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Brazil is a big country. With a landmass similar in size to that of the continental U.S., and a population of 192 million and gross domestic product (GDP) of $1.6 trillion in 2008, Brazilians make up half the population and generate over half the economy of South America. As recently as the early 1990s Brazil was, in the eyes of much of the world, just another “banana republic,” with annual price inflation over 1000 percent and chaotic politics, including a president who resigned in 1992 in order to avoid impeachment proceedings brought by the legislature over allegations of corruption. Yet today Brazil today has a larger presence on the international foreign policy scene than it ever has had before. In mid 2009, US President Obama’s new Secretary of State Hillary Clinton singled out Brazil--along with China, India, Russia, Turkey, Indonesia, and South Africa—as “major and emerging global powers” with whom the United States would henceforth seek “full partnership in tackling the global agenda.”
 Stalwarts of the US and European foreign policy establishments now regularly include Brazil in their lists of countries that matter, for example, arguing the necessity of having the large economies group, also known as the financial Group of Twenty (G20), replace the club of advanced industrial democracies, the Group of Seven (G7), as the major locus for substantive multilateral discussions on global cooperation, a position virutually unheard of in these circles prior to late 2008.
 Surely it is no longer possible for a visiting leader to confuse Brazil with its much smaller neighbor, Bolivia, as U.S. President Ronald Reagan once infamously did at a state dinner in Brasília. What has changed over this time period, and why?

 We can use Kenneth Waltz’s “three images” in international relations as a way to catalogue different aspects of Brazil’s comparative rise.
 A “first image” approach would attribute Brazil’s improved international cachê to ambitious elected leaders with good ideas and excellent staff support. By this logic, Brazil’s greater global prominence derives from energetic diplomacy. A “second image” explanation focuses not on the characteristics of individual leaders, but instead on qualities of the domestic society, particularly whether the political system is democratic or not.
 This approach would argue that Brazil’s transition to democracy in the mid 1980s made Brazil a more reliable partner for other democracies on the world stage. Moreover, in the mid 1990s Brazil’s government ended decades of recurrent very high inflation, enabling other modern democracies to respect Brazil as a serious and competent country, worthy of participating in global governance. Finally, a “third image” analytical framework highlights the structure of the interstate political system, focusing on shifts in the relative capabilities of Brazil vis-à-vis those of other countries. By third image logic, if a country becomes wealthier or its military relatively stronger than previously in comparison to the existing major powers, then that country will be invited to participate more in global governance institutions, irrespective of whether it has visionary politicians, free elections, or sound macroeconomic fundamentals. 

