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When in December 1823, President James Monroe announced in a message to 

Congress the doctrine that would define the essence of U.S. foreign policy towards 

the Latin American and Caribbean region, summarized in the idea “America for the 

Americans”, it justified the rejection of any new European attempt to interfere or 

extend its system of government to the American continent, as a danger to the 

“peace and security” of the northern nation, concealing its expansionist and 

hegemonic interests towards the south of the continent, particularly at that time 

towards Cuba and Mexico. 
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In this way, the United States inaugurated a 

tradition that would characterize its behavior in the international arena to this day, in 

which the words of its political leaders not only conceal their true intentions, but in 

many cases the intentions have been the total reverse of the words. It was not for 

nothing that the Liberator, Simón Bolívar, left posterity a phrase that is still valid 

today, when he pointed out in 1829 that the United States seemed destined by 

Providence to plague America with misery in the name of freedom.1 The Monroe 

Doctrine served as the basis of the United States’ political and economic policy. 

The Monroe Doctrine served Washington to declare unilaterally and as if it were a 

divine right, protector of the American continent, letting the rest of the world know 

where its zone of influence, expansion and predominance resided. 

However, during the first three years following its enunciation, the countries of the 

region invoked it on no less than five occasions in order to confront real or apparent 

threats to their independence and territorial integrity, only to receive negative or 

evasive responses from the U.S. government. The passage of time confirmed that the 

Monroe Doctrine had been created only to be defined, interpreted and applied at the 

convenience of the United States. 

Over time it would have numerous updates and corollaries from different U.S. 

governments, always seeking to close any gap that could, from the interpretation and 

practice of other international actors and the countries of the region themselves, 

jeopardize its true designs. To mention just a few of them, the Polk Corollary2 of 1848: 

not only would the United States not admit new European colonizations on the 

American continent, but also that no nation in the region would freely request the 
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intervention of European governments in its affairs or its own union with any of them; 

it also stated that no European nation could interfere in the will or desires of countries 

of the continent to join the United States; the Hayes Corollary3 of 1880: fixed the 

Caribbean and Central America as part of the exclusive sphere of influence of the 

United States and that to avoid interference by European imperialism in America, 

Washington should exercise exclusive control of any inter–oceanic canal to be built; 

Roosevelt Corollary4 of 1904–much better known–: proclaims the duty and right of the 

United States to intervene as international arbiter or policeman in Latin American and 

Caribbean countries in the face of conflicts or debts with extra–regional powers; and 

the Kennan Corollary5 of 1950: justified U.S. support for the dictatorships that 

flourished in the region under the pretext of anti–communism, which would even be 

called “national security dictatorships”. 

None of the U.S. leaders ever entertained the idea that Monroe’s declaration could 

constitute an act of altruism or of particular friendship towards the neighboring 

republics to the south–as many Latin American governments fervently believed for 

years–, let alone that it implied for the United States the obligation to intervene in 

defense of any country in the continent that was the victim of external aggression. 

For U.S. statesmen, the Monroe Doctrine was limited to announcing the eventual 

intervention of the United States only in those cases and in those areas of the region 

that were of vital interest for its domination. 

This is what the Secretary of War of the Monroe administration, John C. Calhoun, 

stated: “We must not be subjected to having our general declarations quoted to us on 

every occasion, to which we can give all the interpretations we want. There are cases 

of intervention where I would appeal to the vagaries of war with all its calamities. Am I 

asked for one? I will answer. I designate the case of Cuba. As long as Cuba remains in 

the power of Spain, a friendly power, a power which we do not fear, the policy of the 

government will be, as has been the policy of all governments since I have intervened 

in politics, to leave Cuba as it is, but with the express design, which I hope never to 

see realized, that if Cuba leaves the dominion of Spain, it shall not pass into other 

hands but ours…In the same category I will mention another case, that of Texas; if it 

had been necessary, we would have resisted a foreign power.”6 

Between 1825 and 1826 it was corroborated that the Monroe Doctrine had nothing to 

do with “peace and security”, and much less with a sincere and disinterested support 

to the independence of their “brothers of the South”, when the United States 

opposed by diplomatic means and in a threatening tone, before a possible joint 
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Colombian–Mexican expedition, with the objective of bringing independence to Cuba 

and Puerto Rico, a project that Simón Bolívar and Guadalupe Victoria, the latter 

president of Mexico, had cherished. In the face of strong U.S. diplomatic pressure, the 

governments of Bogota and Mexico responded that no operation of great magnitude 

against the Spanish Antilles would be accelerated until the proposal was submitted to 

the judgment of the Amphictyonic Congress of Panama to be held in 1826. 

