

    
        
          The Canal Conflict: A New World Order Emerges

        

        
        
          Anthony Bailey

        

        
          Published by Anthony Bailey, 2025.

        

    



  
    
    
      This is a work of fiction. Similarities to real people, places, or events are entirely coincidental.

    
    

    
      THE CANAL CONFLICT: A NEW WORLD ORDER EMERGES

    

    
      First edition. February 4, 2025.

      Copyright © 2025 Anthony Bailey.

    

    
    
      ISBN: 979-8230214762

    

    
    
      Written by Anthony Bailey.

    

    
      10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

    

  



First published in 2025: © 2025 
Anthony Bailey

No part of this publication may be
reproduced, distributed, or transmitted in any form or by any
means, including photocopying, recording, or other electronic or
mechanical methods, without the prior written permission of the
author, except in the case of brief quotations embodied in critical
reviews and certain other noncommercial uses permitted by copyright
law.

For permission requests,
contact:

rosythedog9@gmail.com





 First Edition 2025


 Printed in USA

 Disclaimer

The views expressed in this book are
those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the opinions of
any organization

Introduction:

While this book is mostly a fictional narrative, there
are very real consequences to Trump's childish threats

Donald Trump's rhetoric on Panama, like much of his
public commentary, often blends business, politics, and
nationalism. His statements about Panama have primarily focused on
the Panama Canal and his own business dealings in the country, such
as the Trump Ocean Club International Hotel and his Tower in Panama
City.

Whether his rhetoric is "useful" depends on the
context and perspective. Trump has used his involvement in Panama
to highlight his international business acumen. For example, he
often touts the Trump Ocean Club as a successful venture, ( it's
not) despite many legal disputes and financial mismanagement during
its development and operation.

His rhetoric may resonate with supporters who view him
as a successful businessman, but reality portrays him quite
differently.

Trump has increasingly commented on the Panama Canal,
emphasizing its strategic importance to the U.S. and global
trade.and has criticized past U.S. decisions, such as the 1977
Torrijos-Carter Treaties, which transferred control of the canal to
Panama, arguing that the U.S. "gave away" a vital asset.

This rhetoric appeals to nationalist sentiments but
oversimplifies the complex history of U.S.-Panama relations and the
canal's role in international diplomacy.

Trump's rhetoric on Panama has been seen as dismissive
or transactional, reflecting his broader "America First" approach.
This could strain diplomatic relations with Panama, a key ally in
Central America, by framing the relationship in terms of U.S.
dominance rather than partnership.

For Trump's base, his rhetoric on Panama may reinforce
his image as a strong leader who prioritizes U.S. interests.
However, for everyone else, it comes across as self-serving and out
of touch with the realities of international cooperation.

So while Trump's rhetoric on Panama is most "useful"
in the context of rallying his political base and reinforcing his
brand as a "dealmaker", its utility is limited when it comes to
fostering nuanced diplomatic relationships or addressing the
complexities of international trade and infrastructure. As with
much of Trump's rhetoric, its effectiveness depends on the audience
and the broader goals being pursued.

So here are three scenarios we can
explore:

Trump threatens Panama "very
strongly"

If Donald Trump were to suggest or seriously consider
invading Panama, it would be an extreme and highly controversial
proposition with significant geopolitical, legal, and ethical
implications.

Here’s an analysis of what such a
scenario might entail:

The U.S. has a complicated history with Panama,
including the 1903 separation of Panama from Colombia (supported by
the U.S. to secure canal rights) and the 1989 invasion of Panama
under President George H.W. Bush. The 1989 invasion, which removed
Panamanian leader Manuel Noriega, was justified by the U.S. as
necessary to protect American lives and promote democracy, but it
was widely criticized as an overreach of U.S. power.

Any suggestion of invading Panama today would
immediately evoke memories of this history and raise questions
about U.S. intentions and respect for sovereignty.

An invasion of Panama without just cause (e.g.,
self-defense or a UN mandate) would violate international law,
including the United Nations Charter, which prohibits the use of
force against the territorial integrity of sovereign states.

Such an action would severely damage U.S. relations
with Latin America, reinforcing long-standing perceptions of U.S.
imperialism. It could also strain alliances with other countries
that value the principles of sovereignty and non-intervention.

In the U.S., an unprovoked invasion would likely face
significant opposition from Congress, the public, and the
international community.

The Panama Canal is a critical global trade route, and
any military action could disrupt its operations, harming global
commerce and potentially escalating tensions with other nations
that rely on the canal.

An invasion would destabilize Central America,
potentially leading to refugee crises, increased anti-American
sentiment, and broader regional conflicts.

Military interventions are expensive, and the
financial burden of an invasion and subsequent occupation would
likely be substantial.

Without a clear and compelling reason (e.g., a direct
threat to U.S. national security), an invasion would be seen as an
act of aggression, undermining U.S. moral authority and credibility
on the global stage.

While some of Trump’s base might support a
strong-handed approach, the majority of Americans and the
international community would view an invasion as unjustified and
reckless.

 Military action would inevitably result in
civilian casualties and suffering, raising serious ethical
questions.