Although the recent relative rise of Brazil is of course overdetermined, it is helpful to untangle some of the ways in which each type of change—leadership, democratization and the achievement of macroeconomic competence, and a relative capabilities shift at the global systemic level—may have contributed. The major part of this chapter adopts a foreign policy approach, melding first and second image logics. Section one covers Western Hemisphere international relations, and section two Brazil’s interactions with the larger world. The chapter’s third section briefly explores the systemic level of analysis (image three). The conclusion returns to our initial question.
Brazil in its hemisphere: Active pursuit of continental integration
Since the country’s return to democratic government in 1985, Brazilian foreign policy has sought closer ties with neighbors, particularly in South America.
 Besides Brazil, there are eleven other states in South America; Brazil borders all but Chile and Ecuador. The early twenty-first century has seen three differing integration projects being pursued simultaneously, one favored by the U.S., one by Venezuela, and the third by Brazil. Brazil has cooperated just enough with the U.S.-led project, which reflects the most politically and economically conservative vision of regional cooperation, and with the Venezuela-led project, which is explicitly socialist and leftist, to slow them down without stopping them, allowing them partially to neutralize one another. Brazil’s preferred form of regional cooperation is moderate in political and economic substance and the most modest of the three in geographical scope.
The U.S.’ integration vision. Since the late 1980s, a major U.S. foreign policy goal in the Western Hemisphere has been to bring the legal frameworks of all of its countries, in North America, Central America, the Caribbean, and South America, into economic regulatory convergence with the generally pro-free-enterprise and business-friendly rules prevailing in the U.S. In particular, U.S. Commerce Department officials hope that the U.S.’ neighbors will lower trade barriers and welcome foreign direct investment, especially in sectors such as banking, insurance, utilities, and other services, which many countries historically have reserved for nationally-owned firms, often state-owned enterprises. The U.S. also strongly favors a legal framework by which disputes between multinational corporations, often headquartered in the U.S., and host country firms and governments would be adjusticated in administrative courts run by the World Trade Organization (WTO), instead of in courts in the host countries, which U.S. experts fear will be biased against foreign investors. The many democratic transitions throughout the hemisphere in the 1980s led U.S. officials to hope that these goals would be shared by their neighbors. Thus in the early 1990s the U.S.’ Clinton administration negotiated with Mexico over its adhesion to the free trade agreement between the U.S. and Canada, henceforth to be known as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), which entered into force on January 1, 1994. In December 1994 the U.S. organized a meeting of all of the hemisphere’s chief executives, excepting only Cuban President Fidel Castro, in Miami, inaugurating an annual process known as the Summits of America. The U.S. signaled its intention to use these meetings to promote a Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA). The FTAA would feature “deep” economic integration, similar to that of NAFTA, with very liberal rules governing international capital flows, yet absent any moves toward political integration, collective decisionmaking, or region-wide citizenship or immigration rights. The FTAA’s proponents explain that the proposed agreement is apolitical, involving technical harmonization and international best practices.
While all of the hemisphere’s governments save Cuba have participated in the annual Summits of the Americas, Brazil has played a particularly active role. Brazil’s preference, often dubbed “FTAA-light,” has been to push for negotiated tariff reductions in goods, while asserting that negotiations over “deep integration” of the regulatory framework for such arenas as foreign investment, intellectual property, and government procurement should be carried out through the global World Trade Organization (WTO), not the purely reional FTAA. Alternatively, Brazil has argued, if the FTAA is going to include the rules governing foreign investment, as desired by the U.S., then it also should include agricultural and commodities trade, historically excluded from the WTO negotiations due to opposition from the advanced industrial countries, afraid of harm to their domestic farm sectors. The practical result has been that Brazil has taken the lead in stalling the FTAA negotiations, especially since Brazil’s election of President Luíz Inácio Lula da Silva, candidate of the leftist Workers’ Party, who assumed office in January 2003. Consequently, the U.S. has been forced into a second-best strategy of signing bilateral free trade or investment treaties with smaller and/or more pro-U.S. countries. 

The Brazilian and Argentine project. Meanwhile, Brazil and Argentina pursued their own vision of regional integration, which was sub-continental and later continental in scope rather than hemispheric. Following their countries’ respective returns to democracy in 1983 and 1985, Presidents Raúl Alfonsín of Argentina and José Sarney of Brazil initiated talks on creating a regional customs union. Both politicians realized that their delicate tasks of establishing civilian control over the military leaders who had run the country for many years would be easier if generals on both sides of their common border were denied the excuse of a threat from the other country as a ruse to maintain power. In 1991 the presidents of Argentina, Brazil, Paraguay, and Uruguay formally inaugurated the Common Market of the South (Mercosur), initially a forum for negotiating multilateral tariff reductions, but by the early twenty-first century a full-fledged multilateral organization, complete with sectoral negotiating committees that also performed many chamber-of-commerce-type services, including the dissemination of crucial market information for exporters and importers. Mercosul also has expanded to encompass more countries: Venezuela has agreed to join as a full member, pending ratificiation by the national legislatures of all four founders, and Chile, Bolivia, and Peru are associates. Mercosur runs regular consultation processes with business groups, unions, and some non-governmental organizations.
 Officials in Mercosur—if not necessarily their home country publics--look to the European Union as a model. In 2004 members created “Parlasur,” or Parliament of Mercosur. Parlasur is only advisory, but has the long-term goal of “establish[ing] mechanisms to facilitate the incorporation of Mercosur norms into the laws of the five member states.”