Washington’s concern, as is logical, continued, transferring its concern to the 

governments of Colombia and Mexico and moving all the levers of its diplomatic 

power.7 Years later, José Martí would refer to this embarrassing passage in the history 

of the United States, a reflection of the Monroist ideology, in one of his famous 

speeches when he said: “And Bolívar was already putting his foot in the stirrup, when 

a man who spoke English, and who came from the North with government papers, 

grabbed his horse by the bridle and spoke to him as follows: “I am free, you are free, 

but that people who are to be mine, because I want them for myself, cannot be 

free!”8 The status quo convenient to the interests of the United States could not be 

altered by extra–continental powers, but not even by the countries of the region 

themselves. This situation would be maintained during the years 1827, 1828 and 1829, 

every time an attempt was made to revive the redemptive enterprise; both by 

Colombia, Mexico and Haiti. 

It is very illustrative in today’s light, when we continue to see the Yankee obsession 

with Cuba, that in the context of the proclamation of the Monroe Doctrine, the 

interests of U.S. domination over the Greater Antilles were especially gravitating. The 

Monroe Doctrine was also complemented by the so–called theory of the Ripe Fruit, 

formulated by John Quincy Adams in 1823, in which Cuba was compared to a fruit on 

a tree, to metaphorically point out that just as there were laws of physical gravitation, 

there were also laws of political gravitation and, for such reasons, there was no other 

destiny for Cuba than to fall into American hands, it was only necessary to wait for the 

opportune moment for the fruit to be ripe for that inevitable end to be fulfilled. 

During this process—Adams also pointed out in a letter sent on April 28, 1823 to the 

diplomatic representative of the United States in Madrid—it was preferable that the 

desired fruit remained in the hands of Spain before it passed into the hands of the 

more powerful powers of the time. Hence, when the British Foreign Minister, George 

Canning, proposed to Washington the signing of a joint declaration rejecting any 

attempt by the Holy Alliance and France to restore Spain’s absolutism in the 

Spanish–American territories, the United States took the lead in a masterstroke, 
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making a declaration of its own–later known as the Monroe Doctrine–that left the 

United States’ hands absolutely free in America and tried to tie them to the rest of 

the powers, including England. At the root of the emergence of the Monroe Doctrine 

was Cuba, as one of the territories most coveted by the U.S. political class. Also 

Mexico, more than half of whose territories would later be usurped during the war of 

1846–1848. 

I 

In 1830, Simón Bolívar, who during his struggle for independence and the unity of the 

peoples of Spanish America had felt the rejection of the United States as a great 

obstacle and permanent danger, as well as his calculating and cold stance–which he 

called arithmetical behavior–in relation to the emancipation process that was taking 

place in South America, was leaving for eternity. Against the Liberator and his plans 

for the unity and integration of Spanish America, a wide conspiratorial network was 

woven from Washington, which is still astonishing today for its level of articulation, 

when the means of communication and intelligence available to U.S. imperialism today 

did not yet exist. However, U.S. diplomatic representatives such as William Tudor, 

William Harrison, Joel Poinsett, among others, did a very effective dirty work to defeat 

more than the person of Bolivar, the ideas he represented and defended, totally 

antagonistic to the Monroist philosophy. His pioneering thought of anti–imperialism, 

about the unity and integration of the territories freed from the yoke of Spanish 

colonialism, in favor of the abolition of slavery, of the most dispossessed classes and 

the independence of Cuba and Puerto Rico, were the greatest threat to their interests 

of expansion and domination that Washington faced in those years, hence their 

innumerable attempts to discredit him by calling him “usurper”, “dictator”, “the 

madman of Colombia”, among other offensive adjectives. 

