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Abstract


This thesis provides new insights into Brazil’s adoption of the principle of sovereign equality during the Second Hague Peace Conference of 1907. Thus far, historians have mostly remained unexplanatory in their narratives, while IR theorist have been unable to engage with the historical context and the primary sources. I combine historical research with a staunch theoretical analysis to provide an explanation for Brazil’s performance. First, we should understand Brazil as a middle power. In this thesis I develop a historical model for defining middle powers and work out the foreign policy strategies of these powers. Secondly, we should understand Brazil’s foreign policy as driven by status concerns. By doing extensive archival research and historical contextualisation, this thesis reveals the status-seeking motivations behind Brazil’s performance during the Conference. Next to improving our understanding of this case, the research also changes our understanding of middle powers, their role in the dynamics of the international order, and the theory behind middle powers. As such, the thesis also presents new ways for thinking about and analysing middle powers throughout history.











Introduction


“[Sovereign equality]: in truth there is not a right more worthy of being termed a vital right than that of the equality of sovereign states”.[footnoteRef:2] While the monotonous, high-pitched voice of Brazil’s leading delegate Rui Barbosa reverberated through the brimming Hall of Knights in The Hague, the crowd of illustrious diplomats listened quietly. Rui Barbosa’s call for sovereign equality during the Second Hague Peace Conference in 1907 challenged the hierarchical way in which international institutions at the time were organized. Was it a noble pursuit? Unlikely. All Rui Barbosa and his government cared about was status.  [2:  Speech from Rui Barbosa to the conference, October 9 1907, in James Brown Scott, The Proceedings of the Hague Peace Conferences II, Conference of 1907 Meetings of the First Commission, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1921), 148.] 

In the summer of 1907, delegations from all over the world met in the Netherlands to participate in the Second Hague Peace Conference. Their goal was grandiose yet simple: to ensure peace by creating law. During the debates surrounding the creation of an international court, however, Rui Barbosa addressed a far more fundamental question: on what principles would these new institutions be built? Would all members have the same standing and importance? Rui Barbosa’s call for sovereign equality encountered fierce opposition from the American delegation in particular, who preferred a larger representation for the Great Powers.[footnoteRef:3] Still, Rui Barbosa’s steadfastness on the principle earned Brazil a large following of Latin American states, making it a key actor in the Peace Conference’s decision-making process.[footnoteRef:4] [3:  Gerry Simpson, Great Powers and Outlaw States: Unequal Sovereigns in the International Legal Order, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004): 132-147.]  [4:  Christiane Vieira Laidler, A Segunda Conferência da Paz de Haia, 1907: o Brasil e o sistema internacional no início do século XX [The Second Hague Peace Conference 1907: Brazil and the International System at the Start of the 20th Century], (Rio de Janeiro: Edições Casa de Rui Barbosa, 2010), 123-164.] 

But why did Brazil present itself as the saviour of Latin American states? This thesis conceptualises Brazil as a middle power – a category of states that are neither Great Powers, nor minor powers, but something in between. For Brazil, the principle of sovereign equality was a middle power strategy to gain status and rise through the ranks in a hierarchy of states in which it found itself lacking. This thesis’ main research problem is revealing how Brazil’s concerns over its international status as middle power led to and shaped the adoption of sovereign equality during the Second Hague Peace Conference of 1907. 
This thesis challenges the existing knowledge on three levels. First, it highlights the role of status in Brazil’s foreign policy during the Conference, thereby changing our understanding of the case itself. Second, it contradicts the idea that Great Powers were the only significant actors in the building of the international order. In doing so, it deepens our understanding of international diplomacy and the manifestation of status in the international arena of the early twentieth century. Third, it develops existing middle power theory and improves our understanding of the foreign policy of this particular group of states. Thus, the theoretical ideas developed in this research do not only apply to the case itself, but can also be used to understand and compare middle powers over time and in different settings.  

Historiography
Both historians and International Relations (IR) theorists have touched upon the subject, but none have been able to provide a comprehensive understanding of Brazil’s performance in The Hague in 1907. The historical works share a similar shortcoming. In their narratives, they describe that Brazil was rather unsuccessful in achieving its interests during the first months of the Conference. When all seemed lost, however, Rui Barbosa formed a coalition of states united by the principle of sovereign equality, thereby gaining international prestige for Brazil. The problem is that the historical narratives remain descriptive or concentrate on the individual level. As a result, the factors that led to and shaped Brazil’s adoption of the principle of sovereign equality remain unexplained.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Luís Viana Filho, A Vida De Rui Barbosa [The Life of Rui Barbosa], (São Paulo: Companhia Editora Nacional, 1949), 331-353; Laidler, A Segunda Conferência da Paz de Haia, 123-164; Antônio Celso Alves Pereira, “O Barão do Rio Branco e a II Conferência da Paz” [The Baron of Rio Branco and the II Peace Conference], in Barão do Rio Branco: 100 anos de memória [Baron of Rio Branco: 100 years of memory], ed. Manoel Gomes Pereira (Brasília: Fundação Alexandre de Gusmão, 2012), 389-422; E. Bradford Burns, The Unwritten Alliance: Rio-Branco and Brazilian-American Relations, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1966); Joseph Smith, Unequal Giants: Diplomatic Relations Between the United States and Brazil, 1889-1930, (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1991).] 

	The work of Brazilian historian Laidler stands out as the most explanatory historical work. We learn that prior to the Conference, Latin American states struggled with their subordinate status, being seen as ‘uncivilised’ according to the US and European states. In an effort to become a civilised state, Brazil distanced itself from the regional protests against European and US dominance. Instead, it allied with the US and used this alliance to acquire regional leadership. By describing abstract concepts such as status, civilisation and regional power, Laidler successfully sketches out the political context and distinguishes some important factors that shaped Brazil’s foreign policy. Still, when it comes to the Conference itself, she concludes with a rather unexplanatory “the role of Rui Barbosa . . . was crucial.”[footnoteRef:6] In the end, Laidler’s research only proves a little bit more explanatory than other historical works and we are left with a limited deeper understanding of Brazil’s performance during the Conference. [6:  My translation: “O paper de Rui Barbosa … foi crucial.”Laidler, A Segunda Conferência da Paz de Haia, 166.] 

Up until now, IR theorists have likewise failed to provide a deeper understanding of Brazil’s performance in The Hague. Finnemore and Jurkovich frame the principle of sovereign equality as developed and advocated for by Latin American states. The principle contrasted with the European practice of international politics in which the Great Powers held most weight over the decision-making process. This is elaborated further by Simpson, who describes how Latin American norms of equality clashed with the European conceptions of hierarchy in The Hague. Yet one crucial problem with this explanation is that it does not analyse the underlying political agenda of Brazil. It erroneously places Brazil’s performance in a shared regional narrative, as if Latin America constituted a homogeneous single actor. Laidler’s research demonstrated that Brazil’s foreign policy diverged from the rest of Latin America, proving this explanation wrong. As a result, we still do not have a solid explanation for Brazil’s performance during the Peace Conference.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  Gerry Simpson, Great Powers and Outlaw States, 132-147; Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention: Changing Beliefs about the use of Force, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2003): 24-51; Martha Finnemore and Michelle Jurkovich, “Getting a Seat at the Table: The Origins of Universal Participation and Modern Multilateral Conferences,” Global Governance, 20 (2014), 361-373.] 

Only Schulz attempts to analyse the motivations for introducing the principle of sovereign equality. According to him, Latin American states acted out of self-interest to strengthen their position in the international society. He then identifies Brazil’s call for sovereign equality as a multilateral strategy with the aim of acquiring international status for Brazil. However, even though there is validity to his explanation, he fails to engage properly with history. For one, he does not engage with the political context of the Latin American region. He only briefly discusses the regional issues with civilisation, or the nature of Brazil’s relations with the region and the US. Moreover, he builds his analysis mainly on the narratives of other historians, instead of using primary sources. Together, the shortcomings make his analysis superficial and flawed. We only acquire partial understanding of Brazil’s performance and there is inadequate proof of the underlying motivations. Therefore, IR theorists have thus far proved unable to combine their theories with a historical approach.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Carsten-Andreas Schulz, “Accidental Activists: Latin American Status-Seeking at The Hague,” International Studies Quarterly, 61 (2017), 612-622.,  619] 


Theory and Methodology
This thesis adopts a historical approach that will refine IR theory as much as it is inspired by it. I combine a wide number of primary sources with a staunch theoretical analysis to study Brazil’s performance in The Hague. The primary sources consist of speeches and articles from leading Brazilian figures found in collected works; minutes and proceedings of the Third Pan-American Conference; telegrams and letters between Rui Barbosa and his colleagues available at the archive of Casa de Rui Barbosa; minutes and proceedings of the Second Hague Peace Conference; and newspaper articles available at Delpher and the municipal archive of The Hague. 
In the first chapter, I dive into middle power theory. As of yet, there is no comprehensive framework to analyse historical middle powers such as Brazil. Therefore, I develop a historical model for identifying middle powers in which middle powers are framed as a status class based on external perceptions. This historical model opposes the previous arbitrary models of identifying middle powers. I then go on to identify three main middle power strategies to gain international status: bandwagoning, coalition-forming, and regional preponderance. These concepts will be used to analyse Brazil’s performance and will add explanatory value to the research.
In the second chapter, I analyse Brazil’s foreign policy in the years preceding the Peace Conference to provide context. I highlight several key events and processes that both shaped and reflected Brazil’s foreign policy, and I conceptualise Brazil as a middle power that combined bandwagoning and regional preponderance to gain status. I argue that, even though both strategies were meant to complement each other, they ended up undermining one another. In addition to discussing Brazil’s foreign policy, the chapter also illustrates the international order of 1907 in which the Latin American states were considered inferior to ‘civilized’ states from Europe and the US. This chapter will thus discuss both Brazil’s foreign policy and the contextual background to the Peace Conference.
In the third chapter, I discuss Brazil’s performance during the Conference. Drawing from archival materials of the Peace Conference and the Brazilian delegation, I keep the following questions in mind: what did Brazil do and why? What were the results of Brazil’s actions and why? How did other states react to Brazil’s actions and why? The primary sources serve to trace the dynamics of the Conference and to uncover Brazil’s motivations for adopting the principle of sovereign equality. The middle power theory will be used as an analytical tool to provide the explanatory value throughout the narrative, thereby elevating the narrative from previous studies. 
The results show that Brazil adopted several middle power strategies our of a desire for international status. When the bandwagoning strategy proved unsuccessful in elevating Brazil’s status during the first part of the Conference, it adopted the principle of sovereign equality as a last resort. The principle served as a way to rally Latin American states and smaller European states behind Brazil in a multilateral coalition, as the principle contributed to the common interest of these states. Only by acting in line with the common interest, could Brazil as a middle power reach the status position it is nowadays remembered for.













Chapter 1
The Middle Power


Much of IR theory seems to divide states into Davids and Goliaths. On the one hand there are the giants, the Great Powers, while the rest are conceived of as minor powers. [footnoteRef:9] Yet such a crude division only serves to blur our understanding of these so-called minor powers by emphasising the importance of Great Powers in international politics and ignoring the role played by the rest. If we wish to gain a more comprehensive understanding of international politics, we should move away from the crude division. As a start in understanding the so-called minor powers, I present the middle power concept. [9:  See for example: John Ikenberry, After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Rebuilding of Order after Major Wars, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001): Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics, (London: Macmillan, 1977); Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981). ] 

In this chapter, I develop a conceptual framework for understanding middle powers. In the first section, I present my historical model as a way of identifying middle powers based on status perceptions. This challenges other models that focus on statistical data or behaviour. In the second section, I determine and discuss the strategies that middle power can use to gain status. Considered in conjunction with one another, this theory offers the tools to understand the actions of middle powers and their position in the international order. In combination with historical research, these concepts can be used to analyse Brazil’s performance during the Peace Conference and, therefore, provide explanations for its performance.

Defining Middle Powers
The question ‘what is a middle power?’ is generally answered in two ways, both unsatisfactory for the purposes of historical analysis. To start, the concept has its roots in the hierarchical models of international order, which rank states according to their power level.[footnoteRef:10] The ranking is often operationalized by using statistical data such as size, population, military power, or economy.[footnoteRef:11] This creates a hierarchy of states, with the highest scoring Great Powers at the top, and lowest scoring minor powers at the bottom. The middle power, then, is the category of states that sits below the Great Powers, but above the minor powers in a ranking based on statistical data.  [10:  Holbraad, Middle Powers in International Politics, 11.]  [11:  Holbraad, Middle Powers in International Politics, 67-91.] 

However, the hierarchical model faces three problems. First, how do we delineate between the power categories? Holbraad draws the line at “whichever level . . . seems most natural,” but this is a very arbitrary way of making a separation between categories.[footnoteRef:12] Such a way of delineating is based on the perceptions of the author, not on the perceptions throughout history. Thus, such a model is not objective in delineating between power categories in the international hierarchy. [12:  Holbraad, Middle Powers in International Politics, 81.] 