From the turn of the twenty-first century the Brazilian, Argentine, and other governments have pushed for the transformation of Mercosur into a continent-wide organization promoting both economic integration and political collaboration. In 2000 then Brazilian President Fernando Henrique Cardoso organized the first summit of all South American heads of states, inviting not only the leaders of Latin American countries, but also those of Dutch-speaking Suriname and English-speaking Guyana. Meanwhile, close technical collaboration between Brazil’s huge state-owned industrial development bank, the BNDES, and the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) sited in Washington, DC, led to the initiative for Integration of Regional Infrastructure in South America (IIRSA), a hugely ambitious plan for physically integrating the South American continent. By 2004 the twelve countries had agreed on thirty-one priority projects in transportation (roads, ports, dams and waterways), energy, and communications, each involving two or more countries. Although the BNDES’ by-laws forbid it from direct lending to foreign governments or firms, it has become an important indirect financier of the IIRSA through its massive credits to private Brazilian firms with consulting and construction contracts to build the IIRSA projects, Brazil being almost the only Latin American country with internationally-competitive heavy engineering firms. 
Critics see Brazil’s role in South American integration as just as imperialist and heavy-handed as they claim that of the U.S. has been in the NAFTA.
 Many of the IIRSA projects are highly controversial, as they run through ecologically and culturally sensitive areas of the Amazon Basin and elsewhere. For good or ill, the IIRSA projects’ cumulative legacy may be economic changes as profound as those imposed by European colonization in the seventeenth through nineteenth centuries, when the transportation networks of an entire continent were oriented toward a few ports shipping New World commodities back to Europe. 

One difference from the NAFTA, an institution and process that loudly disclaim a political vision, is that the South American integration process is explicitly political as well as economic. Brazil has been a leading proponent of the continental integration vision known as the Union of South American Nations (Unasur), created at the December, 2004 summit of the twelve South American presidents and prime ministers, with Mexico and Panama attending as observers. Unasur bills itself as building upon the two functioning multilateral economic groupings in South America, Mercosur and CAN (the Andean Community, a free trade agreement among Colombia, Peru, Bolivia, and Ecuador), and will for the time being use their existing institutional infrastructure. To many observers’ surprise, in 2007 Brazil and Venezuela further announced the formation of the South American Defense Council (CDSA) under Unasur auspices. Colombia, the most right-leaning country in South America, almost didn’t join, due to on-going tensions with its neighbor, Venezuela, South America’s most left-leaning country, but personal diplomacy by senior Brazilian and other officials have kept the negotiations and institutions alive. In March 2009 the CDSA held its first meeting, with representatives of all twelve member states in attendance. This does not mean that CDSA is presently a serious mutual aid treaty, much less an agreement to mount joint operations. Thus far it is a joint political process, ostensibly to discuss common and relatively apolitical security concerns such as narcotics trafficking, coordinated responses to natural disasters and pandemics, and airline safety, as well as to facilitate intraregional defense procurement, the latter a potential benefit for Brazil’s large defense industry. 

The Bolivarian Alliance. The third regional integration vision is that of a mutual aid union of socialist and popular-progressive Latin American and Caribbean states. This Bolivarian Alliance of Latin America (ALBA), grew out of the Venezuela-Cuba Peoples’ Trade Agreement (TCP) of December 2004, and pointedly excludes the hemisphere’s capitalist hegemons, the U.S. and Canada. Bolivarian initiatives have been funded by Venezuelan-government petroleum earnings, and thus far ALBA has attracted as additional members only smaller states of the Andes and circum-Caribbean, including Bolivia and Ecuador in South America. Among Venezuelan President Hugo Chávez’ most cherished projects has been a new multilateral development bank in South America to be known as the Bank of South, conceived as an alternative to the “capitalist” and “imperialist” Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), headquartered in Washington, D.C. 