II 

In the second half of the 19th century, the Bolivarian ideal would have in José Martí, 

the Apostle of Cuban independence, one of its most brilliant disciples, who could see 

like no one else into the entrails of the monster and warn of its dangers for the 

independence of Our America and the very balance of the world. It was then up to him 

to confront Monroeism at the stage when the United States was taking its first steps 

of transition to the imperialist phase and when the Monroe doctrine was being 



modernized through Pan–Americanism, which advocated continental unity under the 

dominant axis of Washington from the narrative of the so–called Manifest Destiny, a 

thesis of supposed biblical roots, which affirmed that the divine will granted the 

American nation the right to control the entire continent. The United States sought 

hemispheric supremacy in international legal forums and instruments and with it the 

institutionalization of the postulates of the Monroe Doctrine. 

Through his chronicles and articles in more than twenty Spanish–American 

newspapers, José Martí developed an intense anti–imperialist work to defeat the 

thesis of a single currency, arbitration and customs union, promoted by the U.S. 

Secretary of State, James Blaine, at the American International Conference held in 

Washington between 1889 and 1890. He would also do so at the Monetary Conference 

of the Republics of America in 1891, where he actively participated as Consul of 

Uruguay. 

There has never been in America, from independence to the present time,” warned 

Martí, 

a matter that requires more wisdom, nor obliges more vigilance, nor demands 

clearer and more meticulous examination, than the invitation that the powerful 

United States, full of unsaleable products, and determined to extend their 

dominions in America, make to the less powerful American nations, linked by 

free and useful trade with the European peoples, to establish a league against 

Europe, and to close deals with the rest of the world. 

From the tyranny of Spain, Spanish America knew how to save itself; and now, 

after seeing with judicial eyes the antecedents, causes and factors of the 

invitation, it is urgent to say, because it is the truth, that the hour of declaring its 

second independence has arrived for Spanish America.9 

Shortly before falling in Dos Rios on May 19, 1895, in an unfinished letter to his 

Mexican friend Manuel Mercado, Martí left testimony of which had been the sense of 

his life: to prevent in time with the independence of Cuba, that the United States 

spread through the Antilles and fall with that force more on our lands of America. 

With a far–sighted vision Martí had seen the great danger that the voracious imperial 

appetites of Washington represented for Cuba and the countries of our America and 

foresaw what could happen if the independence of Cuba and Puerto Rico was not 
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achieved in a short time, where he considered the balance of the world was to be 

found. 

In the faithful of America are the Antilles,” wrote Martí in an analysis that 

demonstrates his knowledge and vision of the geopolitical interests that were moving 

on the international scene, 

which would be, if slaves, a mere pontoon of the war of an imperial republic 

against the jealous and superior world that is already preparing to deny it power,–

a mere fortress of the American Rome; and if free–and worthy of being so by the 

order of equitable and hard–working freedom–they would be in the continent the 

guarantee of balance, that of independence for the still threatened Spanish 

America and that of honor for the great republic of the north, which in the 

development of its territory, unfortunately already feudal and divided into hostile 

sections, will find more certain greatness than in the ignoble conquest of its 

smaller neighbors, and in the inhuman fight that with the possession of them 

would open against the powers of the world for the predominance of the world. 

And a few lines further on he expresses: 

It is a world that we are balancing: it is not only two islands that we are going to 

liberate.10 

III 

In 1898, with its intervention in the Cuban–Spanish conflict, the United States turned 

the island of Cuba into a test tube for neocolonialism in the region, thus initiating a 

historical period characterized by the consummation and success of the Monroe 

Doctrine, consolidating its dominance in the Western Hemisphere and gradually 

displacing rival powers, especially England. In addition to Cuba and Puerto Rico, 

Washington secured control of the Isthmus of Panama, one of the most important 

geostrategic points. 

The Dominican Republic, Panama, Guatemala, El Salvador, Cuba, Honduras, Nicaragua 

and Haiti suffered directly from the policy of the Big Stick and the Roosevelt corollary 

to the Monroe Doctrine with the intervention and territorial occupation of the Yankee 

Marines. In the case of Cuba, Monroeism acquired legal connotation through the Platt 

Amendment, an appendix to the 1901 Constitution, imposed by force on the Cubans 
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under the threat of permanent military occupation. The Platt Amendment gave the 

United States the right to intervene in Cuba whenever it deemed convenient and to 

lease territories for the establishment of naval and coal bases, the origin of the illegal 

U.S. presence in Guantanamo Bay to this day. The Platt Amendment was neither 

conceived nor imposed to safeguard Cuba or any Cuban interest, but as a tangible 

expression of the Monroe Doctrine. 