 While the U.S. military is capable of invading
Panama, the logistical and strategic challenges of occupying and
stabilizing the country would be significant.

 Given the likely domestic and international
backlash, especially from China, (the second biggest user of the
Canal) such a move would face immense political resistance, making
it highly unlikely to gain traction.

 If Trump were to suggest invading Panama, it
would be an extreme and destabilizing proposition with far-reaching
consequences. Such rhetoric would likely be seen as reckless and
out of step with modern norms of international relations, which
emphasize diplomacy, cooperation, and respect for sovereignty.
While it might appeal to a small segment of his base, the broader
implications would make it an untenable and deeply controversial
policy.

If the United States were to invade Panama, China's
response would be multifaceted, reflecting its growing global
influence, strategic interests, and commitment to challenging U.S.
dominance in international affairs.

Here’s an analysis of how China might
react:

Condemnation at the UN: China would almost certainly
condemn the invasion at the United Nations, portraying it as a
violation of international law and an example of U.S. imperialism.
China, as a permanent member of the UN Security Council, could push
for resolutions condemning the U.S. and calling for sanctions or
other measures.

China would use the invasion as an opportunity to
strengthen its relationships with Latin American countries,
positioning itself as a defender of sovereignty and a
counterbalance to U.S. influence. This could involve increased
diplomatic engagement, economic partnerships, and support for
regional organizations like CELAC (Community of Latin American and
Caribbean States).

China is a major investor in Latin America, including
Panama. In response to a U.S. invasion, China would increase its
economic presence in the region, offering aid, loans, and
infrastructure projects to countries wary of U.S. actions. This
would further solidify China’s role as an alternative to U.S.
influence.

While China might not impose broad sanctions on the
U.S., it could target specific U.S. companies or sectors in
retaliation, particularly if the invasion disrupts global trade
routes like the Panama Canal.

China might increase its military presence in the
Western Hemisphere as a symbolic gesture. For example, it could
conduct joint exercises with regional allies or deploy naval assets
to the Caribbean or Pacific coasts of Latin America.

While China is unlikely to directly intervene
militarily, it could provide Panama with diplomatic, economic, or
even limited military support (e.g., intelligence sharing or
non-lethal aid) to resist U.S. actions.

 China would likely use the invasion as a case
study in its global propaganda efforts, highlighting U.S.
aggression and contrasting it with China’s narrative of peaceful
development and respect for sovereignty. This would be part of its
broader effort to undermine U.S. moral authority and promote its
own model of governance. Chinese state media outlets like CGTN and
Xinhua would amplify criticism of the U.S., framing the invasion as
evidence of American decline and hypocrisy.

If Donald Trump, as U.S. president, were to deploy
military forces to surround the Panama Canal with boots on the
ground, it would be an extremely provocative and destabilizing
action with far-reaching consequences. Such a move would likely be
interpreted as an attempt to assert control over the canal, a
critical global trade route, and would escalate tensions with
Panama, regional powers, and other nations reliant on the
canal.

Here’s an analysis of the potential implications and
how various actors, including China, might respond:

Panama would condemn the move as a violation of its
sovereignty. The canal is legally under Panamanian control since
the 1977 Torrijos-Carter Treaties, which transferred ownership from
the U.S. to Panama.

Panama would likely appeal to the United Nations, the
Organization of American States (OAS), and other international
organizations to pressure the U.S. to withdraw its forces.

The Panamanian public would likely react with
widespread protests, given the historical sensitivity surrounding
U.S. involvement in the canal.

Latin American countries, many of which have
historically been wary of U.S. interventionism, would likely unite
in condemning the move. Regional organizations like CELAC and
UNASUR might issue joint statements or take collective action.

U.S. relations with Latin America would deteriorate
significantly, undermining decades of diplomatic efforts to improve
ties and cooperation.

The U.S. would face widespread criticism from allies
and adversaries alike. Countries dependent on the Panama Canal for
trade, such as China, Japan, and European nations, would view the
move as a threat to global commerce.

The uncertainty surrounding the canal’s operations
would disrupt global supply chains, leading to economic instability
and increased shipping costs.

China, as a major global power with significant
economic and strategic interests in the Panama Canal, would likely
respond in several ways:

China would lead efforts at the UN to condemn the U.S.
action and call for the withdrawal of military forces. It might
also rally other nations to support Panama’s sovereignty.

China could impose targeted sanctions on U.S.
companies or sectors, particularly if the canal’s operations are
disrupted. It might also increase its economic support for Panama
and other Latin American countries as a counterbalance to U.S.
influence.

China might increase its naval presence in the region
or conduct joint exercises with Latin American allies to signal its
opposition to U.S. action. Disruptions to the Panama Canal would
harm U.S. trade and economic interests, as the canal is a vital
route for U.S. imports and exports.

The U.S. would risk alienating allies and partners,
particularly in Latin America, and could face increased resistance
to its foreign policy initiatives globally.

Surrounding the canal with military forces would
violate the Torrijos-Carter Treaties, which guarantee Panama’s
control over the canal and its neutrality.

