Theodore Roosevelt, Corollary to The
Monroe Doctrine, 1904

When the Dominican Republic went bankrupt in 1904, German and
other European investors protested loudly, and the threat of armed
intervention loomed. Only two years earlier, Germany and Italy had
bombarded Venezuela during a similar crisis. To prevent European
intervention in the Caribbean and restorefinancial stability, President
Roosevelt issued his corollary to the Monroe Doctrine in a message
to Congress. The U.S took over customs collections and debt
management in the Dominican Republic, and thus established an
important precedent for active intervention in the internal affairs of
Caribbean nations. Roosevelt and later presidents invoked the
corollary to justify intervention in Cuba, Nicaragua, Mexico, and
Haiti.

SOURCE: President Theodore Roosevelt, Annual Messages to the United States Congress,
December 6, 1904 and December 5, 1905.

Annual Message from President Roosevelt to the United Sates
Congress, December 6, 1904.

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

ed from the responsibility of making good use of it.

In asserting the Monroe Doctrine, in taking such steps as
we have taken in regard to Cuba, Venezuela, and Panama, and in
endeavoring to circumscribe the theater of war in the Far East,
and to secure the open door in China, we have acted in our own
interest as well as in the interest of humanity at large.

Annual Message from President Theodore Roosevelt to the
United States Congress, December 5, 1905.

...There are certain essential points which must never be
forgotten as regards the Monroe Doctrine. In the first place we
must as a nation make it evident that we do not intend to treat it
in any shape or way as an excuse for aggrandizement on our part
at the expense of the republics to the south. We must recognize
the fact that in some South American countries there has been
much suspicion lest we should interpret the Monroe Doctrine as
in some way inimical to their interests, and we must try to con-
vince al the other nations of this continent once and for all that
no just and orderly government has anything to fear from us.
There are certain republics to the south of us which have already
reached such a point of stability, order, and prosperity that they
themselves, though as yet hardly consciously, are among the
guarantors of this Doctrine. These republics we now meet not
only on a basis of entire equality, but in a spirit of frank and
respectful friendship, which we hope is mutual. If al of the
republics to the south of us will only grow as those to which |
allude have already grown, al need for us to be the especial
champions of the Doctrine will disappear, for no stable and
growing American Republic wishes to see some great non-
American military power acquire territory in its neighborhood.
All that this country desires is that the other republics on this
Continent shall be happy and prosperous; and they can not be
happy and prosperous unless they maintain order within their
boundaries and behave with a just regard for their obligations
toward outsiders....

Moreover, we must make it evident that we do not intend
to permit the Monroe Doctrine to be used by any nation on this
Continent as a shield to protect it from the consequences of its
own misdeeds against foreign nations. If a republic to the south
of us commits atort against a foreign nation, such as an outrage
against a citizen of that nation, then the Monroe Doctrine does
not force us to interfere to prevent punishment of the tort, save
to see that the punishment does not assume the form of territori-
al occupation in any shape. The case is more difficult when it
refers to a contractual obligation. Our own Government has
always refused to enforce such contractual obligations on behal f
of its citizens by an appeal to arms. It is much to be wished that
all foreign governments would take the same view. But they do
not; and in consequence we are liable at any time to be brought
face to face with disagreeable alternatives. On the one hand, this
country would certainly decline to go to war to prevent aforeign
government from collecting a just debt; on the other hand, it is
very inadvisable to permit any foreign power to take possession,
even temporarily, of the customhouses of an American Republic
in order to enforce the payment of its obligations; for such tem-
porary occupation might turn into a permanent occupation. The
only escape from these alternatives may at any time be that we
must ourselves undertake to bring about some arrangement by
which so much as possible of ajust obligation shall be paid. It
is far better that this country should put through such an



arrangement, rather than allow any foreign country to undertake
it. To do so insures the defaulting republic from having to pay
debts of an improper character under duress, while it also
insures honest creditors of the republic from being passed by in
the interest of dishonest or grasping creditors. Moreover, for the
United States to take such a position offers the only possible
way of insuring us against a clash with some foreign power. The
position is, therefore, in the interest of peace as well as in the
interest of justice. It is of benefit to our people; it is of benefit
to foreign peoples; and most of all it is really of benefit to the
people of the country concerned....