Roosevelt’s successor in the White House, William Taft, through dollar and gunboat 

diplomacy, combined military intervention with U.S. financial and political control, 

expanding and consolidating U.S. domination in Central America and the Caribbean. 

“The day is not far distant,” Taft would unabashedly point out, 

when three stars and three stripes at three equidistant points will delimit our 

territory: one at the North Pole, another at the Panama Canal and the third at the 

South Pole. The whole hemisphere will in fact be ours by virtue of our racial 

superiority, as it is already ours morally.11 

This was followed by the administrations of Woodrow Wilson, Warren Harding, Calvin 

Coolidge, Herbert Hoover and Franklin D. Roosevelt, all of whom, in one way or 

another, reinforced the postulates of the Monroe Doctrine, intervening or threatening 

militarily whenever the requirements of their imperial security in the region were 

threatened. The Mexican Revolution suffered the onslaught of Monroeism in those 

years, as did Nicaragua from 1926 to 1933, when Augusto César Sandino, leading a 

popular army, confronted the Marines who had invaded and occupied the country. The 

U.S. troops were finally defeated and had to withdraw from the Central American 

nation on January 3, 1933. However, the Franklin Delano Roosevelt administration, the 

same one that had advocated the deception of the Good Neighbor policy towards 

Latin America and the Caribbean, did not stand idly by and conspired against Sandino 

until his assassination was carried out and the dictatorship of Anastasio Somoza was 

established, “a son of a bitch”, as Roosevelt himself described him, 

but our son of a bitch. 

IV 

The outbreak of World War II was a perfect opportunity for the U.S. government to 

further expand its domination throughout the hemisphere, extending its military bases 

in the region and getting numerous Latin American and Caribbean countries to join its 
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“hemispheric security” projects, in reality becoming subordinate to the geostrategic 

objectives of U.S. imperialism. The signing in 1947 by 20 Latin American and Caribbean 

governments of the Inter–American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (TIAR) was a 

palpable example of this. Monroe and Adams could not have been more satisfied from 

their graves, especially when in 1948 the Organization of American States (OAS) was 

created as an instrument of the United States to modernize and institutionalize its 

domination over Latin America and the Caribbean. Its birth was baptized with the 

bloodshed of the Colombian people, in the midst of a popular uprising triggered by the 

assassination of progressive leader Jorge Eliécer Gaitán. The government servile to 

Washington’s interests imposed after those events would be the only one to send 

troops to the Korean War to please the master of the North. 

It immediately became evident that the purpose of the OAS had nothing to do with 

“continental unity and solidarity” in the face of common challenges and “extra–

regional threats”, but that it was just another piece in the new world system that was 

emerging to satisfy the hegemonic interests of the U.S. power elite. The so–called 

Inter–American system was in reality part of its system of domination. The OAS was 

an adaptation of the Monroe Doctrine to the post–war scenario in order to align the 

entire region in the face of the “dangers of international communism”. Hence its 

uselessness–beyond the possibility of verbally condemning U.S. imperialism–to 

represent the interests of the Latin American and Caribbean peoples. 

The history of the OAS has been none other than the most infamous support of 

oligarchic governments to Washington’s interests, or Washington’s disrespect for the 

majority, when that majority has disagreed with its positions, reflecting the fallacy of 

its own existence as a space for concerted action between the two Americas. The 

OAS Charter itself has been violated and regional consensus has been flouted by the 

United States on multiple occasions. Undoubtedly, it was conceived and continues to 

try to function as a Yankee “Ministry of Colonies”, at the root of which lies the 

Monroist philosophy. 