The move would be seen as an act of aggression,
raising serious ethical questions about the use of military power
to achieve political or economic goals.

The deployment of U.S. forces could escalate tensions
in the region, potentially leading to broader conflicts or proxy
wars involving other global powers like Russia.

Deploying U.S. military forces to
surround the Panama Canal would be an extreme and reckless action
with severe diplomatic, economic, and strategic consequences. It
would trigger widespread condemnation, undermine U.S. global
standing, and escalate tensions with key rivals like China. While
such a move might appeal to a narrow segment of Trump’s base, it
would be widely viewed as a violation of international law and a
threat to global stability. The long-term costs to U.S. interests
would far outweigh any perceived short-term gains, a fact that
Trump can't begin to understand.

What if Trump ordered military to
fire on Chinese soldiers?

If Donald Trump, as U.S. president, were to order the
military to fire on Chinese soldiers, it would represent an
unprecedented and extremely dangerous escalation in U.S.-China
relations. Such an action would trigger a direct military conflict
between the two nuclear-armed superpowers, with catastrophic
consequences for global stability.

Here’s an analysis of the potential
implications and responses:

1. Immediate Escalation to
War

Military Retaliation: China would respond with
immediate and proportional military force. This could include
targeted strikes against U.S. military assets, bases, or ships in
the region, potentially escalating into a full-scale war.

The conflict could quickly spread beyond the initial
incident, drawing in other countries in the region, such as Japan,
South Korea, Taiwan, and Southeast Asian nations, many of which
have alliances or security agreements with the U.S.

2. Global Economic
Collapse

Trade Disruption: The U.S. and China are the world’s
two largest economies, and a military conflict would severely
disrupt global trade. Supply chains for critical goods, including
electronics, pharmaceuticals, and machinery, would be severely
impacted.

Financial Markets: Stock markets worldwide would
likely crash, and global financial systems could face unprecedented
instability, leading to a potential global recession or
depression.

Energy Crisis: A conflict could disrupt oil and gas
supplies, particularly if it spreads to the South China Sea or
Middle East, leading to skyrocketing energy prices.

 3. Nuclear Threat

Risk of Nuclear Escalation: Both the U.S. and China
possess significant nuclear arsenals. While neither side would
likely initiate a nuclear strike over a localized conflict, the
risk of miscalculation or unintended escalation would be extremely
high.

Global Panic: The mere threat of nuclear war would
cause widespread panic and could lead to civil unrest, mass
migrations, and a breakdown of international order.

4. Diplomatic Fallout

International Condemnation: The U.S. would face
near-universal condemnation from the international community,
including allies. Many countries would view the action as reckless
and destabilizing.

Isolation of the U.S.: The U.S. could become
diplomatically isolated, with even close allies distancing
themselves to avoid being drawn into a conflict. International
organizations like the United Nations would likely issue strong
condemnations and call for an immediate ceasefire.

5. China’s Response

Military Mobilization: China would mobilize its
military forces, including its navy, air force, and missile
systems, to respond to the U.S. attack. It might also increase its
military presence in contested regions like the South China Sea or
Taiwan.

Economic Warfare: China could impose severe economic
sanctions on the U.S., including cutting off trade, restricting
access to critical materials like rare earth metals, and targeting
U.S. companies operating in China.

Cyberattacks: China might launch large-scale
cyberattacks against U.S. infrastructure, including financial
systems, power grids, and communication networks, as part of its
retaliation.

6. Domestic Consequences in the
U.S.

Political Backlash: Trump would face immense political
backlash, both domestically and internationally. Congress might
move to impeach or remove him from office, and there would likely
be widespread protests across the U.S.

Economic Hardship: The U.S. economy would suffer from
the disruption of trade with China, the collapse of financial
markets, and the potential for wartime rationing and
mobilization.

Civil Unrest: The prospect of war with China could
lead to civil unrest, with anti-war protests and potential clashes
between supporters and opponents of the administration.

7. Global Power Shift

Weakening of U.S. Influence: A conflict with China
would likely weaken U.S. global influence, as allies and partners
question the reliability and judgment of U.S. leadership.

Rise of China: If the conflict ends in a stalemate or
negotiated settlement, China could emerge as a more dominant global
power, particularly if it is seen as having defended itself against
U.S. aggression.

8. Humanitarian Crisis

Casualties: A military conflict between the U.S. and
China would result in significant casualties, both military and
civilian, particularly if the conflict spreads to densely populated
areas.

Refugee Crisis: The conflict could trigger a massive
refugee crisis, with millions of people displaced from conflict
zones in Asia and beyond.

Ordering the U.S. military to fire on
Chinese soldiers would be an act of extreme recklessness with
potentially catastrophic consequences. It could trigger a direct
military conflict between the world’s two largest economies,
leading to global economic collapse, the risk of nuclear war, and a
humanitarian crisis. The U.S. would face near-universal
condemnation, diplomatic isolation, and severe domestic and
economic consequences. Such an action would fundamentally alter the
global order, likely weakening U.S. influence and empowering China
and other rival powers. In short, it would be a disaster of
unprecedented scale, with no clear path to de-escalation or
resolution.