Second, the statistical data does not align with the international hierarchies throughout history. Hurrel explains that institutions can be seen as sites of power that reflect and are shaped by international hierarchies.[footnoteRef:13] Therefore, based on the model’s assumption that statistical data can account for international hierarchy, we should be able to identify a parallel between the institutionalized hierarchies and statistical rankings. However, history does not support this assumption. Instead, institutionalized hierarchies throughout history favoured Western states, while disfavouring non-Western states. For example, how is it that the Congress of Vienna in 1815 saw the powerful Ottoman empire excluded from the circle of Great Powers, while the substantially smaller Prussia sat amongst them? Similarly, why was rising power Japan excluded from top-level discussions during the Paris Peace Conference of 1919? The statistical approach of the hierarchical model does not account for such inconsistencies in the historical ranking of states in institutions. Thus, statistical rankings based on economy or military are not always valid ways of measuring international hierarchy and identifying middle powers. [13:  Andrew Hurrell, “Some Reflections on the Role of Intermediate Powers in International Institutions,” in Paths to Power: Foreign Policy Strategies of Intermediate States, ed. Andrew Hurrell et al. (Washington D.C.: The Woodrow Wilson International Center, 2000), 1-11. ] 

The third problem is encountered when studying the behaviour of states in the middle power category. States in this power category do not necessarily always behave in the same way or share the same socio-economic or socio-political characteristics. Take for example present-day Canada and Brazil, two middle powers based on their GDP.[footnoteRef:14] Canada is active in peacekeeping and promoting progressive ideas such as human security in multilateral forums.[footnoteRef:15] Brazil, on the other hand, has been recorded to block international negotiations, such as during the international trade negotiations in the recent Doha Round.[footnoteRef:16] Even though both states are considered middle powers, they differ in their foreign policy. As a result, studying the diverse group of states in the middle power category will mostly provide contrasting information. Thus, the hierarchical model does not present a group of homogeneously-acting states. [footnoteRef:17] [14:  Adam Chapnick, “The Middle Power,” Canadian Foreign Policy Journal, 7(1999): 2, 77.]  [15:  Bernard Jr. Prosper, “Canada and Human Security: From the Axworthy Doctrine to Middle Power Internationalism,” American Review of Canadian Studies, 36(2006): 2,  233-261.]  [16:  Charalampos Efstathopoulos, “Leadership in the WTO: Brazil, India and the Doha Development Agenda,” Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 25(2012): 2, 269-293; Maria Regina Soares de Lima, and Monica Hirst, “Brazil as an Intermediate State and Regional Power: Action, Choice and Responsibilities. “ International affairs 82(2006): 1, 21-40.]  [17:  The example is based on the 2000s. Over the last decade, Brazil changed its foreign policy and has begun participating more in peacekeeping. See: Kai Michael Kenkel, “South America's Emerging Power: Brazil as Peacekeeper.” International Peacekeeping 17(2010): 5, 644-661.] 

More recently, the behavioural model has become the dominant approach for defining middle powers. The model does not provide a ranking, but instead identifies middle powers by their behaviour and their roles within the international order. This way, two types of middle powers are distinguished. One type of middle powers stabilizes the international order and supports the status quo.[footnoteRef:18] Canada’s peacekeeping would be an example of such behaviour. The second group of middle powers are more revisionist, showing resistance to dominant norms and values, and often having dominant regional political influence.[footnoteRef:19] Such behaviour is exemplified by Brazil’s resistance during the Doha Round. Therefore, the behavioural model succeeds in forming categories of homogeneously-acting states. [18:  Chapnick, “The Middle Power,” 75-76; Eduard Jordaan, “The Concept of a Middle Power in International Relations: Distinguishing between Emerging and Traditional Middle Powers,” Politikon, 30(2003): 1, 167.]  [19:  Eduard Jordaan, “The Emerging Middle Power Concept: Time to Say Goodbye?” South African Journal of International Affairs, 24(2017): 3, 400-402.] 

Still, the behavioural model contains flaws as well. For one, Chapnick observes, “the behavioural model cannot define middle powers objectively because its list of middle power behavioural characteristics is neither the same across the literature, nor tangibly measurable.”[footnoteRef:20] For example, some would argue that Brazil’s revisionist behaviour does not classify as middle power behaviour, while others argue that it does.[footnoteRef:21] Secondly, it can sometimes lead to the awkward classification of either small, or big states as middle powers due to their behaviour. Canadian scholar Cox expresses the vague idea that “the middle power is likely to be in the middle rank of material capabilities.”[footnoteRef:22] However, even relatively small states such as Norway or Denmark have gained a reputation as middle powers due to their active foreign policies in development aid.[footnoteRef:23] Thus, the behavioural model’s definition of the middle power remains debated and unclear, which limits the usability of the middle power concept. [20:  Chapnick, “The Middle Power,” 76.]  [21:  Jordaan, “The Emerging Middle Power Concept,” 400-402]  [22:  Robert W. Cox, "Middlepowermanship, Japan, and future world order." International Journal 44(1989): 4, 827.]  [23:  Olav Stokke (ed.), Western Middle Powers and Global Poverty: The Determinants of the Aid 
Policies of Canada, Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden, (Motala: Motala Grafiska, 1989).] 

Since both conventional models of identifying middle powers prove unsatisfactory, I propose a more historical model for defining middle powers. The historical model understands the middle power category as a status class. As Nolte explains, “Status also has to do with perceptions about the configurations of global . . . hierarchies”.[footnoteRef:24] The status as middle power then, is a social category based on understandings of international hierarchy. The material power remains a major aspect for perceptions of international status, but historical perceptions of civilization and sovereignty also play a role.[footnoteRef:25] For example, a ‘barbaric’ state is deemed inferior to ‘civilised’ states. Moreover, some political entities are not even considered sovereign states at all, leaving their involvement in international politics out of the question. Thus, with the historical model, the middle power can only be distinguished by looking at the understandings of hierarchy throughout history and the perceptions that result thereof. [24:  Detlef Nolte, “How to Compare Regional Powers: Analytical Concepts and Research Topics,” Review of International Studies, 36(2010): 4, 892.]  [25:  Edward Keene, “The Standard of ‘Civilisation’, the Expansion Thesis and the 19th-century International Social Space,” Millennium, 42(2014), 3, 651-673.] 

So, how do we study these historical understandings and perceptions? The historical model unpacks the meaning and workings of status throughout history by studying the nature of the interaction between states. This can only be done with a historical approach that focusses on primary sources and the historical context. Additionally, in multilateral institutions with democratic procedures, the number of weighted votes or representation in the decision-making process can be traced to get a sense of states’ status.[footnoteRef:26] Considered together, the historical model can explain status perceptions and account for the change of status over time.  [26:  Simpson, Great Powers and Outlaw States, 23-61. In Simpson’s research about sovereign equality, he formulates the concept “legislative equality”, which he defines as, “states have equally weighted votes and equal representation in the decision-making process within international bodies, and an equal role in the formation and application of customary law and treaty law”. ] 

In short, in this section I develop a historical way to define middle powers. Both the hierarchical model and the behavioural model proved problematic in defining middle powers. My proposed historical model reformulates the middle power as a status class based on historical perceptions, which can be unpacked by conducting historical research. The model offers a tool for distinguishing historical middle powers. More specifically, the model can be used for analysing Brazil’s standing in the international hierarchy during the Peace Conference. It allows for a mapping of the status perceptions and ideas of hierarchy that stood at the basis of Brazil’s middle power position. In doing so, it will also add to our understanding of the political context of the time. Moreover, the historical model offers a way to trace how Brazil’s foreign policy affected its international status, revealing how perceptions of Brazil changed over the course of the Conference and how Brazil’s involvement in the decision-making process increased or decreased. 

Middle Power Foreign Policy Strategies
Status perceptions are not fixed, but can be influenced by means of employing foreign policy strategies. Such strategies can be identified throughout history. In this section, I conceptualise foreign policy strategies often associated with middle powers. I establish three main foreign policy strategies: bandwagoning, multilateral coalition forming, and regional preponderance. In practice, these strategies can interfere and mingle with each other, and each specific set-up is likely to trigger a different dynamic within international politics. 
A first strategy that middle powers can adopt is to align with a Great Power, which is often referred to as ‘bandwagoning’ in IR theory. Amongst the motives for adopting such a strategy is to secure political advantages.[footnoteRef:27] Based on the literature, there seem to be three ways in which the strategy elevates the international status of middle powers. First, the international status of a Great Power transfers to its allies. It thereby changes the perceptions about the bandwagoning middle power and improves the middle power’s international standing. Second, the middle power’s connections with the Great Power gives it an opportunity to influence the dominant ideas of hierarchy. Based on these new ideas, the middle power might be perceived differently and improve its international standing. Third, the Great Power can use its influence to acquire a better position in international institutions for its middle power ally.[footnoteRef:28] [27:  Andrew Hurrell, “Hegemony, Liberalism and Global Order, What Space for Would be Great Powers?” International Affairs, 82(2006): 1, 12.]  [28:  Randall Schweller, “Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back in,” International Security, 19(1994): 1, 72-107; Hurrell, “What Space for Would be Great Powers?”] 

	The ease with which the bandwagoning strategy can be achieved is still debated. Schweller argues that bandwagoning is a low-cost strategy to gain status.[footnoteRef:29] Hurrell, on the other hand, stresses the need for significant capacity and resources from the bandwagoning state to make the relationship with the Great Power work in its favour.[footnoteRef:30] He also points out that bandwagoning states become dependent on the Great Powers for their gains, which are fickle and act in their own interests.[footnoteRef:31] Therefore, the bandwagoning strategy may not always be successful. [29:  Randall Schweller, “Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the Revisionist State Back in,” International Security, 19(1994): 1, 93.]  [30:  Hurrell, “What Space for Would be Great Powers?” 14.]  [31:  Ibid., 14.] 

A second strategy associated with middle powers is forming multilateral coalitions. Based on the literature, I have identified three ways in which the middle power can gain status by using this strategy. First, the middle power can advance itself as the leader of such a coalition and thus elevate its status. [footnoteRef:32] The leadership position places middle powers in the centre of the decision-making process. Second, Hurrell explains that “institutions provide weaker states with political space to build new coalitions in order to try to affect emerging norms“.[footnoteRef:33] Similarly to the bandwagoning strategy, middle powers can change the dominant ideas of hierarchy to their own advantage. The coalition therefore serves the middle power in its quest for status.  [32:  Hannes Ebert and Daniel Flemes, “Rethinking Regional Leadership in the Global Disorder,” Rising Powers Quarterly, 3 (2018): 4, 7-23.]  [33:  Hurrell, “What Space for Would be Great Powers?”11.] 

A third strategy pursued by middle powers is regional preponderance. Regional preponderance means that a state holds a lot of influence over regional outcomes and decisions. Regional preponderance mainly functions to support the other two strategies. Starting with the bandwagoning strategy, middle powers can use their regional preponderance to secure more political benefits from its relationship with the Great Power. Getting a regional power on the side of a Great Power can turn a whole region favourable to the Great Power, while antagonizing a regional power, on the other hand, can turn a whole region against the Great Power. It will therefore be in the best interest of the Great Power to keep the regional powers on their side and maintain good relations. Secondly, when forming a multilateral coalition, regional preponderance makes the middle power a more legitimate leader of regional coalitions. Therefore, regional preponderance can be employed to support the other status seeking strategies.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  Hurrell, “What Space for Would be Great Powers?” 8-9.] 

Gaining regional preponderance for a middle power can be quite a challenge in its own right. Destradi identifies three ideal type strategies to gain regional preponderance. She singles out “empire” as the first strategy, which is based on coercion. For this to work, the regional power must have superior material power. Secondly, “hegemony” combines coercion with material incentives and propagation of norms and values. This hegemony can range from benevolent to more coercive, but the hegemon always primarily aims to realise its own goals. Lastly, there is “leadership,” in which the regional power promotes the regional good, based on shared norms and values to generate ‘true’ followership. [footnoteRef:35] [35:  Sandra Destradi, “Regional Powers and their Strategies: Empire, Hegemony, and Leadership,” Review of International Studies, 36(2010): 903-930.] 

However, the experience of present-day middle powers reveals the difficulties in maintaining regional followership and pursuing international status at the same time. For example, both Brazil and South-Africa experienced a loss in regional support as soon as they started pursuing their national interests on the international level.[footnoteRef:36] The regional preponderance of these middle powers often seems based on leadership. Instead of coercing neighbours to comply, the middle power has to actively include interests and ideas from potential followers to obtain their support.[footnoteRef:37] As a result, middle powers have to downgrade or merge their own interests and subordinate their national sovereignty to a collective purpose.[footnoteRef:38] Thus, the regional preponderance strategy causes middle powers to have limited manoeuvrability in changing their principles when it is used in combination with forming multilateral coalitions.  [36:  Elizabeth Sidiropoulos, “Global Power Shifts and South Africa’s Southern Agenda: Caught between African Solidarity and Regional Leadership,” in Power Shifts and Global Governance: Challenges from South and North, ed. Günther Taube (London: Anthem Press, 2011), 141-152; Efstathopoulos, “Leadership in the WTO,” 269-293.]  [37:  Stefan Schirm, “Leaders in need of Followers: Emerging Powers in Global Governance,” European Journal of International Relations, 16(2010): 2, 216.]  [38:  Schirm, “Leader in need of Followers,” p. 216.] 