At the end of World War II, the United States achieved absolute supremacy in the 

Western Hemisphere, reaching the pinnacle of the aspirations of the founding fathers, 

of Adams and Monroe when they launched the famous doctrine and of their most loyal 

and creative continuators. Having reached that level of control in what they 

considered their backyard, the power elite of U.S. imperialism felt in a position to 



extend its hegemony to other geographical areas of the world, even going beyond the 

limits of what was expressed in the Monroe Doctrine in 1823. 

V 

The 1960s brought a new revival of the Monroe ideal in the face of the triumph of the 

Cuban Revolution and the supposed penetration of communism in the Western 

Hemisphere, a pretext that was assumed and disseminated from Washington to follow 

an even more aggressive course against the Cuban revolutionary process and provoke 

its diplomatic isolation in the hemisphere, a fact that materialized when Cuba was 

suspended from the OAS in 1962. In that same year President Kennedy said at a press 

conference: 

The Monroe Doctrine means what it has meant ever since President Monroe and 

John Quincy Adams enunciated it: that we would oppose a foreign power 

extending its power into the Western Hemisphere, and that is why we oppose 

what is happening in Cuba today. That’s why we have cut off our trade relations. 

That’s why we work in the Organization of American States and in other ways to 

isolate the communist threat in Cuba.12 

The resistance and achievements of the Cuban Revolution, its example of 

independence and absolute sovereignty at the very gates of the U.S. empire, was an 

inadmissible reality for the true hegemonic purposes under which the Monroe Doctrine 

was inspired. At the same geographical point where Washington had begun its long 

road of successful expansion and preeminence, making its debut as an empire, the 

most forceful and sustained challenge ever faced by the colossus of the North from 

the periphery of the South also began and, as if that were not enough, under its own 

nose and by an island, small in size, but a giant as a moral example for the world. Fidel 

Castro Ruz, would embrace the Bolivarian, Martian, anti–colonialist, anti–imperialist, 

internationalist and Marxist ideal, becoming a heresy that even today and facing the 

future, continues to fight and win great battles, while his example and thought lives on 

in the Cuban people and revolutionaries around the world. 

In addition to unleashing a full–spectrum war against Cuba that continues to this day, 

this anomaly to U.S. domination in the Western Hemisphere led the various U.S. 

governments to unleash a whole series of violent and reactionary policies to prevent 

the existence of more Cubas in the region. A new stage of invasions, coups d’état and 
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support for bloody dictatorships began, under the pretext of the fight against 

communism. 

In the name of freedom—also of human rights—as Bolivar had warned in 1829, 

Washington was responsible for the most horrendous crimes practiced against the 

peoples south of the Rio Bravo. Millions of disappeared, tortured, murdered, was the 

cost paid by our peoples, a figure impossible to fully calculate if we add up the victims 

of Monroism since the 19th century. We can never forget that history, which is also 

part of what these two hundred years of the Monroe Doctrine have meant. How can 

we not refer to Operation Condor, which between 1975 and 1983 was responsible for 

thousands of deaths and disappearances throughout the continent, where the criminal 

efforts of the U.S. government and the CIA joined forces with the military 

dictatorships of Chile, Argentina, Venezuela, Paraguay, Uruguay, Brazil and Bolivia, as 

well as terrorist groups of Cuban origin based in Miami, with the aim of curtailing the 

progressive and revolutionary movement in Latin America. 

Fifty years ago the Nixon–Kissinger administration unleashed a great plot against the 

Popular Unity government presided by Salvador Allende in Chile, this operation 

culminated on September 11, 1973 with a coup d’état, the death of Allende and the 

establishment of one of the most atrocious dictatorships of the entire continent, 

whose aftermath is still visible in that country today. Also 40 years ago, the 

Republican administration of Ronald Reagan launched an invasion of the Caribbean 

island of Grenada on October 25, 1983, where a revolutionary process led by Maurice 

Bishop was taking place. History as a teacher of life teaches lessons for the present. 

Fidel’s words to the Chilean people, in Santiago de Chile, on December 12, 1971, 

warning of the threat posed by the fascist right wing supported from Washington to 

the revolutionary processes, are especially relevant today: 

But what do the exploiters do when their own institutions no longer guarantee 

their domination? What is their reaction when the mechanisms they have 

historically counted on to maintain their domination fail them? They simply 

destroy them. There is no one more anti–constitutional, more anti–legal, more 

anti–parliamentary, more repressive, more violent and more criminal than 

fascism. 