Brazilian diplomacy. Among these alternatives Brazil’s President Lula da Silva (2003-2010), and his senior diplomats including foreign minister Celso Amorim, and deputy foreign minister then strategic affairs minister Samuel Guimarães, have played an assertive and occasionally clever game. Amorim, in senior government positions in every administration since the early 1990s, is politically and stylistically moderate, while Guimarães is left-leaning, confrontational, and given to asserting that Brazil “doesn’t need permission” from the U.S. or anyone else in choosing its foreign policy positions. Their good cop-bad cop partnership yielded some progress in the president’s political agenda of getting South America’s diverse states to implement some joint projects, despite their differences. For example, initially much of the press, especially in North America, laughed at Venezuelan President Chávez’ Bank of the South project as an unrealistic leftist dream. The Brazilians and Argentines, however, decided to respond to the idea, inaugurating the bank as a project of Unasur in 2009 with intial capital subscriptions of $7 billion, including $3 billion from Venezuela and $2 billion each from Brazil and Argentina. The new Bank is now getting technical assistance from Brazil’s much larger and well-respected BNDES, which should push the Bank of the South to operate along fairly traditional banking lines, despite the sometimes fiery rhetoric associated with its founding. In late 2008 Chávez instead founded a much smaller Bank of ALBA.

A final example of Brazil’s assertive diplomacy in the hemisphere is the innovative drug policy initiative of former Brazilian President Fernando Henrique Cardoso (1995-2002). Along with former presidents Ernesto Zedillo of Mexico and César Gavíria of Colombia, Cardoso co-chaired a seventeen-member commission of Latin American notables, funded entirely by private foundations, whose February 2010 report bluntly challenged U.S. views. The Latin American Commission on Drugs and Democracy argued for decriminalization of marijuana, and a focus within Latin America on confronting the drug-cum-criminal gangs terrorizing many cities, while deemphasizing eradication of drug crops in the countryside.
 This initiative is in the early stages, but represents innovative Latin American public policy collaboration, even when this directly challenges U.S. policy orthodoxies. 

In sum, the U.S.’ foreign economic policy goal for the Western Hemisphere is for an extension of the NAFTA Southwards, a hope that has seemed unrealistic since 2004. Venezuela and Cuba would like a political alliance of left-leaning Latin American and Caribbean developing countries to assert itself against the U.S. and Canada, but have not been able to inspire any of the larger, more influential states to join with them. Brazilian presidents have initiated and/or enthusiastically participated in a host of new regional initiatives, many of which aim to strength South American economic but also political integration. In the judgment of some analysts, as of the end of the first decade of the twenty-first century, these new multilateral organizations as yet amount to little.
 Other observers, including this chapter’s author, are more sanguine, seeing the construction of surprisingly-democratic, continent-wide processes of negotiation and problem-solving, as significant even in the absence as yet of joint policymaking or even explicit regulatory convergence. 

It is hard or impossible to imagine these outcomes in the absence of activist leadership by South American presidents, particularly those of Brazil, and of democratic transitions throughout South America, which have allowed resolution or at least calming of numerous border and other disputes, many decades-old.
Brazil in the world: Earning a chair at the head table?

This section summarizes Brazilian foreign policy initiatives in four global issue arenas: trade, climate, financial governance, and nuclear proliferation, principally under President Lula da Silva.