To sum up, there are several middle power strategies for gaining international status: bandwagoning, multilateral coalition forming and regional preponderance. These concepts can be used to analyse Brazil’s strategies during the Peace Conference. It deepens our understanding by answering questions such as: What kind of strategies did Brazil adopt? How did Brazil fill in these strategies? And what kind of dynamics followed? In the end, these concepts will be used to identify how the principle of sovereign equality fitted into these middle power foreign policy strategies

Conclusion
To conclude, the concepts proposed in this chapter provide the tools for understanding the events of 1907.  The existing middle power theory proved arbitrary in defining middle powers and did not overlap with historical understandings of international hierarchy. In response to these shortcomings, I have developed the historical model, which conceptualises middle powers as a status class based on historical perceptions. In addition, I have identified three middle power status-seeking strategies: bandwagoning, multilateral coalition forming and regional preponderance. These concepts can be employed to provide us with an understanding of a middle powers’ international standing, their performances and the results of the strategies in terms of status perceptions and dynamics of international politics.
In the following chapters, I apply these theoretical concepts to my historical analysis of Brazil’s foreign policy. During the discussions of Brazil’s performance, these concepts connect with and add explanatory value to the historical events. Instead of just describing a sequence of events, the concepts explain what certain decisions exactly encompassed, what kinds of strategies Brazil adopted and why they resulted in specific dynamics and changes in status perceptions.
At the same time, the theoretical concepts are given meaning by the historical events. The historical analysis reveals the understandings of hierarchy and how status manifested itself throughout history. In addition, it uncovers Brazil’s motivations behind certain strategies. Considered together, the unique combination of history and middle power theory can provide new insights into the political dynamics and reasoning that led to and shaped Brazil’s adoption of sovereign equality. 







Chapter 2
Brazil in a Changing World


“And that is what people call ‘foreign politics’. Foreign and domestic savagery it is—statesmanlike tomfoolery—international barbarism!”
- Bertha Von Suttner, Lay Down Your Arms (1889)[footnoteRef:39] [39:  Martha von Tilling, the protagonist of the 1889 book “Lay Down Your Arms”, desperately makes a plea against war after losing her husband; Bertha Von Suttner, Lay Down your Arms: The Autobiography of Martha Von Tilling, Translated by T. Holmes 1st edition (New York: Longmans and Greens, 1914), 136.] 


At the turn of nineteenth century, the world found itself in a turmoil. An arms race burdened the European continent, while the rising power of the US provoked fear amongst the Latin American states. The Hague Peace Conferences were going to bring back peace and order to the world. The statesmen from Brazil, however, cared mainly about their own international status. In this chapter, I combine historical research with the middle power theory to understand Brazil’s international position and its foreign policy in the years leading up to the Second Hague Peace Conference.
In the first section, I analyse the Latin American political context and Brazil’s foreign policy project. In the second section, I identify Brazil’s struggles in acquiring international status. In the third section, I map the road towards the participation of Latin American states during the Second Hague Peace Conference. Together these sections demonstrate that the Latin American states struggled with their international standing and especially their reputation as being uncivilised. Brazil itself combined the bandwagoning strategy with regional preponderance. However, these strategies conflicted with each other, alienating Brazil from its region and receiving only small political advantages from its alliance with the US. The fact that Brazil’s foreign policy diverged considerably from its neighbours discredits the treatment of Latin America as one actor in international politics. Instead, Brazil’s foreign policy should be understood as shaped by its authentic position as a middle power and its status concerns.
The Start of a New Foreign Policy Project
For Brazil, the year 1902 marks the start of a new foreign policy project. Brazil had just come out of a turbulent period due to the fall of the monarchy in 1889 and the resulting internal conflicts. The turbulence translated into an inwardly focussed and inconsistent foreign policy project. Quite telling is the fact that the foreign ministry had been occupied by eleven different ministers between 1889 and 1902.[footnoteRef:40] When José Maria da Silva Paranhos Júnior, better known as the Baron of Rio Branco, was assigned to fill the post in 1902, he stated: “I don’t come to serve a political party: I come to serve our Brazil, which all wish to see united, righteous, strong and respected.”[footnoteRef:41] These words marked the start of a decade-long foreign policy project that focussed on national stability and international prestige.[footnoteRef:42] [40:  Pereira, “II Conferência da Paz,” 391.]  [41:  My translation: “Não venho servir a um partido político: venho servir ao nosso Brasil, que todos desejamos ver unido, íntegro, forte e respeitado.” Speech from Rio Branco, “No Clube Naval” [At the Naval Club], Dec. 1, 1902, in Obras do Rio Branco IX, Discursos, ed. Manoel Gomes Pereira (Brasília: Fundação Alexandre de Gusmão, 2012), 108.]  [42:  Pereira, “II Conferência da Paz,” 397.] 

During this period, the Latin American region was heavily influenced by an increasingly powerful US. At the end of the nineteenth century, the US had reaffirmed its claim as the protector of the hemisphere under a reformulated Monroe Doctrine.[footnoteRef:43] This protection was meant to prevent European states from acquiring new territory in Latin America during a time of resurging imperialism. In addition, the US took a dominant role in the Latin American economy. In 1889, the US orchestrated the first Pan-American Conference to integrate the Latin American markets, followed up by a second in 1902 and a third in 1906. The combination of political and economic influence of the US, naturally made the northern powerhouse the main actor in the Latin American region. [footnoteRef:44] [43:  Clodoaldo Bueno, “O Barão do Rio Branco no Itamaraty (1902-1912)” [The Baron of Rio Branco in Itamaraty], Revista Brasileira de Política Internacional, 55(2012): 2, 174.]  [44:  Joseph Smith, The United States and Latin America: A History of American Diplomacy, 1776-2000, (Abingdon: Routledge, 2005), 66-90.] 

Nevertheless, many of the Latin American states had an ambiguous relationship with the US. Latin American elites often regarded the US as an expansionist and aggressive power that threatened the region.[footnoteRef:45] They were especially critical of the US occupation of Cuba, which had become a de facto protectorate of the US after its victory in the Spanish-American war of 1898.[footnoteRef:46] Despite this anti-American sentiment, fear of US power steered Latin American states to maintain neutral to friendly relationships with the US. Thus, Latin American states sought protection to their sovereignty under the Monroe Doctrine, but at the same time they grew increasingly alarmed with the growth of US power and its influence in the region.  [45:  Laidler, A Segunda Conferência da Paz de Haia, 105; Joseph Smith, The United States and Latin America, 67.]  [46:  Smith, The United States and Latin America, 67.] 

The constricted position of Latin American states in international politics was clearly illustrated by the Venezuelan crisis. In 1902, Great Britain, Germany and Italy had imposed a naval blockade against Venezuela in an effort to force Venezuela to pay off its debts.[footnoteRef:47] Conscious of the Monroe Doctrine and US power, the European powers had first consulted with President Roosevelt to see whether the US would allow their interference in the region. The President concluded that, as long as it did not involve territorial conquest, the naval blockade was in line with the Monroe Doctrine.[footnoteRef:48] Within the US-European imperial worldview, the Latin American states had no say in the decisions that would primarily affect them. The Latin American states were considered subordinate to Europe and the US. [47:  The naval blockade was specifically carried out by Great Britain, Germany and Italy.]  [48:  Amado Luiz Cervo and Clodoaldo Bueno, História da Política Exterior do Brasil [History of the Foreign Policy of Brazil], (Brasília: Editora UnB, 2002), 192. ] 

The demeaning infraction of Venezuela’s sovereignty evoked fierce opposition from Latin American states. In response to the naval blockade, the foreign minister of Argentina, Luís Drago, formulated the Drago Doctrine.[footnoteRef:49] This doctrine delegitimised the use of force for collecting public debts.[footnoteRef:50] The doctrine would therefore not allow for any US or European interference in Latin American states. With the initiative, Latin American states sought to improve their standing in the world as fully sovereign states, equal in sovereignty to the US and Europe.[footnoteRef:51] Under Argentina’s leadership, the Latin American states repeatedly brought up the doctrine over the years. In the end however, they were not successful in making the Doctrine part of international law, as the European powers kept opposing it.   [49:  Smith, The United States and Latin America, 69.]  [50:  Cervo and Bueno, História da Política Exterior do Brasil, 193.]  [51:  Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention, 24-51.] 

According to Finnemore and Jurkovich, the principle of sovereign equality can be traced back in a continuous narrative to the Drago Doctrine.[footnoteRef:52] However, such a narrative erroneously treats the whole Latin American region as constituting one actor, and, therefore, neglects the role of Brazil. Instead, we should conduct a historical contextualisation that focuses specifically on Brazil, as has also been done by Laidler.[footnoteRef:53] In fact, the Brazilian Foreign Affairs Minister Rio Branco wanted nothing to do with the Drago Doctrine and the regional opposition to the US. His foreign policy project contained three major elements. [52:  Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention, 24-51; Finnemore and Jurkovich, “Getting a Seat at the Table,” 361-373.]  [53:  Laidler, A Segunda Conferência da Paz de Haia.] 

First, while he valued the connections with Brazil’s neighbours to maintain regional stability, he feared that alignment to the region would render Brazil one of the ‘unstable’ and ‘uncivilised’ Latin American states.[footnoteRef:54] Rio Branco envisioned Brazil as a civilised state, superior to its neighbours. In line with the historical model, he seemed to understand that the perceptions about civilisation were important for Brazil’s status in the world. Moreover, Rio Branco thought that the Latin American states were too weak to form a balancing coalition against the US or Europe.[footnoteRef:55] Following these concerns, Brazil distanced itself from the region. [54:  Laidler, A Segunda Conferência da Paz de Haia, 114-115; Pereira, “II Conferência da Paz,” 392-393.]  [55:  Cervo and Bueno, História da Política Exterior do Brasil, 200.] 

Second, Rio Branco thought that siding with the US could benefit Brazil. He understood the Monroe Doctrine as a protection against European aggressiveness, rather than as an expression of US imperialism.[footnoteRef:56] In addition, Brazil’s economy had grown increasingly dependent on the export of tropical products to the US.[footnoteRef:57] More important still, the ties with the US allowed Brazil to establish itself as a regional power.[footnoteRef:58] A close relationship with the US would demonstrate Brazil’s superiority to its neighbours. Therefore, the relationship with the US took the form of the bandwagoning strategy, Brazil supported the US and received political advantages in return. [56:  Ibid., 192.]  [57:  Bueno, “Rio Branco no Itamaraty,” 173.]  [58:  Smith, Unequal Giants, 53-54.] 

The last factor was Brazil’s relationship with Europe. Brazil’s ties with Europe went back to the days of the monarchy, when Dom Pedro II, the emperor of Brazil, used his personal prestige to establish Brazilian embassies in Europe.[footnoteRef:59] Even though Brazil had since become a republic, its formal ties with Europe remained, and this made Brazil stand out from the other Latin American states. Moreover, even though Rio Branco had shifted Brazil’s foreign policy away from Europe and towards the US, Europe still held considerable cultural influence. In an illustrative speech, Rio Branco stated: “From Europe we came, Europe has been our teacher, from her we receive continually support and example”.[footnoteRef:60] For many Brazilian elites, including Rio Branco, Europe was still seen as the centre of civilization. In addition, Great Britain, France and Portugal remained important trade partners for Brazil and English loans had made it possible to stabilize the Brazilian Republic after the fall of the monarchy in 1889.[footnoteRef:61] Therefore, Rio Branco preferred to avoid confrontation with Europe whenever possible.  [59:  Cervo and Bueno, História da Política Exterior do Brasil, 146.]  [60:  Speech from Rio Branco to the conference, July 23, 1906, in International American Conference (3rd : 1906: Rio de Janeiro, Brazil), Minutes, Resolutions, Documents, (Rio de Janeiro: Imprensa Nacional, 1907), 39-40.]  [61:  Leslie Bethell, ”Nabuco e o Brasil entre Europa, Estados Unidos e América Latina” [Nabuco and Brazil between Europe, United States and Latin America], Novos Estudos CEBRAP, 88 (2010), 84; Frederic William Ganzert, “The Baron Do Rio-Branco, Joaquim Nabuco, and the Growth of Brazilian- American Friendship, 1900-1910,” The Hispanic American Historical Review, 22 (1942): 3, 439.] 


The Awkward Balancing Act
In the years following the Venezuelan crisis, Brazil continued strengthening its relationship with the US. In 1905, Brazil and the US had elevated their representation to the embassy level. The Brazilian press commented that Brazil and the US were “destined to have parallel courses” as “natural leaders of the two parts of the Western Hemisphere”.[footnoteRef:62] Still, the alliance did not come without its complications. As the Brazilian diplomat and ambassador to the US Joaquim Nabuco noted: there was both suspicion from Brazil, and disregard from the US.[footnoteRef:63] Nevertheless, an ambassadorial representation held a lot of importance at the time and it enforced the perceptions of Brazil as a regional power.[footnoteRef:64]  [62:  O Paiz, (Jan. 8, 1905), Cited in: Ganzert, “The Growth of Brazilian- American Friendship,” 434.]  [63:  Ganzert, “The Growth of Brazilian- American Friencdship,” 435; Smith, Unequal Giants, 66.]  [64:  Bueno, “Rio Branco no Itamaraty,” 177; Smith, Unequal Giants, 50.] 

Brazil’s growing prominence in the region raised suspicions amongst its neighbours. Aside from allying with the US, Brazil had also started rebuilding its navy and binding various smaller Latin American states to its cause.[footnoteRef:65] By framing itself as superior to the rest of Latin America, Brazil found itself more and more disliked, and was even perceived as a threatening imperialist power.[footnoteRef:66] Especially from Argentina, a regional economic powerhouse and comparable in naval power to Brazil, jealousy arose. Stirred up by the Argentinian press, this led to a competitive rivalry between the two states.[footnoteRef:67] The Latin American states did welcome Brazil’s growing power.  [65:  Cervo and Bueno, História da Política Exterior do Brasil, 210.]  [66:  Laidler, A Segunda Conferência da Paz de Haia, 128.]  [67:  Bueno, ´Rio Branco no Itamaraty,” 180-181.] 