Fascism, in its violence, liquidates everything: it attacks the universities, closes 

them down and crushes them; it attacks the intellectuals, represses and persecutes 



them; it attacks the political parties; it attacks the trade union organizations; it 

attacks all the mass organizations and the cultural organizations. 

So that there is nothing more violent or more retrograde or more illegal than 

fascism.13 

VI 

The fall of the socialist camp unleashed triumphalist airs in Washington about the 

arrival of the “Pax Americana”, it was no longer just “America for the Americans”, but 

the world at the feet of the victorious world power of the Cold War as a supposed end 

of history. However, in addition to the fact that they could not sweep away Cuba, 

which resisted and emerged victorious again as the main stone in their shoes, popular 

rebellions and resistances in what the United States considered its safe backyard, 

immediately began to happen and the least the power elite in that country could have 

imagined was that there would be a resurgence of the U.S. imperialist regime, which 

would be the first to be able to take control of Cuba, The least the power elite in that 

country could have imagined was that there would be a resurgence of Bolivarianism 

and the arrival to power of progressive and leftist forces, which articulated a change 

of era where Monroism was called into question, rescuing and updating the Bolivarian 

ideal for the 21st century. 

The role of Venezuelan President Hugo Rafael Chávez Frías, at the head of the 

Bolivarian Revolution, undoubtedly marked a turn and a leap in Latin American and 

Caribbean history. Together with the governments of Nestor Kichner in Argentina, 

Daniel Ortega in Nicaragua, Evo Morales in Bolivia, Tabaré Vázquez in Uruguay, Lula 

Da Silva in Brazil, Rafael Correa in Ecuador and Fidel and Raúl in Cuba, a regional “Our 

American” project began to take shape, which included the creation of integration 

organizations such as ALBA–TCP, UNASUR, CELAC, TELESUR, PETROCARIBE, 

among other mechanisms that sought to break with the domination schemes that had 

been imposed from the North for decades. In November 2005, the attempts of U.S. 

imperialism to recolonize the region under a Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) 

were defeated, when in Mar del Plata, Argentina, during the IV Summit of the Americas, 

several Latin American and Caribbean presidents stood up to it, among them the very 

host of the meeting, President Néstor Kirchner, together with Chávez and Lula. The 

United States had never faced such a break in its domination of the Western 

Hemisphere since the end of World War II. The administrations of William Clinton, W. 
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Bush and Barack Obama reacted with all their arsenal and allies to stop and overthrow 

this process: coups d’état, parliamentary coups, oil coups, economic sanctions, 

blockades, cultural, media, psychological and fourth generation wars, subversion, 

espionage, interference in internal affairs, encouragement of treason and division, 

prosecution of progressive and leftist leaders, diplomatic and economic threats, 

military maneuvers, activation of the IV Fleet, among many other actions that marked 

the imperial, oligarchic and right–wing counter–offensive throughout the region. 

However, under the precepts of Smart Power, in 2013, U.S. President Barack Obama 

expressed that the Monroe Doctrine had come to an end and in a speech before the 

OAS, the then Secretary of State, John Kerry, stated that the relationship between 

the United States and Latin America should be that of equivalent partners, and that 

his government sought to establish a link not based on doctrines but on common 

interests and values. But the best lie to these declarations came only two years later 

when a new coup attempt against the Bolivarian Revolution took place, where U.S. 

interference became evident. A few weeks later, the White House declared Venezuela 

an extraordinary threat to its national security. 

In the case of Cuba, despite the announcement of the reestablishment of diplomatic 

relations on December 17, 2014 and the so–called new policy approach, the purposes 

of achieving regime change and the overthrow of the Revolution were never 

abandoned by the Obama administration. Facts, statements and documents of the 

period prove it. 

However, his successor in the White House, Donald Trump, and his main foreign policy 

advisors would unabashedly resume the Monroist discourse. One of the statements 

that generated the most headlines was that of his Secretary of State, Rex Tillerson, 

who, during a tour of Latin America, stated that the Monroe Doctrine “is as relevant 

today as the day it was written”. These statements were not only a reaction to a 

greater presence of China and Russia in the region, but were a response to the non–

acceptance of “foreign ideologies” such as those defended by Cuba and Venezuela, 

although at the heart of the matter we know that the real concern is the 

disconnection from the system of U.S. imperial domination that the examples of the 

Cuban and Bolivarian Revolutions signify. 