Trade. As noted above, Brazil participated in the negotiations for a Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA), but with a different set of preferred outcomes from those of the U.S. government. Something similar occurred at the World Trade Organization (WTO). In early 2003, the leaders of Brazil, India, and South Africa each were invited to observe the deliberations of the Group of Seven (G7), a biannual meeting of the finance ministers and central bank presidents of the major industrial democracies, since the 1970s the institution with the best claim to represent incipient global economic governance.  Leaders of the three large developing country democracies agreed then to begin their own regular meetings, known as the India-Brazil-South Africa (IBSA) process. Despite non-trivial divergences in their own national positions, the IBSA countries elaborated a joint position for the Doha Round of international trade negotiations at the WTO, the essence of which was that the developing countries would not accept the deep trade integration program of the U.S. and other advanced industrial democracies (implying neoliberal rules foreign direct investment, trade in services, government procurement, and intellectual property protection) unless the wealthy democracies agreed to include negotiations on liberalizing trade in agricultural goods and other commodities in the Doha Round. By the WTO Ministerial meeting in Cancún, Mexico later that year assiduous lobbying by the IBSA countries had collected a set of twenty-odd developing countries (the trade or developing country G20) willing to negotiate jointly behind the IBSA position, informally including China, still outside the WTO in 2003. The U.S. and European Union closed ranks around their refusal to include agricultural trade, arguing that their domestic farm lobbies would never accept this. The Doha Round negotiations faltered, with each side accusing the other of intransigence. In 2008-2009 negotiators from the major countries concerned convened a Group of Four (G4), consisting of the U.S., EU, India, and Brazil, which attempted unsuccessfully to revive the negotiations. For purposes of this chapter, the important point is the key role played by Brazil as a leader of a very significant bloc of developing countries, a bloc with sufficient influence to halt the trade liberalization process itself when its core demands were brushed aside. 

Climate. A second multilateral issue arena has been that of negotiations over cutting greenhouse gas emissions. The Amazon River Basin, the vast majority of which is in Brazil, contains the world’s largest rainforest. In the late 1980s, therefore, Brazil was the principal target of global ecological campaigners, mostly from the industrialized world, who condemned its high and rising rates of deforestation, associated with gold prospecting by poor migrants and especially with the illegal but unpoliced burning of huge swaths of virgin forest for cattle ranches. Via a two-track process of beginning to enforce its own environmental laws and the development of concrete proposals for multilateral solutions in global negotiations--formally known as the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)—Brazil subsequently evolved into a major player in the global climate regime. 
In 2004, for example, Brazil presented a detailed draft of an agreement intended as a compromise between the essential view of the advanced industrial countries, which has been that large polluters such as China must make the largest cuts, and that of the developing world, which is that the current wealth of the industrialized world has been built on centuries of heedless pollution, and that it should be the wealthy countries, who use many more irreplaceable natural resources on a per person basis, who must make the first and largest cuts.
 In December 2010 Copenhagen hosted a UNFCCC negotiating round. After reaching an impasse at which point it looked as though no agreement would be signed, an informal meeting of U.S. President Barak Obama and the leaders of the so-called BASIC countries (Brazil, South Africa, India, and China) generated a draft accord including the first concrete promises of cuts by both developed and developing countries. Then in May 2010 came the first agreement representing a compromise that Brazil’s government accepted some years back. According to the Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD) Agreement, wealthy countries should compensate poor countries for not destroying virgin forests, since countries such as Indonesia, Malaysia, the Democratic Republic of Congo, and Brazil would be accepting a cost (foregone jobs and economic growth) in turn for a benefit to the world at large (reduced greenhouse gas emissions).

One reason that other governments now accept that Brazil must be a party to any successful climate change agreement is Brazil’s evolving credentials as a “green” energy power.
 Brazil is a world leader in the production and use of biofuels, a result of strategic investments in research and production back in the 1970s, when Brazil’s then military government feared that its fossil fuel resources would be woefully inadequate for future growth. Brazil’s sugar-cane ethanol is the world’s most efficiently produced, and all new cars since the late 1990s have been engineered to run on a gasoline-ethanol mix. But equally important have been Brazilian diplomatic efforts to find or create common cause with other emerging powers, particularly democracies.