Rio Branco preferred to keep Brazil’s relationship with its neighbours on good terms, but only because this benefitted Brazil’s own international status. He believed that “wars . . . would discredit this part of the world and make Europe and the US talk of the ‘turbulent South-American republics’.”[footnoteRef:68] Regional conflict would interfere with Brazil’s goals of becoming a civilised state and, therefore, decrease its international status. The regional preponderance that Brazil held functioned as a means for acquiring a position of considerable status amongst the US and the European powers.  [68:  My translation: “guerras . . . desacreditam esta parte do mundo e fazem falar, na Europa e nos Estados Unidos, das ‘turbulentas Repúblicas da América do Sul.’” Article from Rio Branco, “O Paiz” [The Country], (July 18, 1905), in Obras do Rio Branco X, Artigos de Imprensa, ed. Manoel Gomes Pereira (Brasília: Fundação Alexandre de Gusmão, 2012), 480.] 

Within the region, Rio Branco tried to portray Brazil as a peaceful state. In his speech during the Third Pan-American Conference, Rio Branco repeatedly reassured the neighbouring states that Brazil was not “aggressive” and instead strived for “good relations” and “peace” within the region. In the same speech, however, he also calls the suspicions against Brazil “barbarous.” In addition, Rio Branco contrasts Brazil’s wealth and “dense population” with the “hardships of material life” of other Latin American states. So, while Rio Branco preached peace, he certainly made it clear that Brazil was superior to the region. [footnoteRef:69] [69:  Speech from Rio Branco to the conference, August 27, 1906, in International American Conference, Minutes, Resolutions, Documents, 405.] 

Moreover, the image of Brazil as a peaceful state was also contrasted by the military thinking of Rio Branco. Even though he preferred diplomatic means to settle disputes with neighbours, he also used the army and the navy as means of coercion.[footnoteRef:70] For example, during the Acre dispute, a territorial conflict with Bolivia, Rio Branco requested the government to send troops and the marine to show off Brazil’s strength.[footnoteRef:71] However, not everyone in Brazil agreed with Rio Branco’s strong-arms tactics. One Brazilian politician disapprovingly commented: “They [Rio Branco and his staff] count on the prestige of Washington to gain Acre. . . . He does not want arbitration. . . . So, I fear that he prefers war.“[footnoteRef:72] Despite such opposition, Rio Branco held an influential position as the Minister of Foreign Affairs and could often act out his own vision of foreign policy. The military presence enforced the image of Brazil as an imperialist state and contradicted with the peaceful relations for which Brazil advocated. [70:  Armando de Senna Bittencourt, “O Emprego do Poder Militar como Estratégia de Rio Branco” [the use of military force as Rio Branco’s strategy], in Barão do Rio Branco: 100 anos de memória [Baron of Rio Branco: 100 years of memory], ed. Manoel Gomes Pereira (Brasília: Fundação Alexandre de Gusmão, 2012), 73.]  [71:  Bittencourt, “Estratégia de Rio Branco,” 62.]  [72:  My translation: Contam com prestígio de Washington para descalçar a bota do Acre … Arbitramento êle não quer. … Temo, pois, que êle prefira a Guerra.” Salvador de Mendonça to Afonso Pena Júnior, August 21, 1906, Cited in Luiz Viana Filho, A Vida do Barão do Rio Branco, (Rio de Janeiro: José Olympio, 1959), p. 369-370. ] 

Taken together, Brazil’s regional foreign policy was a weak attempt at the hegemony strategy for acquiring regional preponderance. The Latin American states had no reason to accept Brazil as their leader. Even though Brazil’s size instilled fear amongst its neighbours, Brazil only had limited means for coercion. The Brazilian navy was still inferior to that of the Great Powers and even struggled to compete with regional navies such as the Argentinian navy or the Chilean navy.[footnoteRef:73] Only in the unlikely case that Brazil would get the US fully committed, could Brazil rely more on coercion for its regional preponderance. Thus, Brazil’s coercion or material incentives were not substantial enough to impose Brazil as a regional power. [73:  João Paulo Alsina Jr., “Rio Branco, Grand Strategy and Naval Power,” Revista Brasileira de Política Internacional, 57 (2014): 2, 9-28.] 

The efforts at promoting norms and values of peaceful regional politics were also unsuccessful. How were these norms going to help the region if the US and Europe could impose themselves whenever they wanted? Supporting the Drago Doctrine held way more importance for Latin American states. Peaceful regional politics was simply not something that the Latin American states would rally around. In addition, the idea of Brazil as a civilizer and regional power made it resemble an imperial power, which did not go well together with the alleged support for regional peace. 
On the whole, Brazil’s foreign policy can be seen as an awkward balancing act to pursue international status. By fully supporting the US and distancing itself from the Latin American states, regional antagonism would grow. At the same time, however, full alignment with the Latin American states would reduce Brazil to the ranks of the ‘uncivilised’, and consequently prevent it from improving its international status. Still, both the position as regional power and the alliance with the US were needed to support Brazil’s claim for international status. For now, Brazil just remained the first in a continent of subordinate states. Being above the Latin American states, but below the likes of Western Great Powers such as the US or Great Britain, Brazil found itself in the middle power category.

Latin America and The Hague Peace Conferences 
In 1898, the Russian Tsar Nicholas II called the First Hague Peace Conference stating that “the maintenance of general peace, and a possible reduction of the excessive armaments which weigh upon all nations, present themselves in the existing condition of the whole world, as the ideal towards which the endeavours of all Governments should be directed”.[footnoteRef:74] In this section, I will shortly discuss how Latin American states moved from being excluded during the First Hague Peace Conference, to becoming fully participating members during the Second Hague Peace Conference. I then briefly discuss the Brazilian reception of the invitation to the Second Hague Peace Conference and the formation of the Brazilian delegation. [74:  Nicholas II, “Rescript of the Russian Emperor (1898),” in The Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907: A Series of Lectures Delivered before the Johns Hopkins University in the Year 1908, Vol 2, ed. J.B. Scott (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins Press, 1909), 1.] 

Twenty-six countries participated in the First Hague Peace Conference, of which twenty were from Europe, four from Asia (China, Japan, Siam and Persia) and two from America (the US and Mexico). Amongst the invitations drawn up by the Tsar, there had also been one for Brazil. However, Brazil chose not to attend the first Conference. At the time, Brazil’s politics were very inwardly focused. In addition, the government thought that the Conference would deal with European issues that were of no interest for Brazil. With the exception of Mexico, the other Latin American states received no invitation, as they held no diplomatic ties with Russia. Latin American states were thus largely excluded from the First Hague Peace Conference.[footnoteRef:75] [75:  Carlos Henrique Cardim, “A Primeira Conferência de Paz da Haia, 1899: Por que a Rússia?” [The First Hague Peace Conference, 1899: Why Russia?], in Barão do Rio Branco: 100 anos de memória [Baron of Rio Branco: 100 years of memory], ed. Manoel Gomes Pereira (Brasília: Fundação Alexandre de Gusmão, 2012): 368-375.] 

The exclusion of Latin American states indicates that these states were not considered part of ‘civilised’ international society. Schulz points out how it is remarkable that neither Argentina, an economic powerhouse at the time, nor Chile, a significant regional naval power, received invitations.[footnoteRef:76] This demonstrates that the exclusion of Latin American states was not based on their military or economic power. Their status as being ‘uncivilised’ landed them a place at the bottom of the international hierarchy, below the threshold of taking part in civilised international society. [76:  Schulz, “Accidental Activists,” 616.] 

The Conference itself, was understood as a major step forward for ‘civilised’ international society. Even though the Conference never discussed disarmament, it produced three conventions on the conduct of warfare and established the Permanent Court of Arbitration.[footnoteRef:77] As Joseph Choate remarked, “War had been, from the beginning, the normal condition of the world, . . . but now we are coming in sight of the new doctrine, . . . that peace is and shall be the normal condition of mankind”.[footnoteRef:78]  [77:  Hull, The Two Hague Conferences, 463-476.]  [78:  Joseph Choate was a legal scholar and a diplomat for the United States. He was the first delegate for the US during the Second Hague Peace Conference of 1907. Joseph Hodges Choate, The Two Hague Conferences, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1913), 33.] 

The next chance for Latin America presented itself almost a decade later. After concluding the First Hague Peace Conference, many topics required further development and it was assumed that these would be discussed in a follow-up Conference. However, war broke out again, stalling the initiation of the next Conference. Finally, in 1904, the idea was brought back to life after the Interparliamentary Union adopted a resolution requesting “the President of the United States to invite all the nations to send representatives” to a second international Conference.[footnoteRef:79] President Roosevelt supported the idea and eventually called upon Russia to organize the Second Hague Peace Conference.[footnoteRef:80] [79:  Resolution from the Interparliamentary Union during the 1904 Annual meeting in St. Louis. Cited in Scott, The Hague Peace Conferences II, 169.]  [80:  Hull, The Two Hague Conferences, 5.] 

With the next Conference in the making, Latin American states were eager to participate and become part of civilised international society. Through the recently established links with the US from the Pan-American Conferences, various states lobbied to the United States for their participation.[footnoteRef:81] The US then took it upon itself to get the Latin American states invited to the Conference. The act would demonstrate US goodwill and provide additional support for US projects during the Conference. It helped that the Latin American states had already showed great interest in the first Conference and had adhered to the three conventions signed during the First Peace Conference. To a certain extent, this proved that they acted in line with international norms and values as ‘civilised’ states.[footnoteRef:82] [81:  Scott, The Hague Peace Conferences I, 95-100.]  [82:  Finnemore and Jurkovich, “Getting a Seat at the Table,” 361-373.] 

However, not all agreed with the extended participation of Latin America. Critics grumbled that “one-third of the voting power was controlled by sixteen small obscure republics.”[footnoteRef:83] Many still considered the region to be uncivilised and, therefore, not worthy of full participation. In addition, the Drago Doctrine was “universally repudiated” by the European powers.[footnoteRef:84] Another obstacle presented itself in the planning. The planned start of the Second Hague Peace Conference on April 1906 overlapped with the Third Pan-American Conference. Fortunately for the Latin American states, the US contacted Russia and managed to get the Conference postponed until 1907, going as far as to threaten to refrain from the Conference altogether if the Latin American states would not be invited.[footnoteRef:85] Therefore, the Second Hague Peace Conference saw the introduction of the Latin American states as the first non-European bloc to attend such an international Conference. [83:  New York Times, “The Hague Greets Peace Conferees,” (June 15, 1907), Cited in Finnemore and Jurkovich, “Getting a Seat at the Table,” 367.]  [84:  Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention, 35.]  [85:  Scott, The Hague Peace Conferences I, 96; Hull, The Two Hague Conferences, 5.] 

This time, Brazil did not hesitate to participate. Enthused by the prospect of Brazilian representation, the national press set up a campaign for the vice-president of the Senate Rui Barbosa to represent Brazil in The Hague.[footnoteRef:86] Rui Barbosa was regarded as one of the brilliant minds of Brazil. He wrote the Brazilian constitution when the country transitioned into a republic and also contributed greatly to the abolition of slavery in Brazil. His knowledge of law remained uncontested and he had even unofficially attended the First Hague Peace Conference.[footnoteRef:87] [86:  Pereira, “II Conferência da Paz,” 402.]  [87:  Luís Viana Filho, A Vida De Rui Barbosa.] 

Rio Branco wanted someone prestigious for the job and thought that Rui Barbosa might fit the bill. Even though Rui Barbosa’s timid character and his liberal values contrasted with Rio Branco’s grandiose attitude and militaristic thinking, their patriotic desire to see Brazil shine on the international stage united them.[footnoteRef:88] The only inconvenience was that Rui Barbosa had no experience in international diplomacy. The Senator therefore initially hesitated to take the task upon himself to represent Brazil in the Hague. In the end however, his “fiery wish to serve the country” superseded and he accepted Rio Branco’s request.[footnoteRef:89] Rio Branco would appoint eleven more representatives to accompany Rui Barbosa to The Hague, but the duo would practically take all decision between themselves.[footnoteRef:90] [88:  Rio Branco’s personal motivations remain mostly mysterious. What we know comes from his speeches and actions. Even with his close colleagues and friends, he never shared his deeper thoughts. This earned him the nickname “o esfinge”, translated to “the sphinx”. See: Filho, A Vida do Barão do Rio Branco, 363.]  [89:  My translation: “desejo ardente de servir ao pais.” Arquivo Rui Barbosa (Hereafter: ARB) [Archive Rui Barbosa], Série 2a Conferência da Paz em Haia, RBCH 2/1, 8, letter dated March 30, 1906 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [90:  Luís Viana Filho, A Vida De Rui Barbosa; Luiz Viana Filho, A Vida o Barão do Rio Branco.] 

To conclude, the invitation to the Latin American states symbolised a recognition of their statehood and status as civilised states. They were now full units, capable of participating at the heart of international politics. Still, they had only just reached the threshold of participation. Without the US sticking out for the Latin American states, they would not have been able to participate. In addition, they were still considered by some as the inferior, “obscure republics.”[footnoteRef:91] Thus, even though the Latin American states had passed the threshold for participating in civilised international society, they remained at the bottom of the international hierarchy, subordinate to the civilised states from Europe and the US.  [91:  Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention, 35.] 


