1% of global production due to long-standing economic sanctions, short-
ages of equipment and intermediate goods, political decisions, as well as the techno-
logical difficulties inherent in extracting heavy crude oil'*.

It is precisely in this vacuum of power and collapsed infrastructure that the core of
our hypothesis lies. China has become the largest buyer of Venezuela’s remaining oil
production, taking around 80% of its exports, either directly or indirectly. Venezuela
has been de facto economically colonised by Beijing, to which it owes approximately
USD 60 billion in repayment of old debts (Modern Diplomacy, 2026; Channel News
Asia, 2026). Such geoeconomic expansion into the zone of the world’s largest oil re-
serves directly triggers Washington’s response, placing the new U.S. administration in
open confrontation with Beijing over control of resources in its own backyard.

14 Precise data on the historical decline in production, as well as assessments of Venezuela’s
current capacity in the context of global crude oil supply, are regularly analysed by the U.S. Energy
Information Administration. See: U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), Country Analysis
Executive Summary: Venezuela, 2023.
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Beijing’'s Asymmetric Response: Circumventing the
Monroe Doctrine through the Collapse of COMEX

“If you leave the dollar, you will not do business with the United States, because
we will impose tariffs of 100 per cent on your goods.”
Donald Trump, campaign rally in Mosinee,Wisconsin, 7 September 2024

The announced confrontation with the BRICS countries was no secret. As early as
the 2024 election campaign, the 47th President of the United States clearly defined
the price of opposing American monetary hegemony (Bloomberg, 2024). This state-
ment confirms that tariffs in the new strategy are designed not only as protection for
domestic industry, but also as a punitive mechanism against any state that attempts
to trade in yuan or in gold-backed currencies, thereby directly subordinating the eco-
nomic sovereignty of other nations to the preservation of the dollar.

How does this global financial conflict fit into the reactivation of the Monroe Doc-
trine 200 years later? The answer lies in the nature of contemporary asymmetric war-
fare. Although the new American strategy entails aggressive military positioning in
the Western Hemisphere in order to protect resources, the expectation that China
will intervene militarily to protect its interests in Venezuela or Panama is unrealis-
tic. Instead of sending aircraft carriers into the Caribbean Sea, which would directly
activate a U.S. military response in accordance with the traditional interpretation of
the Monroe Doctrine, China follows the philosophy of Sun Tzu: “to win without fight-
ing”. Geographical distance and American naval superiority’> make a kinetic conflict
illogical. Instead, Beijing circumvents the American regional shield and attacks the
“Achilles’ heel” of American power: the dollar-based financial system and control over
commodity prices through the New York COMEX exchange.

COMEX, or Commodity Exchange Inc., is the marketplace where global prices of
gold, silver and copper are determined, primarily through the trading of paper deriva-
tives, namely futures contracts. American economic power rests on the ability to keep
the prices of strategic metals artificially low through this exchange in order to strength-
en the dollar. China, as the largest buyer of physical raw materials, uses the Shanghai
Gold Exchange (SGE) as its principal weapon for attacking this system. Unlike New
York, the SGE operates on the principle of physical bullion delivery. The scenario of
“retaliation” implies that China and its BRICS partners convert their dollar reserves
into physical metals through Shanghai (Discovery Alert, 2026; Equiti, 2025)'¢. Given
that Western exchanges operate with fractional reserves, such a shock would cause
the collapse of COMEX due to its inability to deliver. As analyst Zoltan Pozsar argues,

15 This superiority is directly reflected in U.S. defence expenditure, which continuously
exceeds the combined military budgets of all other global competitors. See: SIPRI, Military
Expenditure Database, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 2023.

16 This trend of mass withdrawals and purchases of physical gold by the central banks of
BRICS countries, led by China, is also officially confirmed by the latest global reports on precious
metal reserves. Data according to: World Gold Council, Quarterly Report on Gold Demand and
Central Bank Reserves, 2025.
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this leads towards the creation of an order in which “our money”, the dollar, no longer

has value without “their commodities” (Pozsar, 2023).

The destruction of COMEX would lead to an explosion in commaodity prices and an
inflationary shock to the United States. Given that the new “Trump Corollary” within
the framework of the Monroe Doctrine relies on the reindustrialisation of the American
continent, for which metals are indispensable, such a price surge would render Amer-
ican production uncompetitive.

In the context of our central hypothesis, the picture becomes entirely clear: while
the United States, through Neo-Monroeism, “locks down” the physical space of the
Western Hemisphere, including Venezuela’s resources and the Panama Canal, Chi-
na, through an indirect approach, devalues the very currency in which that control is
capitalised. While the adversary raises the physical ramparts of its hemisphere, the
attacker cuts off its global financial bloodstream.

Conclusion

Two hundred years after James Monroe warned the European powers to stay
away from the New World, the United States of America is compelled once again to
draw its red lines. The analysis of the historical genesis and contemporary application
of the Monroe Doctrine shows that it has never been a static document, but rather a
flexible instrument of grand strategy, adapting from a defensive shield into an imperial
sword.

The contemporary reaffirmation of the Doctrine through the National Security
Strategy of the 47th President does not represent a mere return to the past, but an
adaptation to the new reality of a multipolar world. Unlike the nineteenth century, when
the threat was military-political in nature, embodied by the Holy Alliance, or the twenti-
eth century, when it was ideological, embodied by the USSR, the contemporary threat
to the American hemisphere is economic and infrastructural, personified by the rise
of China.