VII 



Today it is becoming increasingly apparent that we are witnessing a world in 

geopolitical transition and an accelerated decline of U.S. hegemony at the global level. 

The U.S. power elite in this scenario clings more and more to the Monroist philosophy 

and, faced with a state of imperial oversizing that prevents it from maintaining control 

in much more distant geographical areas–as has occurred in Africa and the Middle 

East–, it is logical that its attention should be focused on the area that for 200 years it 

has considered its vital space of reproduction and hegemonic expansion: Latin 

America and the Caribbean. From the imperial logic, what is at stake is to recover the 

lost ground at any cost in the face of the advance of China, Russia and the 

progressive and leftist governments themselves. Latin America and the Caribbean 

continue to be the top priority in U.S. foreign policy. The head of the U.S. Southern 

Command, Laura Richardson, recently reaffirmed this when, in a conversation with the 

Atlantic Council think tank, she said: 

If I talk about my number two adversary in the region, Russia, I mean, I have, of 

course, the relations between the countries of Cuba, Venezuela and Nicaragua 

with Russia. But why is this region important? With all its rich resources and rare 

earth elements, you have the lithium triangle, which today is necessary for 

technology. 60% of the world’s lithium is in the lithium triangle: Argentina, 

Bolivia, Chile, you have the largest oil reserves, light sweet crude discovered off 

Guyana more than a year ago. You have the resources of Venezuela as well, with 

oil, copper, gold. We have the lungs of the world, the Amazon. We also have 

31% of the world’s fresh water in this region. I mean, it’s out of the ordinary. 

This region matters. It has to do with National Security and we have to step up 

our game.14 

The scenario that is being drawn is one of opportunities before the gaps and 

weaknesses of the imperial system itself and the continuous mistakes of the right 

wing without an alternative project to offer to our peoples, but also of great dangers 

before the growth of neo–fascist tendencies that are glimpsed on the horizon and also 

in other parts of the world, especially in Europe. The systemic crisis of imperialism 

itself leads to increasingly violent and reactionary reactions, given the loss of capacity 

to maintain the expanded accumulation of capital and the rebellions and rebellions 

that arise one after another in the periphery and in the very centers of domination, the 

results of which announce the birth of a multipolar world. In this process, the left 

forces of the region have a unique moment to relaunch as never before the processes 

of unity and integration of Latin America and the Caribbean. The conjunctures are 
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very changeable and shifting, tomorrow will be too late. Only united will we be truly 

free and an international actor with an influential place in the destinies of humanity, 

which must move urgently, so as not to disappear, towards a change of civilizational 

paradigm. Otherwise, the United States would once again fall upon our lands in the 

Americas, breaking the balance of the world, at a time when there may be no way back 

to save not only the independence and sovereignty of our peoples, but even the 

human species itself. 

As the leader of the Cuban Revolution, Fidel Castro Ruz, pointed out at the first 

Ibero–American Summit, in Guadalajara, Mexico, on July 18, 1991: 

The time has come to fulfill with deeds and not with words the will of those who 

dreamed one day for our peoples a great common homeland that would be 

worthy of universal respect and recognition. 

In the 21st century, the Monroe Doctrine is as alive as it was in 1823, two hundred 

years ago. But the ideals and struggles of our peoples are also alive. The ideals and 

struggles of the Latin American and Caribbean heroes who gave their lives for the 

independence and unity of Our America are alive today more than ever. 

In this year 2023, what we truly commemorate is the 95th anniversary of the birth of 

one of the highest paradigms of revolutionaries for all times, Ernesto Che Guevara, 

who gave his life to the emancipation of the Latin American, Caribbean, African 

peoples and the entire global south under the imperialist yoke, our greatest 

commitment must be, without dogmas and atavisms that hinder the way, the struggle 

for social justice and the unity and integration of our peoples. 

Source: Cubadebate, translation Resumen Latinoamericano—English 
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