Conclusion
In this chapter, I have discussed Brazil’s foreign policy and the political context of Latin America’s international standing. The continent struggled with perceptions of being uncivilised. Rio Branco understood the importance of these perceptions for Brazil’s international status and his foreign policy intended to counter these perceptions. He adopted a bandwagoning strategy and distanced Brazil from regional protests. At the same time, he used the regional preponderance strategy and wanted Brazil to become a regional power. However, his foreign policy turned into an awkward balancing act because the two strategies undermined one another. Brazil’s use of these strategies reflects middle power attempts at seeking status.
The analysis also discredits the current theoretical accounts of Brazil’s performance during the Peace Conference. The fact that Rio Branco opposed the Drago Doctrine proves that Brazil’s adoption of the principle of sovereign equality does not fit in the same narrative together with other regional initiatives. Brazil’s performance was caused by the unique combination of motivations and Brazil’s position as a middle power in the international order. 
In the end, although Brazil might have been superior to its neighbours, it remained subordinate to the US and the many European states in terms of civilisation. Brazil had not significantly distinguished itself in international politics during the early nineteenth century. The dynamic of Brazil’s position as a middle power in the years leading up to the Peace Conference was Brazil’s point of departure for its performance in the Hague. In The Hague, Brazil’s status would rely upon the right strategy and Rui Barbosa’s prowess.









Chapter 3
The Conference


After his nomination as ambassador, Rui Barbosa quickly dove into the many legal issues of the Conference. After all, with the planned opening on 15 June 1907, he only had a few more months to study and he still had a lot of catching up to do. In this chapter, we accompany Rui Barbosa and Rio Branco on their diplomatic efforts over the course of the Conference. The historical analysis focusses on the motivations behind Brazil’s strategies and the results. By using the middle power theory, we get a deeper understanding of the dynamic of the Conference and how Brazil moved to adopting the principle of sovereign equality. Moreover, it helps us gain a deeper understanding of the role, position and importance of middle powers in the international politics of the early 20th century.
Brazil’s actions should be understood as middle power status-seeking endeavours. It adopted various strategies to increase its status. Brazil started with bandwagoning, but this did not allow it to overcome its position as a subordinate state. Later Brazil opted to form a multilateral coalition of mainly Latin American states united by the principle of sovereign equality. This proved more successful, but not as successful as many historical works would make us believe. Brazil could only act in line with the common interest, and as soon as it acted out of self-interest, it lost support from the coalition. 

The Preparatory Phase
While Rui Barbosa was studying, Rio Branco concerned himself with the strategic plans and the instructions for the delegation. In line with the foreign policy since his appointment, he wanted to seize this opportunity to demonstrate Brazil’s support for the US. However, the vagueness concerning the agenda of the Conference made it difficult to conceive a detailed strategy. Due to the numerous reservations and proposed supplementary topics for the agenda, the Russian government had decided to establish the final agenda and organization at the start of the Conference itself.[footnoteRef:92] For now, the 1906 Russian preliminary programme only listed arbitration and the regulation of warfare as topics to be discussed.[footnoteRef:93] Together with the uncertainty about what other delegations would do, the set-up made it particularly difficult for Rio Branco to prepare detailed instructions for the Brazilian delegation. [92:  Hull, The Two Hague Conferences, 47-51.]  [93:  Comte Mouravieff, “Russian Circular, 1899,” in The Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907: A Series of Lectures Delivered before the Johns Hopkins University in the Year 1908, Vol 2, ed. J.B. Scott (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins Press, 1909), 3-5.] 

On the 14th of April 1907, Rio Branco started communicating with the Brazilian embassy in Washington. He had just heard the alarming news that the US supported the Argentinian Drago Doctrine, so in a short but firm telegram he stated: “I wish to know exactly what is going on with the subject.”[footnoteRef:94] He needed to ensure that Brazil still upheld its favoured position with the US. After all, the alliance was a major asset in his strategy to acquire status internationally and retain political dominance regionally. If Argentina were to get close to the US, his balancing act would falter. Therefore, it was of utmost importance for Brazil’s status to know exactly what was going on between Argentina and the US. [94:  “Quizera saber o que ha de exacto sobre assumpto.” ARB, RBCH 2/1, 14G, Telegram dated Apr. 14 1907 from Rio Branco to the Brazilian embassy in Washington.] 

He quickly received an answer from Joaquim Nabuco, the Brazilian ambassador in Washington. Nabuco explained that the US wanted to limit the employment of force to collect debts in foreign countries.[footnoteRef:95] After the Venezuelan naval blockade and the Latin American opposition in the form of the Argentinian Drago Doctrine, the US wanted to solve the issue in order to prevent future conflicts. Therefore, the US Secretary of State, Elihu Root, was working on a plan that offered compulsory arbitration as a means for debt collection that preceded the employment of force. He thought that such a plan might find support from both the Latin American debtor states and the European creditor states, as it still offered a recourse for collecting debts, while still denouncing military means to some extent. In the end, he hoped that such a proposal would improve the US relationship with Latin American states because the US defended the Latin American interests.[footnoteRef:96]  [95:  ARB, RBCH 2/1, 14G, Telegram dated Apr. 17 1907 from Nabuco to Rio Branco.]  [96:  Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention, 33-38.] 

Despite the US rapprochement towards the Drago Doctrine, Nabuco rightly so predicted that the US proposal would still find opposition from Argentina and the other Latin American states.[footnoteRef:97] The US proposal left open the use of force after attempts at arbitration had failed. This diverged from the Drago Doctrine, which completely rejected the use of force in any case. As for now, Brazil was not to worry over the contact between Argentina and the US. Still, Rio Branco closely monitored any developments and provided Rui Barbosa with the latest news on the subject.[footnoteRef:98] [97:  ARB, RBCH 2/1, 14G, Telegram dated May 10 1907 from Nabuco to Rio Branco. ]  [98:  ARB, RBCH 2/2, 24, Telegram dated May 27 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa; ARB, RBCH 2/2, 26, Telegram dated May 30 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.] 

Brazil would soon find confirmation from the US for its position as the most important regional power. On 25 May, three weeks prior to the start of the Conference, Rio Branco sent a private memorandum to Secretary of State Elihu Root asking for an honorary presidency for the Brazilian delegation. The argument he made was threefold. For one, Brazil was “the largest and most populated of all of [Latin America]”; Secondly, Brazil “enjoyed the benefits of order and freedom long before the political surface of Latin America had cooled down sufficiently for either”, and, lastly; the US and Brazil had a “long standing and steady friendship”.[footnoteRef:99] This argumentation refers to size, civilization in the liberal order and alliance as markers of Brazil’s status. Rio Branco positioned Brazil as a regional power, emphasizing Brazil’s regional superiority on all of these markers.  [99:  ARB, RBCH 6/1, 1, Private memorandum dated May 25 1907 from Nabuco to the US Secretary of State.] 

The simple argumentation convinced the US, which secured a honorary presidency in the First Commission for Brazil. Argentina, on the other hand, only acquired a vice-presidency.[footnoteRef:100] Brazil’s international status and its regional superiority would now be reflected in the organization of the Conference. At the time, Rio Branco did not know yet that these positions were empty shells. They were only a symbol of status, relevant to outward appearance but without real content. In reality, the minor legislative privileges (every delegation had equal voting rights) rested with the Great Powers. The Great Powers had divided the real presidencies amongst themselves and would take a central role in the decision-making process during the Conference itself. In the end, the pre-Conference bandwagoning strategy of supporting the US did not introduce Brazil to the Great Power club, but still managed to elevate Brazil from the minor powers – or so Rio Branco thought. [100:  Smith, Unequal Giants, 59.] 

The inequality of the relationship with the US became all the more apparent when Elihu Root shared the instructions for the US delegation with the Brazilian ambassador.[footnoteRef:101] The instructions discussed the general goals and aspirations of the US and evaluated the US strategies.[footnoteRef:102] Up to this point, most of Brazil’s intelligence came from newspapers, which contained a lot of speculation, so the US instructions provided some welcome information.[footnoteRef:103] Still, the gesture of friendship towards Brazil proved quite insubstantial. Brazil had no say in setting the goals and strategies, but was simply expected to follow. In addition, the instructions only revealed the surface level of the US projects. For example, it contained no specifics about the US plans for the debt collection topic. Brazil remained subordinate to the US, not important enough to be fully involved in their considerations of international politics. [101:  ARB, RBCH 2/2, 26, Telegram dated May 30 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [102:  Department of State, “Instructions to the International (Peace) Conference at the Hague, 1899,” in The Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907: A Series of Lectures Delivered before the Johns Hopkins University in the Year 1908, Vol 2, ed. J.B. Scott (Baltimore, Johns Hopkins Press, 1909), 6-16.]  [103:  ARB, RBCH 2/2, 19, Telegram dated May 21 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa; ARB, RBCH 2/2, 23, Telegram dated May 27 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa; ARB, RBCH 2/2, 24, Telegram dated May 27 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa; ARB, RBCH 2/2, 27, Telegram dated June 9 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.] 

Meanwhile, on the 21st of May, Rui Barbosa had embarked on his journey to The Hague. Aboard the Araguaya, a large Brazilian passenger ship, he made his last preparations for the Conference and enjoyed the various musical programmes.[footnoteRef:104] Without pausing the constant stream of information and news articles, Rio Branco gave Rui Barbosa his best wishes and encouraged him that they were “all certain of the brilliant success of [his] mission”.[footnoteRef:105] On the 13th of June, two days before the first Conference meeting, Rui Barbosa arrived in The Hague and settled down in the luxurious Palace Hotel at Scheveningen. The hotel also accommodated the delegations from France and Germany amongst others, as the location was excellent.[footnoteRef:106] It had a view over the sea and a good connection with The Hague either by tram or by car. Rui Barbosa only disliked the cold and windy weather, but that would soon become the least of his concerns.[footnoteRef:107]  [104:  ARB, RBCH 6/1, 2, Musical programme dated May 28 1907 to Rui Barbosa; ARB, RBCH 6/1, 3, Musical programme dated June 1 1907 to Rui Barbosa.]  [105:  My translation: “Estamos todos seguros do brilhante exito da sua missão.” ARB, RBCH 2/2, 25, Telegram dated May 27 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [106:  ARB, RBCH 18, List of countries represented at the conference and their delegations dated Sept 27 1907.]  [107:  Filho, A Vida de Rui Barbosa, 334.] 

In this preparatory stage, Rio Branco’s foreign policy can be identified as a bandwagoning strategy. Brazil supported the powerful US and in return received political advantages such as inside information and a position in the organization of the Conference that reflected the status perceptions of Brazil as a middle power. At this point, nothing indicates that Brazil would later adopt the principle of sovereign equality and oppose the US. Brazil still remained secondary to the Great Powers. In addition, the relationship between Brazil and the US was one-sided. Brazil lobbied, and only then, the US responded to their likings. Thus, Brazil was dependent on the US, which would soon turn out to be an unreliable basis for its status position.

Cracks in the alliance
The days before the opening of the Conference, the city of The Hague overflowed with enthusiasm and festivities. The public longed to catch a glimpse of the great statesmen and the newspapers reported on every minor detail, such as exotic flags that hung upside down: “The [Chinese] dragon was floundering on its back.”[footnoteRef:108] “Every time I feel smaller and more incapable facing the occasion and the task,” Rui Barbosa wrote to his wife.[footnoteRef:109] Rui Barbosa was not very well known and did not easily socialise with the other delegates, who almost all appeared to be old comrades in their diplomatic corps. Between the many statesmen and diplomats that had flocked to the city of peace, he was merely a small man in both height and fame.  [108:  My translation: “De draak lag op zijn rug te spartelen.” Algemeen Handelsblad, “Vreemde vlaggen,” (June 15, 1907), Consulted on Delpher 11-08-2020, http://resolver.kb.nl/resolve?urn=ddd:010974710:mpeg21:p010; Algemeen Handelsblad, “De	 Vredesconferentie,” (June 14 1907), Consulted on Delpher 11-08-2020, http://resolver.kb.nl/resolve?urn=ddd:010974709:mpeg21:p013.]  [109:  My translation: Sinto-me cada vez mais pequenino e incapaz, diante da ocasião e da tarefa.” Cited in Filho, A Vida de Rui Barbosa, 334.] 

Finally, on the 15th of June, all the delegations came together for the first time in a fully packed Hall of Knights in the centre of The Hague. The seats were attributed in alphabetical fashion, but in a curious coincidence, the delegations from the US, Germany and France filled the front rows, and the other Great Powers, Russia and Italy, occupied seats close to the stage as well.[footnoteRef:110] Rui Barbosa and his delegation sat in the far-right corner of the hall and looked over the heads of, amongst others, the Argentinian delegation, which got designated seats closer to the stage. The layout would soon come to reflect Brazil’s struggles during the Conference: the Great Powers did not care about Brazil, and Argentina’s actions would always be uppermost in Rui Barbosa’s mind. [110:  Courier de la Conférence de la Paix, William T. Stead, no. 3, p. 2, (June 18 1907), Article discussing the map of the Hall of Knights. Available at Haags Gemeentearchief (from hereon: HGA) [Municipal Archive The Hague].] 