The research fully confirms the proposed hypothesis: China’s geoeconomic ex-
pansion of the American hemisphere directly causes the transition of the American
foreign policy paradigm from global liberal internationalism to regional transactional
realism. The actions of the new administration — from demands for control over the
Panama Canal, through the militarisation of the fight against migration, to economic
decoupling from China — represent operational confirmation of this shift and the actu-
al implementation of the “Trump Corollary”.

This new Monroeism is transactional and devoid of sentimentality about the “pro-
motion of democracy”. It sends a clear message: the survival of the United States as
a global superpower depends primarily on its ability to re-establish absolute control
over the Western Hemisphere. In this sense, the year 2025 does not mark the end of
American interventionism, but rather its concentration on the vital geopolitical space
in which “America for the Americans” is translated as “America under Washington’s
control, free from Beijing’s influence”. Thus, the circle closes: the Monroe Doctrine,
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created as the shield of a young republic, becomes in the twenty-first century the last
line of defence of a faltering empire.
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Summary

wo centuries after President James Monroe delineated the Western Hemi-

sphere as an exclusive sphere of influence for the United States, the shifting
geopolitical dynamics of the 21st century have necessitated a dramatic reaffirmation
of this policy. This paper analyzes the historical evolution of the Monroe Doctrine,
examining its transformation from a 19th-century defensive posture to its contempo-
rary iteration through the lens of the 2025 National Security Strategy (NSS) of the
47th U.S. President. The central hypothesis of the research posits that the unprece-
dented Chinese geoeconomic expansion into the Latin American hemisphere serves
as the primary catalyst for the transition of the U.S. foreign policy paradigm, shifting
it away from global liberal internationalism toward regional transactional realism.

Confronted with the erosion of its economic primacy in Latin America and the
expanding infrastructural footprint of the People’s Republic of China, Washington is
compelled to re-establish absolute hegemony over its “strategic backyard.” This re-
gional consolidation is viewed not as a retreat, but as an existential prerequisite for
enduring global great power competition. Utilizing a robust methodological frame-
work that combines the content analysis of strategic and legal documents, most
notably the 2025 NSS and the pivotal 1989 Barr Memorandum, with a comparative
analysis of macroeconomic trade data, the paper identifies three foundational pil-
lars of this emerging “Neo-Monroeism,” formally codified within the strategy as the
“Trump Corollary.”

The first pillar centers on the strategic denial of access to non-hemispheric rivals.
The analysis meticulously details the escalating conflict over critical maritime infra-
structure, specifically focusing on the Panama Canal as a vital geopolitical choke-
point. The current U.S. administration actively seeks to replace Chinese logistics op-
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erators (such as CK Hutchison) with American corporate entities, explicitly treating
foreign ownership of hemispheric ports as a direct violation of U.S. national security.
This aggressive decoupling approach has inevitably triggered retaliatory legal and
economic measures from Beijing, unequivocally confirming that Latin America has
transitioned from a peripheral zone into a primary theater of great power competi-
tion.

The second pillar concerns the profound militarization of border security and
the assertive extraterritorial application of domestic law. By strategically designating
transnational drug cartels as “foreign terrorist organizations,” the U.S. legally justi-
fies unilateral military and law enforcement actions across sovereign borders. The
paper provides a comprehensive legal analysis of this interventionism, tracing its
jurisprudential roots to the 1989 “Barr Memorandum,” which formally authorizes the
FBI and the U.S. military to override customary international law during extraterrito-
rial enforcement operations. This legal precedent is critically contextualized through
the 2026 coercive actions against the Venezuelan state leadership. The research
argues that the “narco-terrorism” classification serves primarily as a convenient ge-
opolitical pretext aimed at regaining control over the world’s largest proven oil re-
serves, which are currently heavily mortgaged to Chinese financial interests.

The third pillar focuses on the asymmetric response of rival powers, moving
beyond traditional political and military analysis to explore the sophisticated mecha-
nisms of modern monetary warfare. The paper argues that while the U.S. attempts
to physically and legally fortify the Western Hemisphere, China and its BRICS part-
ners are responding asymmetrically by targeting the fundamental vulnerability of
U.S. power, the hegemony of the U.S. dollar. By attacking the Western-dominated
commodity pricing mechanisms (particularly the COMEX exchange) and demanding
physical delivery of strategic resources, Beijing seeks to force a decoupling of prices
that could precipitate a shift toward a commodity-backed financial order, thereby
undermining the economic foundation of the American empire.

In conclusion, the paper asserts that the 2025 National Security Strategy defin-
itively marks the end of the U.S. self-proclaimed role as a “global policeman” and
signals the dawn of its new posture as a “fortress guardian.” The “Trump Corollary”
represents a raw, unsentimental projection of power, fundamentally aimed at hemi-
spheric resource monopolization and the systematic exclusion of Chinese influence.
Ultimately, the historical circle closes: the Monroe Doctrine, originally conceived in
1823 as a fragile defensive shield for a young republic, has structurally evolved
into the final, aggressive line of defense for a mature empire striving to preserve its
core geographic and economic sphere of influence amidst the turbulent realities of
a multipolar world order.

Key words: James Monroe, Monroe Doctrine, U.S. National Security Strategy,
47th U.S. President, Transactional Realism, Great Power Competition, Geoeconom-
ics, Asymmetric Warfare
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