Finance. A third international realm in which Brazilian governments are desirous of leaving their mark is that of global financial and economic regulation, although this could not happen before Brazil’s own economy was sufficiently well-run for the country’s financial experts to be respected abroad. Brazil’s strong private banks now compete with Spanish banks to be the leading financial institutions in Latin American markets. Yet a place in the significant global governance clubs is not something that the global economy’s major powers hand out easily. Instead, Brazil and other emerging powers have been invited into the tent only as the G7 countries have come to recognize that they need these countries’ cooperation. Still, from at least the early 1990s, Brazil’s foreign and finance ministries have actively encouraged Brazilians to join and serve as officers of transnational public-private industry and regulatory bodies for the financial sector, including the Institute for International Finance, the Global Corporate Governance Forum, and the International Accounting Standards Board.
The Asian financial crisis of 1998-9 led to the founding of two new multilateral organizations: the Financial Stability Forum (FSF, in 2009 renamed the Financial Stability Board) and the financial Group of Twenty (G20, briefly the G22, also known as the large economies group) as multilateral bodies to consider reforms of the global financial architecture. The FSF was sited at the Bank for International Settlements (BIS) in Basle, and had only two developing country members: the financial entrepôts Singapore and Hong Kong. The FSF quickly developed into a multilateral body for detailed technical consultations among regulators, issuing numerous arcane but influential reports. The financial G20 was more representative than the FSF, but affected public policy much less. The financial G20 included the G7 major industrial democracies, Australia, the EU, and most of the larger developing economies, including Brazil, Mexico, and Argentina in Latin America. After issuing a cautious report on needed reforms of the global financial architecture, this G20 seemed destined for obscurity: a check of its website in 2007 revealed a collection of well-meaning but uneven comparative studies by mid-level officials and academics on socio-economic problems considered significant by each year’s chair country. 

The U.S. and subsequently worldwide financial crisis of 2008-9 provided the shock that quite suddenly elevated the financial G20 to global significance. Following the September 2008 crash of Lehman Brothers investment bank, economic policymakers in Washington, D.C. abruptly recognized that the balance of global financial and economic capabilities had shifted toward developing countries, particularly in East Asia. The only appropriate multilateral group available was the financial G20. President George W. Bush phoned President Lula da Silva, the 2008 financial G20 president, and requested him to convene the first G20 heads of state summit in Washington D.C. By late 2009, the summits, negotiations, communiques, and commitments on coordinated macroeconomic stimulus packages of the G20 had overshadowned those of the wealthy democracies club, the G7. 

Nuclear proliferation. In the early 1990s, Brazilian President Fernando Collor da Mello ceremoniously buried a casket representing permanent internment of the secret nuclear weapons development program that had been initiated under the military government of the 1970s. Although Brazil has credibly renounced all intentions to produce nuclear weapons, successive governments have refused to participate in the full range of inspection protocols of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), to the intense annoyance of the U.S., where both Republican and Democratic administrations have seen the NPT as the litmus test of “responsible” international behavior by emerging powers. Brazil, although without any regional military worries, and firmly democratic, capitalist, and culturally “Western,” nonetheless has seen its nuclear independence as a key indicator of foreign policy autonomy. In 2010, during the on-going war of words and economic sanctions between Iran and the West, Brazil and Turkey attempted to broker a face-saving compromise: allowing Iran to store spent nuclear fuel in Turkey, as a guarantee that it would not be secretly enriched to make weapons. When the U.S. and EU angrily rejected the proposed deal, President Lula da Silva backed down, noting that Brazil didn’t approve of economic sanctions on Iran but would “abide by international law.”
 While this episode was hardly a success for Brazilian diplomacy, it clearly illustrates the country’s efforts to be seen as a global player. Brazil’s unprecedented cooperation with Turkey, also an emerging power, fellow democracy, and financial G20 member, was facilitated by their leaders’ sense of occupying a common position in the global system.
A “third image” snapshot of Brazil in the global political economy

This chapter’s preceding sections have emphasized assertive Brazilian diplomacy and the presence of plausible foreign partners among other emerging powers in both the region and the world. Table 1 suggests a quite different perspective on why Brazil, along with other newly-prominent countries such as China and India, has come to play a larger role in global affairs. The countries in the table include the members of the G7 plus Spain and Australia, as well as the eight largest emerging powers, a plausible list of the world’s most important countries in terms of sheer material capabilities. “Share in composite world capabilities” is computed as the country’s unweighted average share in world totals along six dimensions: production of goods and service (gross domestic product, or GDP); population; fixed plus mobile telephone subscriptions (as an indicator of technological access); industrial value-added (an indicator of technological development); global foreign exchange reserves (an indicator of financial power); and world military spending.
 The table presents a measure of each country’s comparative weight in the global interstate system.