The delegations introduced their additions and reservations to the agenda. The topics were divided over the commissions I-IV, which in turn were divided into various subcommissions for the actual discussions.[footnoteRef:111] Even though Brazil had no say in the organization and the formation of the agenda, the fact that its delegation participated in the Conference already elevated Brazil’s status. The day prior to the opening, all the Latin American states had signed the protocol of adherence to the Hague Conventions.[footnoteRef:112] Brazil and the rest of Latin America were now officially part of international society. [111:  Hull, The Two Hague Conferences, 32-33.]  [112:  Scott, The Hague Peace Conferences I, 100.] 

Now that the topics and proposals started to flesh out, Rio Branco began firing telegrams with instructions at Rui Barbosa. Rio Branco thought a lot about how the Conference might affect the success of his foreign policy project. He mainly worried that Argentina might “supplant them in their friendship with the US.”[footnoteRef:113] At this point in time, all the Latin American states had rallied behind Argentina’s Drago Doctrine on the topic of debt collection. An open display of regional leadership by Argentina could discredit Brazil’s claim to regional power. If Brazil were to lose its regional preponderance, the US could decide to start working more closely with Argentina instead, causing Brazil to lose its status that came from the alliance. Rio Branco was aware of the tight space they found themselves in: opposing the US would harm their alliance and opposing Brazil’s neighbours would harm their regional power position.[footnoteRef:114] As the alliance with the US took precedence over regional ties, he concluded that Brazil would accompany the US “as far as possible on this terrain.”[footnoteRef:115] [113:  My translation: “para supplantar-nos na amizade america”. ARB, RBCH 2/6, 251, Telegram dated June 19 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [114:  ARB, RBCH 2/2, 36, Telegram dated June 18 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa. ]  [115:  My translation: “Brasil o acompahará até onde for possível neste terreno.” Ibid.] 

It took fourteen days for Rui Barbosa to finally answer Rio Branco’s telegrams. The parties, lunches, dinners, theatres, concerts and even boat rides, together with the daily responsibility of representing Brazil’s interests, was overwhelming for Rui Barbosa. “The work is piling up and growing enormously, I almost don’t have time to study”, he complained. [footnoteRef:116] Moreover, he found it difficult to build good connections with other representatives. He explained that he was unable to talk individually with other delegates because they only met during large meetings and events.[footnoteRef:117]  [116:  My translation: “Trabalho acumula-se cresce enormemente não havendo quasi tempo estudar”. ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated June 29 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [117:  Ibid.] 

Historians wrongly attribute Rui Barbosa’s struggles to his timid persona and lack of experience in diplomacy. Closer analysis reveals the bandwagoning strategy to be the culprit. After all, one may wonder: how would other delegations benefit from talking with Rui Barbosa? The Brazilian delegation had not yet supplemented any new projects, nor made other significant contributions to the debates. Instead, Brazil took a subordinate position by consistently supporting the US. So, to get Brazil on their side, other delegations would only need to convince the US. There was simply no need to discuss topics with Rui Barbosa. The bandwagoning strategy placed Brazil in the shadow of the US, which was hardly ideal for a country striving to assert its international status.
Despite the struggles, Rui Barbosa worked hard to bring Brazil into the spotlight. He personally worked out multiple speeches and propositions in which he hoped to display Brazil as a significant actor in world affairs. For example, on the 5th of July, Rui Barbosa held a half hour long speech on the topic of private property at sea. He supported the American proposition which exempted the “capture or seizure [of private property at sea] by either armed vessels or the military forces of said powers.”[footnoteRef:118] However, in response to the reservations by various European powers, he formulated a middle ground proposition that gave individuals from whom goods were seized the right of just indemnity.[footnoteRef:119] Therefore, Rui Barbosa seemed able to walk the tight line between supporting the US and actively involving Brazil in the debates. [118:  Proposition of the Delegation of the United States of America: Inviolability of Enemy Private Property at Sea, June 24, 1907, in James Brown Scott, The Proceedings of the Hague Peace Conferences III, Conference of 1907 Meetings of the Second, Third and Fourth  Commissions, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1921), 1121-1122.]  [119:  Proposition of the Brazilian Delegation: Inviolability of Enemy Private Property at Sea, July 5, 1907, in Scott, The Proceedings III, , 1122.] 

Rui Barbosa also used his speech to frame Brazil as a civilised state, superior to its neighbours. For example, he called Brazil “the most conservative Republic of South America” and referred to the European Powers as “our old friends in Europe.”[footnoteRef:120] His words signalled Brazil’s alignment with the traditional European norms and values, as a civilised state. At the same time, it framed Brazil as unique in Latin America, distinguishing Brazil from its neighbours. Moreover, he reaffirmed Brazil’s position as a regional power, highlighting that Brazil hosted the Third Pan-American Conference.[footnoteRef:121] Therefore, Rui Barbosa’s speeches adhered to the pillars of Rio Branco’s foreign policy project. [120:  Speech from Rui Barbosa in the Fourth Commission, July 5, 1907, in Scott, The Proceedings III, 771-772.]  [121:  Ibid., 771.] 

Rui Barbosa’s arduous work was in vain, however, as the other delegates grew tired and irritated of the meddlesome diplomat from Brazil. This is illustrated by the dispute between Rui Barbosa and Friedrich Martens, the Russian leading delegate who presided the Fourth Commission. On the 12th of July, Rui Barbosa argued that the debates about maritime warfare should also be seen from a political perspective instead of just looking at the legal details.[footnoteRef:122] Friedrich Martens reproachfully responded that his speech would “be printed and inserted in the minutes,” but that “politics must be excluded from the deliberations of the Commission.”[footnoteRef:123] The whole assembly applauded, as Martens’ demeaning statement reflected the widespread annoyance with Rui Barbosa’s long speeches.  [122:  Speech from Rui Barbosa in the Fourth Commission, July 12, 1907, in Scott, The Proceedings III, 804-808.]  [123:  Ibid., 808.] 

After a short hesitation, Rui Barbosa stood up and countered: “this kind of censure, if such it be, I have not deserved.”[footnoteRef:124] Visibly emotional he asked: “What have I really done?”[footnoteRef:125] In the improvised speech that followed, he argued that ”there is nothing under heaven more eminently political than sovereignty,” and concluded with: “if we were strictly forbidden contact with politics, it would be an impossible task that has been imposed upon us, and we would be forbidden the use of speech itself.”[footnoteRef:126] The whole assembly kept quiet, impressed by Rui Barbosa’s words. Friedrich Martens closed the session without any further mentioning of the incident and personally apologised to Rui Barbosa afterwards.[footnoteRef:127] The incident reflects the skewed distribution of power during the Conference. While the Great Powers were allowed to pursue their political interests, Brazil and other minor powers were supposed to stay out of the political debates. [124:  Ibid., 809-810.]  [125:  Ibid., 809-810.]  [126:  Ibid., 809-810.]  [127:  The minutes themselves quote de Martens indirectly, making it difficult to interpret the exact meaning of his words. Based on Rui Barbosa’s response and secondary literature, the demeaning nature of de Martens words and the emotion in Rui Barbosa’s response become clear. Filho, A Vida de Rui Barbosa, 338-339.] 

However, Brazil’s position in the status hierarchy was far from being secure yet. Two days after the incident, Rui Barbosa planned to hold a speech praising the US proposal on the topic of debt collection, called the Porter Doctrine. However, the American delegation let Rui Barbosa know that they would prefer if he would not make his planned speech. “They find it annoying and impolitic,” as Rui Barbosa described the US’ request.[footnoteRef:128] The Brazilian delegate wondered what to do next. “In any case it seems that we should not vote silently,” he wrote to Rio Branco.[footnoteRef:129] But there was nothing more Brazil could do. The main way to make themselves heard was by voicing their support for the US during the meetings, but this option was now taken away as well. “I feel very embarrassed,” he later stated.[footnoteRef:130]  [128:  My translation: “Consideram irritante impolitico.” ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated July 14 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [129:  My translation: “Todo caso parece não devemos votar silenciosamente.” Ibid.]  [130:  My translation: “Sinto-me constrangidissimo.” Ibid.] 

Still, Rui Barbosa desperately continued his effort to remain actively involved in the debates, though with little success. Over the next weeks he worked out several new proposals, but met continuous opposition from the US. [footnoteRef:131] The US did not tolerate any divergence from their own vision and certainly not from Brazil. Rui Barbosa’s efforts to keep involved in the debates yielded little result. The bandwagoning strategy with the US acted as a constraint that hindered Brazil from actively participating in the debates. Frustration grew and the alliance began to show cracks. [131:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated July 15 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco; ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated July 19 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco; ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 3 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.] 

To conclude, during this episode of the Conference, the bandwagoning strategy with the US proved problematic for Brazil. Instead of elevating Brazil’s status, the alliance with the US only reaffirmed Brazil’s subordinate status position. The findings also add to the bandwagoning theory itself. In this case, the bandwagoning strategy seemed to hinder a state’s capacity to build relationships with other states. Moreover, the bandwagoning strategy acted as an inflexible restraint for what the delegation could and could not say. All in all, Brazil was perceived as an insignificant party during the debates and its support to the US only sustained these perceptions. 

Isolation and disillusionment
In the next phase of the Conference, Brazil’s status would sink to a new low. First, Brazil’s opposition to the Drago Doctrine completely separated Brazil from the other Latin American states. This undermined the status perceptions of Brazil’s regional preponderance. Secondly, the proposals for an International Permanent Court and an International Prize Court were introduced. Both courts were organised in a hierarchical fashion, and Brazil was allocated at the bottom of the hierarchy. The humiliation over the low status position in the organisation of these courts proved the turning point in Brazil’s strategy to switch from bandwagoning to forming a multilateral coalition.
Much to Rui Barbosa’s dismay, the Drago Doctrine was growing in popularity. On one occasion, even the front page of the Courríer de la Conférence de la Paix called the doctrine “pure and simple.”[footnoteRef:132] Argentina’s leadership on the topic remained solid because it fought for a shared interest, the Drago Doctrine would elevate the status of all Latin American states. On the other hand, Brazil’s claim on regional preponderance was driven by hegemonic self-interest. Therefore, Rui Barbosa’s vocal opposition to the Drago Doctrine during the meetings did not “produce any impression.”[footnoteRef:133] If anything, Brazil’s opposition to the Drago Doctrine only emphasized the lack of connections between Brazil and its neighbours, harming the perceptions of Brazil’s regional preponderance.  [132:  My translation: “Telle est la doctrine de Drago pure et simple,” Courier de la Conférence de la Paix, William T. Stead, “Drago: Personalités de la Conférence,” no. 13, (June 29 1907). Available at HGA. ]  [133:  My translation: “… nenhuma impressão produsiu.” ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated July 21 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.] 

“Almost all are against us here,” Rui Barbosa reported to Rio Branco.[footnoteRef:134] The Latin American states were annoyed that Brazil acquired a position in the Committee of Examination as the only Latin American representative. [footnoteRef:135] Soon however, Argentina was also admitted to the Committee. Rui Barbosa observed that Argentina only used the position to emphasize its leadership over the region and that Argentina was regionally praised for the achievement.[footnoteRef:136] Argentina subsequently set up various meetings with the Latin American states, excluding Brazil.[footnoteRef:137] The Brazilian delegation was now completely shut out from its region. Rui Barbosa seemed to understand that his opposition to the Latin American states was useless. He concluded it would be best to stop focussing on the Drago Doctrine and asked Rio Branco to “dispense him of this task.”[footnoteRef:138] [134:  My translation: “aqui quasi todas contra nós.” Ibid.]  [135:  Ibid. ]  [136:  Ibid.]  [137:  Ibid.]  [138:  My translation: “me dispense deste serviço,” Ibid.] 

The situation was looking bleak, and none of Rui Barbosa’s efforts had produced any results. The Brazilian delegation had initially planned to keep both their neighbours and the US as their friends. However, at the moment they had lost connections with both. This meant that the two pillars of Brazil’s status-seeking strategy, bandwagoning with the US and regional preponderance, were faltering. What was more, Brazil had exercised no influence over the decision-making process. Rui Barbosa was well aware of the tight spot he found himself in, and requested to return home.[footnoteRef:139] Rio Branco quickly responded that his “departure would be deplorable.”[footnoteRef:140] “After so much brilliant work” no one could take over Rui Barbosa’s position.[footnoteRef:141] Rui Barbosa reluctantly agreed to stay. [139:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated July 25 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [140:  ARB, RBCH 2/2, 62, Telegram dated July 26 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [141:  Ibid.] 

A week later, Rui Barbosa’s tenacity would be tested on a next level. The first blow came when the US introduced the proposal for the International Permanent Court. The court had “the object of facilitating an immediate recourse to the judicial decision of international differences which diplomatic means had been unable to settle.”[footnoteRef:142] Rui Barbosa heard from a friend that the court would have seventeen judges from different states and only one seat would be reserved for the whole Latin American region.[footnoteRef:143] The low categorisation and the disregard from the US, Rui Barbosa thought it was a “bitter humiliation.”[footnoteRef:144]  [142:  Hull, The Two Hague Conferences, 410.]  [143:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 3 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [144:  My translation: “amargo humiliação.” Ibid. ] 

Rio Branco agreed, the categorization was far below Brazil’s standard. He pointed out that such a categorization did not correspond to the size of the Brazilian population – one of his tested arguments behind his assertion of the state’s international status.[footnoteRef:145] Even though Rio Branco felt that population could not serve as the sole basis for the categorization, its disregard still discredited the current categorization in his opinion. He made Rui Barbosa put forward the proposition of dividing the seats according to population to buy some time to rethink their strategy.[footnoteRef:146] [145:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 69, Telegram dated August 4 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [146:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 71, Telegram dated August 5 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.] 

Finding the right strategy proved a hard task. Rio Branco’s actions and his written concerns to Rui Barbosa reflect his hesitation between continuing the bandwagoning strategy with the US, or forming a opposition coalition. His first move was to contact the US Secretary of State Elihu Root to convince him that Brazil deserved a permanent seat. Elihu Root explained that the Great Powers had bigger interests and responsibilities, and that the inclusion of many small Latin American states would be impractical. [footnoteRef:147] Nevertheless, he showed sympathy for Brazil’s case and promised to contact the US leading delegate Joseph Choate about the matter. In the end, however, the effort did not change the proposal and Brazil remained low in the hierarchy.[footnoteRef:148] [147:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 77, Telegram dated August 8 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [148:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 78, Telegram dated August 10 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa; ARB, RBCH 2/3, 90, Telegram dated August 16 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.] 

The telegrams to Rui Barbosa also reveal a second strand of thought that hints at the principle of sovereign equality and forming an opposition coalition. For example, he suggested to collaborate with Chile and Argentina to get each of them a permanent seat.[footnoteRef:149] However, he was not particularly fond of the idea that Argentina’s status would be elevated as well.[footnoteRef:150] If Argentina were to obtain a permanent seat, its regional preponderance would increase and challenge Brazil’s regional preponderance even more. He also played with the idea of giving every country a judge, but that would make the court inefficient.[footnoteRef:151] Therefore, he held off from any multilateral coalition strategies and pushed Rui Barbosa to work out a solution with the Americans or else withhold from the convention all together.[footnoteRef:152] [149:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 81, Telegram dated August 12 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [150:  ARB, RBCH 2/5, 181, Telegram dated August 7 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [151:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 87, Telegram dated August 15 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [152:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 74, Telegram dated August 16 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa; ] 

[image: ]The Brazilian efforts to obtain a permanent seat in the International Permanent Court delivered some minor results. The US introduced a rotation system, in which each state got assigned a certain amount of years of representation in the court. Only the US, Great Britain, Germany, Austria, Russia and Italy held permanent seats, as the Great Powers of the Conference. Brazil’s representation increased to four years of representation in each period of twelve years. A minor improvement, but it was still not the permanent seat that Rio Branco strived for.
[bookmark: page3]Table showing the number of years in each period of twelve years in which states have a judge in the International Permanent Court.[footnoteRef:153] [153:  The judges from the Great Powers (US, Great Britain, Germany, Austria, Italy and Russia) are excluded from this table as they were supposed to have permanent representation. Scott, The Proceedings II, 1025.
] 

[image: ]The second blow came around the same time, when Britain and Germany put forth a proposition for an International Prize Court. This court was supposed to take over from national courts and decide whether enemy ships were legally captured. The Great Powers argued that the big naval powers were more likely to become involved in cases of contested capture of ships.[footnoteRef:154] This statement also held true for Brazil, it had not been involved in such cases over the last decades.[footnoteRef:155] Only states that had a marine exceeding 800 tons were assigned a permanent judge. This could not have been more unfortunate as Brazil’s navy was still in development at this point in time.[footnoteRef:156] “Urgent!” Rui Barbosa telegrammed to Rio Branco, explaining that Brazil was again allocated in one of the lowest categories of representation.[footnoteRef:157]  [154:  Proceedings First Commission: Second Subcommission, July 4, 1907, in Scott, The Proceedings II, 
783-786.]  [155:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 86, Telegram dated August 14 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [156:  ARB, RBCH 2/6, 242, Telegram dated August 14 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [157:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 1 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.] 

[bookmark: page1]Distribution of judges and deputy judges by states for each year for the period of six years in the International Prize Court.[footnoteRef:158] [158:  Brazil is only represented for two years, in the third year and the fourth year. The judges from the Great Powers (US, Great Britain, Germany, Austria, Italy and Russia) are excluded from this table as they were supposed to have permanent representation. Scott, The Proceedings II, 1086.] 




The Prize Court itself did not hold very much importance for Brazil, but Rio Branco feared the repeated use of hierarchical principles would set a dangerous precedent that might translate to the Permanent Court.[footnoteRef:159] Rio Branco also pointed out that, similar to the Permanent Court, even European powers relatively had more representation in the court, while bigger Latin American powers remained in the bottom category.[footnoteRef:160] The categorization therefore favoured European states, based on an unspoken sentiment of superiority of civilization. Non-European middle powers such as Brazil were placed amongst the bulk of minor powers in this hierarchy, where they had no privileges. [159:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 86, Telegram dated August 14 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [160:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 90, Telegram dated August 16 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.] 

At this point, Rui Barbosa elapsed in a total breakdown: “I don’t know how to obtain a permanent seat when the Americans refuse.”[footnoteRef:161] He wished he had never taken the task upon himself, he considered it a complete failure. To Rio Branco he telegrammed: “I have told enough to enable you to judge the reality of our position here, [Brazil is] almost isolated between the [Latin] American states and powerless against the absolute predominance of the Great Powers.”[footnoteRef:162] He agreed with Rio Branco about the unfairness but explained that there was no possibility for Brazil to make a change. With these words, Rui Barbosa requested for his resignation again.[footnoteRef:163] [161:  My translation: “Não sei como obter supplente quando americanos recusam.” ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 16 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [162:  My translation: “Tenho dito vocencia bastante para habilital-o jugar realidade nossa posição aqui quasi isolados entre estados e americanos e impotentes contra predominio absoluto … potencias”. Ibid.]  [163:  Ibid.] 

Finally, we have reached the lowest point in Brazil’s performance during the Conference. We see how Brazil struggled, as a middle power, to gain status by using the bandwagoning strategy and the regional preponderance strategy. The crisis would be a key turning point for both Brazil’s strategy and for the course of the Conference, as it would lead to Brazil’s adoption of the principle of sovereign equality. From this perspective, the change of strategy towards adopting the principle of sovereign equality seems like a last effort to gain international status after Brazil’s bandwagoning strategy failed. Additionally, this episode in the Conference also shows us that perceptions of civilisation played an important part in the formation of international hierarchies. The blueprints for both courts favoured European powers over Latin American states. Despite Brazil’s efforts to separate itself from the negative perceptions towards Latin America, these perceptions prevailed. 
Sovereign Equality
In the middle of August the Conference would take a different turn. The negotiations over the composition of both courts would take the forefront in the debates. Other topics, including the Drago Doctrine, receded to the background. In this section, I discuss how Rui Barbosa introduced the principle of sovereign equality and how this affected Brazil’s status position. The discussion shows how Brazil’s adoption of sovereign equality emerged out of concerns over Brazil’s status and the systemic limitations resulting from Brazil’s position as a middle power.
Before continuing with the Conference, Rio Branco first had to convince his leading delegate to stay in The Hague. He explained to Rui Barbosa that “no representative, however skilled and competent, who is even the representative of a strong country, can be certain of getting everything he or his country wants.”[footnoteRef:164] This was simply the world of diplomacy. He also sent him some encouragements. In Brazil they were “enthusiastic about his brilliance” he wrote, and he sent Rui Barbosa some newspaper-articles to back up his encouragement.[footnoteRef:165] The articles were written by Rio Branco himself, but Rui Barbosa did not know this.[footnoteRef:166]  [164:  My translation: “nenhum representante por mais habil e competente que seja mesmo representante um paiz forte pode estar certo de conseguir tudo quanto deseja ou seu paiz deseja.” ARB, RBCH 2/6, 235, Telegram dated August 17 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [165:  My translation: “enthusiasmo pelo brilho vocencia.” Ibid.]  [166:  Pereira, “II Conferência da Paz.”] 

So what would be their new strategy? Rui Barbosa suggested to adhere to the principle of sovereign equality. What he meant by this was that every country deserved equal representation in both international courts. He thought that the Latin American states and other small states would support such a principle.[footnoteRef:167] If they had a majority, they could use their numbers to push the principle of sovereign equality. After all, the Conference itself had a ‘one-state, one-vote’  mechanism. Rio Branco initially hesitated, but eventually concluded that this was their only option to gain a permanent seat, albeit on an equal level to even the smallest states.[footnoteRef:168] Convinced of his cause, Rui Barbosa once again decided to continue his work as a leading delegate. [167:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 17 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [168:  ARB, RBCH 2/3, 106, Telegram dated August 24 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.] 

Finally, on the 20th of August, Rui Barbosa introduced the principle of sovereign equality in the debates over the Permanent Court. “Our government . . . has given us the most formal instructions to oppose it [the hierarchical scheme] by not subscribing to any combination which may not rest on the equality between the States.”[footnoteRef:169] The initial reactions were mostly unenthusiastic. The delegates from the US, Russia and Germany immediately went into opposition, while the delegates from the Latin American states kept quiet.[footnoteRef:170]  [169:  Speech Rui Barbosa in the First Commission: First Subcommission, August 20 1907, in Scott, The Proceedings II, , 619.]  [170:  Proceedings of the First Commission: First Subcommission, August 20 1907, in Scott, The Proceedings II,  623-630.] 

Over the next days this would change, as the principle of sovereign equality slowly gained traction. “Our moral authority increases every day,” wrote Rui Barbosa.[footnoteRef:171] More states started supporting Brazil in its critique and more delegates came to talk with the Brazilian delegation. Rui Barbosa allegedly received support from almost all Latin American states, only Argentina’s support was contested, and various other states such as China, Rumania, Persia and Turkey.[footnoteRef:172] The strength of the new strategy came from its use of leadership instead of hegemony as a way to rally states behind Brazil. Brazil’s previous strategy only intended to benefit Brazil, while the new strategy served the common interest of all Latin American states and other small states.  [171:  My translation: “nossa autoridade cresce todos dias.” ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 23 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [172:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 23 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco; ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 26 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco; ARB, RBCH 2/3, 102, Telegram dated August 23 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa; ARB, RBCH 2/3, 111, Telegram dated August 26 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa; ARB, RBCH 2/3, 115, Telegram dated August 27 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.] 

The principle of sovereign equality tapped into the same frustrations as the Drago Doctrine: the subordinate status of Latin America vis-à-vis Europe and the US. Both intended to raise the status of Latin American states on par with European states and the US. Still, regardless of this similarity, the two initiatives cannot be treated as one, as done by Finnemore and Jurkovich. For one, they focussed on different topics. The Drago Doctrine focused on European imperialism on the topic of debt collection, while the Brazilian principle of sovereign equality only focused on equal representation in international institutions. More importantly, they were separate initiatives that emerged out of different circumstances. 	
	In contrast to the success in the debates over the Permanent Court, Rui Barbosa did not achieve any success for the International Prize Court. He thought that the International Prize Court was a problem of “an altogether different nature,” as it only affected “those states that had interests upon the sea.”[footnoteRef:173] Therefore, instead of applying the principle of sovereign equality, he critiqued the arbitrary nature of the classification that disadvantaged Latin American states. The ranking was “but a tissue of injustices . . . especially regarding Latin American states,” he argued during the meetings.[footnoteRef:174] On the basis of statistical data of naval fleets and merchant fleets, he appealed for a higher classification for Brazil, Argentina, Mexico and Chile.  [173:  Speech Rui Barbosa in the First Commission: Second Subcommission, Committee of Examination, August 17 1907, in Scott, The Proceedings II, , 827.]  [174:  Speech Rui Barbosa in the First Commission: Second Subcommission, Committee of Examination, August 22 1907, in Scott, The Proceedings II, , 827.] 

	Initially Rui Barbosa found some support for this critique. After his speech, the Uruguayan leading delegate Gonzalo Esteva “stood up saying that he completely supported our attitude.”[footnoteRef:175] By involving Argentina, Mexico and Chile in his critique, Rui Barbosa had adopted a form of multilateral coalition forming. Still, this proved inadequate, as none of the small states would benefit from Rui Barbosa’s critique, and in the end, no one supported Brazil’s attitude on this matter. After Rui Barbosa’s futile critiques, the proposal for the International Prize Court moved on to the next phase in the discussions, one step closer to full adoption. [175:  My translation: “Esteva levantou-se dizendo adheria completamente nossa attitude.” ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 18 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.] 

The failure to improve Brazil’s position in the International Prize Court shows that Brazil’s status was still rather fragile and limited by its middle power position. Brazil had not suddenly gained enormous international status after the introduction of sovereign equality. Instead Brazil’s coalition had only bought it some leverage in the discussions about the Permanent Court. This can be explained by the nature of Brazil’s status position. To start, Brazil’s status came from the multilateral coalition. The multilateral coalition in turn, was largely based on regional preponderance over Latin America. To gain regional preponderance, Brazil used the leadership strategy, which did not allow it to diverge from the common interests. As soon as Brazil moved away from the common interest, it lost support from its coalition. 
	Nevertheless, the leverage in the debates over the Permanent Court proved enough, the Great Powers could no longer bypass Brazil in their considerations. For the first time, the delegates from the Great Powers started visiting Rui Barbosa. First Léon Bourgeois, a delegate from France, visited him and showed sympathy for the principle of sovereign equality.[footnoteRef:176] Even more important, the US leading delegate Joseph Choate personally visited Rui Barbosa and discussed the Permanent Court with him.[footnoteRef:177] Rui Barbosa also started receiving regular visits by William Buchanan, another US delegate. Together they openly discussed their plans and the course of the Conference.[footnoteRef:178] They still found no agreement, but the fact that the US informed the Brazilian delegation was already a major victory. Brazil’s newly found regional preponderance put Brazil back on the map of US attention.  [176:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 23 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [177:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 23 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [178:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated September 4 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.] 