Table 1 suggests considerable movement in relative shares between 1990 and 2008, just under two decades. The U.S.’ share in total capabilities, albeit still the largest, fell from 21 to 17 percent. As a group the nine advanced industrial countries have slipped by an average of 2 points in their relative ranks within the entire group, while their total share in global capabilities fell from 54 to 39 percent. In contrast, the eight emerging powers increased their ranks among the seventeen countries profiled by an average of over 2 points, and their total share in composite world capabilities expanded from 20 to 32 percent—still less than that of the G7 plus Spain and Australia, but not by much. India, Indonesia, China, and Brazil rose three or more ranks, while Spain, Canada, and Italy slipped commensurately. China had by far the largest increase in share of total capabilities. Our measure of global capabilities of course excludes crucial “soft power” resources such as institutionally-determined influence in global governance organizations and possession of an internationally-attractive language, culture, educational system, or political system.
  Nonetheless it is intriguing to observe that, by Table 1’s composite rank indicator of sheer material capabilities, in 2008 the ten countries in the world with the best objective basis to become influential in future global diplomacy were the traditional G7 powers (excluding Canada), plus the four “BRICs”: China (2nd), India (4th), Russia (6th), and Brazil (9th).
 
Table 1. Country Shares in Composite Global Capabilities, 1990 and 2007-9

	Country
	1990

Rank
	1990

Share (%)
	2008

Rank
	2008

Share (%)
	Rank change, 1990-2008
	Share change,

1990-2008

	United States
	1
	21.4
	1
	17.0
	0
	-4.4

	Japan
	2
	9.0
	3
	6.5
	-1
	-2.5

	Germany
	3
	6.2
	5
	3.6
	-2
	-2.6

	Russia
	4
	5.2
	6
	3.6
	-2
	-1.6

	China
	5
	5.1
	2
	14.1
	+3
	+9.0

	France
	6
	4.5
	8
	2.7
	-2
	-1.8

	Italy
	7
	4.2
	10
	2.4
	-3
	-1.8

	United Kingdom
	8
	3.9
	7
	2.8
	+1
	-1.1

	India
	9
	3.5
	4
	5.6
	+5
	+2.1

	Spain
	10
	2.2
	14
	1.5
	-4
	-0.7

	Canada
	11
	2.0
	15
	1.3
	-4
	-0.7

	Brazil
	12
	1.8
	9
	2.5
	+3
	+0.7

	South Korea
	13
	1.4
	11
	1.7
	+2
	+0.3

	Australia
	14
	1.1
	17
	1.0
	-3
	-0.1

	Mexico
	15
	1.0
	13
	1.6
	+2
	+0.6

	Indonesia
	16
	0.9
	12
	1.6
	+4
	+0.7

	Turkey
	17
	0.9
	16
	1.3
	+1
	+0.4


Note: “Share in composite global capabilities” constructed as the country’s average share of world totals of six material capabilities (see text).

Sources: World Bank, World Development Indicators, for GDP, population, fixed plus mobile telephone subscriptions, industrial value-added, and foreign exchange reserves, latest available (2007-9) and Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), for total military spending 2008, both consulted online July 2010. 

Conclusions

Brazil has become more consequential on the world stage over the past twenty odd years, as judged by the frequency with which it is mentioned in the international news and routinely included in regional and global governance summitry. One may take a “first image” view of Brazil’s current prominence, noting that Brazilian diplomacy has been indefatiguable and occasionally clever. A “second image” approach, equally plausible, highlights political and economic changes within Brazil, as well as the fact that many other emerging powers worldwide also are now functioning, reasonably stable, mass democracies, rendering agreements among them easier and more credible. Yet this observer is left with the lingering sense that it’s the “third image” that may explain the most about why Brazil can now claim a seat in many influential global fora that previously were closed to it. Simply due to its sizeable material power resources, the world’s major powers are discovering that they need Brazil.
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