Even though Rui Barbosa felt victorious, Rio Branco worried about the implications of Brazil’s opposition to the US.[footnoteRef:179] He advised Rui Barbosa to express their “heavy regret” for the “dissent we unfortunately find ourselves in.”[footnoteRef:180] The Brazilian delegation even hosted a large banquet for the US delegation at the Palace Hotel. Rui Barbosa was not particularly fond of such banquets, but he understood that the presentation was important for Brazil’s image as a ‘civilised’ country for their relationship with the US. He put care into the smallest detail of the party: “the most beautiful flowers,” and pheasant with truffles and partridges for dinner.[footnoteRef:181] Rio Branco directed these efforts, hoping to eventually reconcile with the US. After all, the bandwagoning strategy had been the most important marker for Brazil’s regional and international status before the Conference.  [179:  ARB, RBCH 2/4, 122, Telegram dated August 31 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa; ARB, RBCH 2/4, 123, Telegram dated August 31 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [180:  My translation: “Grande pezar que nos causa a dissidencia em que infelizmente nos achamos.” ARB, RBCH 2/4, 123, Telegram dated August 31 1907 from Rio Branco to Rui Barbosa.]  [181:  Courier de la Conférence de la Paix, William T. Stead, no. 62, p. 3, (August 25 1907); Filho, A Vida de Rui Barbosa, 340.] 

	At the end of August, the Conference entered into a slow and tedious negotiation process that lasted for several weeks. The US came with new proposals for the Permanent Court, but always held on to the hierarchical principle. Brazil similarly did not buckle from the principle of sovereign equality. Rui Barbosa understood that any concession from the principle of sovereign equality could possibly cause them to lose support.[footnoteRef:182] The congress was sterile and depression gloomed. Rui Barbosa predicted that both proposals would probably not make it in the end.[footnoteRef:183] He remained optimistic though, as he had succeeded in bringing Brazil to the centre of attention: “in any case, the victory is ours.”[footnoteRef:184] [182:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 30 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco; ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 31 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [183:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 26 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco; ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 30 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.]  [184:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated August 30 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.] 

	The biggest victory came on the 7th of September with the creation of the committee of seven. The committee was tasked to find a solution for the stalemate. Its members, dubbed the “seven wise of the Conference” by journalist Thomas Stead, included the delegates from the US, Russia, France, Germany, Austria, Italy and Rui Barbosa himself.[footnoteRef:185] Therefore, Rui Barbosa sat together with the Great Powers in the inner circle of the Conference, the heart of the decision-making process. The placement in the committee shows that Brazil’s multilateral coalition strategy resulted in a rise of Brazil’s status. [185:  My translation: “Les sept sages de la Conférence,” Courier de la Conférence de la Paix, William T. Stead, no. 73, p. 1, (Sept. 7 1907).] 

	In the end, like Rui Barbosa predicted, none of the proposals for the Permanent Court were accepted. Rui Barbosa explained that “the intent of the Brazilian proposal was to practically revendicate the principle of sovereign equality,” he felt that there was no need to push it any further.[footnoteRef:186] Rio Branco had hoped to see some kind of hard result that would prove Brazil’s status, but settled with the final result. At least they had prevented the humiliation of being in the lowest category in the Permanent Court. For the International Prize Court on the other hand, Brazil had to take its loss as the Conference adopted the project. [186:  My translation: “o intuito proposta Brazileira fora reivindicar praticamente principio equalidade estados”. ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated September 9 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.] 

	To conclude, the final episode of the Conference shows that Brazil adopted the principle of sovereign equality as a last resort to secure a status position. From the start of the adoption, to the end of the Conference, the concerns from both Rui Barbosa and Rio Branco focus on how the new strategy would affect Brazil’s status. Moreover, this analysis has given a more nuanced depiction of Brazil’s success. It is true that Brazil gained status as the head of the coalition that supported the principle of sovereign equality. However, this status only applied to the debates over the Permanent Court. Since Brazil’s used the leadership strategy to support its position as head of the coalition, Brazil lost support where its actions did not align with the common Latin American interest.

Conclusion
The Conference came to its end on the 18th of October. Rui Barbosa was sick and tired from the work and longed to see his family.[footnoteRef:187] After signing the last Conventions of the Conference, he travelled to the South of Europe, where he took some much needed rest together with his family, only to return back to Brazil in January 1908.  [187:  ARB, RBCH 9, 1, Telegram dated October 10 1907 from Rui Barbosa to Rio Branco.] 

The narrative in this chapter demonstrates that Rio Branco and Rui Barbosa continuously concerned themselves with Brazil’s international status. In addition, it shows how Brazil’s position as a middle power shaped its foreign policy decisions. To start, Brazil adopted the bandwagoning strategy. However, this turned out unsuccessful as the US did not regard Brazil’s interests. The findings suggest that the bandwagoning strategy might hinder a state’s capability to build connections with other states, as happened to Brazil. Brazil also lost regional preponderance in this early phase of the Conference, as its actions did not align with the Latin American common interests. Brazil’s regional preponderance would only succeed if it used the leadership strategy and downgraded its interest to align with the rest of Latin America.
With the proposals for the establishment of the International Permanent Court and the International Prize Court, the status perceptions about Brazil became apparent in the blueprints for hierarchical representation in both courts. On the basis of inferiority in civilisation, Brazil was attributed into the lower categories with the least representation in both courts. 
As a last resort to acquire status for Brazil, Rui Barbosa suggested to adopt the principle of sovereign equality. The principle united the Latin American states and other small states in a multilateral coalition led by Brazil. By downgrading its own interests to align with the region, Brazil acquired the status position as the head of the coalition. Paradoxically, the principle of sovereign equality elevated Brazil above the minor powers, to the level of discussing world affairs amongst the Great Powers. Still, Brazil’s status position remained fragile, as it could not diverge from the common interest.
In the end, Brazil did not acquire its sought after institutionalised status position in both courts. The Permanent Court was buried, while the International Prize Court’s hierarchical organisation was adopted. Fortunately, the International Prize Court was never fully ratified and established. Despite the seeming lack of results of Brazil’s performance, Brazil had prevented a major humiliation. Had Brazil not intervened, its position would have been institutionalised as a minor power, at the bottom of the international hierarchy.







Conclusion


To this day, many still praise Rui Barbosa as the “Eagle of the Hague.”[footnoteRef:188] In 2007, the Brazilian Minister of Foreign Affairs Celso Amorim described Rui Barbosa as a “visionary” who “only with the power of words, helped to construct . . . one of the pillars of contemporary multilateralism.”[footnoteRef:189] However appealing such a heroic personal story might be, in this thesis I have elevated the current historiography from a mere individual descriptive account, to a more explanatory account. At the same time, the research corrects the current theoretical accounts which treat Brazil’s performance together with Latin American initiatives as if it constituted a homogeneous single actor. By combining middle power theory, historical context and research into historical sources, this thesis shows that Brazil’s adoption of the principle of sovereign equality was caused by Brazil’s position in the international order as a middle power and the Brazilian status concerns.  [188:  Fundação Casa de Rui Barbosa, “Águia de Haia” [Eagle of the Hague], last modified  June 6, 2007, http://www.casaruibarbosa.gov.br/interna.php?ID_S=298&ID_M=762, consulted on June 30, 2020. ]  [189:  My translation: “Rui foi um visionário. Apenas com o poder da palavra, ajudou construir as bases da doutrina que conduziria à aceitação universal do princípio da igualdade jurídica dos Estados, um dos pilares do multilateralismo contemporâneo.” Celso Amorim, “A diplomacia multilateral do Brasil: Um tribute a Rui Barbosa” [The Multilateral Diplomacy of Brazil: A Tribute to Rui Barbosa] (lecture, Rio de Janeiro, Nov. 5, 2007), Fundação Alexandre de Gusmão, 20.] 

	The biggest strength of this thesis comes from its combination of IR theory with historical research. The historical model I have developed defines middle powers as a status class based on perceptions of hierarchy. Middle powers can adopt certain strategies to influence these perceptions, such as bandwagoning, forming multilateral coalitions and regional preponderance. Moreover, these perceptions become apparent when studying the historical context and primary sources that reveal the thought process behind certain decisions. Therefore, the model enables an engagement with history and subsequently to ground theoretical concepts such as hierarchy, bandwagoning, multilateral coalition-forming and regional preponderance into the historical narrative itself. 
	The application of the historical model and the theoretical concepts show how Brazil’s performance during the Second Hague Peace Conference was not only shaped at the individual level, but also by systemic forces. The discussion highlights civilisation as an important element for a state’s status in the international hierarchy of the early 20th century. Especially Latin American states dealt with perceptions of being ‘uncivilised’ according to Europe and the US. As a middle power, Brazil struggled to elevate itself above its neighbours in the years leading up to the Peace Conference. Its own material capabilities were not enough to contest with other Great Powers. Therefore, it positioned itself as a regional power and bandwagoned with the US as a way to acquire international status. The two strategies were meant to strengthen one another, but ended up undermining one another. Brazil’s international status aspirations distanced the state from its neighbours, which weakened regional followership. The contested regional power position in turn made Brazil a less important ally for the US. 
	During the Peace Conference itself, Brazil’s inferior status position to Europe and the US became all the more apparent. Brazil initially continued its bandwagoning strategy with the US. However, beneath the shadow of the powerful US, Brazil was unable to make itself heard or seen. Brazil’s opposition to Latin American initiatives isolated it even further. With the introduction of the hierarchical courts, Brazil’s placement in the lower categories of representation reflected that Brazil was not perceived of as an important state by Europe and the US. Instead, it was perceived as one of the inferior ‘uncivilised’ states from Latin America. At this point, all of Brazil’s markers of status were undermined: alliance, regional preponderance and civilisation.
Only after falling to this low point, Brazil adopted the principle of sovereign equality. The telegrams between the Brazilian delegation and the government show how the principle was a desperate effort to save face. Moreover, the discussion demonstrates why this strategy complemented with Brazil’s position as a middle power. By pleading for equal representation in both courts, Brazil essentially downgraded its interests to align with the common interest of Latin American states and other small states. Only then, was middle power Brazil able to gain genuine followership. The strategy it employed was a combination of regional preponderance and multilateral coalition-forming. Paradoxically, by pleading for sovereign equality, Brazil could no longer be ignored by the Great Powers. Its position as head of the coalition temporarily earned it a place at the centre of the decision-making process. However, Brazil’s status position remained fragile because as soon as Brazil diverged from the common interest it lost support.
By applying middle power theory, this thesis has also revealed some interesting insights into our understanding of middle powers and the early 20th century international order. Brazil, as a middle powers, proved able to influence the international order, even challenging the Great Powers. Therefore, it shows that not only the Great Powers shape the international order. However, it seems that middle powers can only do so if they adopt the right strategies. The case study has shown how some of Brazil’s strategies did not complement with one another and even turned out harmful for Brazil’s status. 
	It would be interesting to apply the historical model and the general approach of this thesis to other cases as well. For a start, it might be interesting to study how Argentina dealt with its status, as another potential middle power at the start of the 20th century. This would complement the research of this thesis as well, as we would get deeper insights into the perceptions about Argentina and how this state experienced the inferior status as being ‘uncivilised’. Moreover, the approach can be applied to trace the performance of one state over time. For example, Brazil never again mentioned the principle of sovereign equality after the Peace Conference. One could research Brazil’s performance during the Paris Peace Conference of 1919 and compare it with the Second Hague Peace Conference of 1907. Of course, the research does not have to be limited to the Latin American continent, but can be applied to all kinds of middle powers throughout history. Step by step, such research allows us to acquire a more in-depth understanding of hierarchy and the importance of middle powers in the dynamics of the international order.
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FIRST COMMISSION

DISTRIBUTION OF JUDGES AND DEPUTY

FOR THE P

ERIOD

UDGES BY COUNTRIES FOR EACH YEAR
oF S1x YEARS

Judges

Deputy Judges

Tudges

Deputy Judges

1 Argentine Rep.

2Colombia
3Spain

3 Greece

5 Norway

6 Netherlands
7 Turkey

1Brazil
2China

3 Spain

4 Netherlands
5 Roumania
6 Sweden

7 Venezuela

1 Belgium
2 Bulgaria
3Chile
4Denmark
5 Mexico
6 Persia

7 Portugal

First Year
Paraguay
Boliv
Spain
Roumania
Sweden
Belgium
Persia

Third Year
Dominican Rep.
Turkey
Portugal
Switzerland
Greece
Denmark
Haiti

Fifth Vear
Netherlands
Montenegro
Nicaragua
Norway
Cuba

China

Spain

Uruguay

Brazil
China
Spain

Peru
Roumania
Sweden
Switzerland

Belgium
Chile
Denmark
Mexico
Portugal
Serbia

Siam

Secon,

d Year

Panama
Spain
Roumania
Sweden
Belgium
Luxemburg
Costa Rica

Fourth Year

Sixth

Guatemala
Turkey
Portugal
Honduras
Greece
Denmark
Netherlands

Vear
Netherlands
Salvador
Norway
Ecuador
Spain
Bulgaria
China





