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PREFACE


“Brazil and China? Why would you ever compare those two countries?”


Many cocktail parties and professional receptions have been peppered with conversation along these lines these past few years as we developed this book comparing state-society relations in one of the world’s largest democracies (Brazil) and the largest authoritarian state (the People’s Republic of China, or PRC). At a time in which the global center of gravity is rapidly shifting beyond Washington, DC, we believe it is more important than ever to understand dynamics between the governed and the governing in these two ostensibly most different states.


The initial idea for this project began in the winter of 2008, born of officials’ concerns within both Brazil and China about the political impacts of the growing gap between the rich and the poor within their countries. As students of the developing world with a special interest in social movements, we were intrigued by the creative ways in which state-society interactions were playing out in these two states. The initial structure of the book was drafted (and redrafted) over multiple working sessions at a local pizza place close to our university, a little bit of New York City in the middle of southwestern Ohio. Throughout these planning sessions, the importance of this unlikely comparison of these two fast-emerging states became more and more apparent to both of us.


We believe that a close comparison of these two states highlights issues that analysts would otherwise miss in a single state (or single region) view. For example, leaders and citizens in both countries frame themselves as exceptions to the paths followed by others. Both states have a record of cultural dilution—in Brazil with social “whitening,” and in China, with Han migration to Tibet, Xinjiang, and other minority-populated regions. Brazil is much more sexually liberated than the PRC, yet Brazil has some of the most restrictive abortion laws in the world (and still high rates of abortion), whereas China leads the world in virtually unrestricted access to abortion. Think of the headline-grabbing issues of our time, including economic, gender, and racial inequalities, urbanization, climate change. Both public servants and private citizens in Brazil and China increasingly have much to say about the resolution to these tough issues. Image and “face” often motivate decisions in both states, even if, for the most part, Brazil is open and oriented more toward the international audience, with Chinese leaders warily watching the lid of social discontent at home. Both states claim to be engaging in ongoing, seemingly far-reaching attempts at reform, and “change” is a catch-all phrase for both. Just underneath the surface, though, the level of continuity in both states is striking.


In this book, we aim to show the utility of unorthodox comparisons: we contend that some things become clearer when two unexpected cases are placed next to each other. The reveal can, at times, be flattering (e.g., the state’s support for alternative energy sources), and at others, damning (e.g., the prevalence of gender inequality and the mistreatment of sexual and gender minorities). Because of the size and diversity found in both Brazil and China, it is tempting for scholars to claim exceptionalism and limit their claims to within-state comparative analysis. However, we call on readers to push these boundaries, to consider the benefits of viewing Brasilia and Beijing not in isolation, but in a comparative light.


This is a book for anyone interested in the tension between state and society in China and Brazil (or emerging powers generally), or anyone just intrigued by the overall messiness of politics. However, we wrote it to fulfill a more specific need. Most required texts for graduate and undergraduate Comparative Politics courses tend to fall into one of two categories: either they are very broad or they are very narrow. As a result, it is common for professors teaching these courses to adopt a textbook and a supplementary reading (often a case study). In some of the most commonly used textbooks as many as thirteen countries are presented in (largely) consistent format, but there is little actual comparison of them, and often the various cases are written by as many different authors. This results in a cacophony of voices and there is rarely much attempt to tie them all together—or to actually compare the cases.


Hence the need for a supplement. The reason professors turn to these additional readings is to add richness and depth to the breadth of the assigned text. However, most of the books currently used as supplements make the opposite mistake of the big texts and go too narrow. Despite a consensus among comparativists on the need to include attention to contentious politics and civil society, the supplemental readings routinely fail to include chapters on the ways in which citizens challenge the state—despite the fact that this is perhaps the aspect of politics that students find most compelling. Yet contentious politics is our focus. As a supplementary reading our book competes with monographs that are too narrow; they fix on a single issue or type of activism in one or maybe two cases, and they rarely compare cases outside a single region. We break this mold with a book that endeavors to be none of these things. In it, we encourage students to challenge dominant theory and conventional thinking. And by offering two unexpected cases on a range of issues, our book does what a supplementary reading should do: it serves as an innovative counterpoint to the text.


WE HAVE MANY INDIVIDUALS AND GROUPS to thank for their support and assistance in bringing this project to fruition. Both of us have benefited enormously from generous professional development leave granted by the Wright State University College of Liberal Arts, which freed us each to focus on various stages of this project. Our colleagues in the Wright State University Department of Political Science, especially Donna Schlagheck and Charlie Funderburk, served as helpful sounding boards in the earliest stages of this project and offered sage advice. We also appreciate the feedback and suggestions of our colleague Margaret P. Karns, professor emerita at the University of Dayton. Our wonderful administrative assistants, Joanne Ballmann and Renée Harber, provided moral and technical support, always with a great sense of humor. We also want to thank Nickki Webb for her assistance with the bibliography. Conversations with many of our students, undergraduate and graduate alike, have helped shape our approach to the importance of unexpected comparisons as well as the most useful ways of approaching the “messiness” of our findings. We want to formally acknowledge the adage that professors often learn more from their students than the other way around. We have especially drawn on the experiences and insights of many of the fine graduate students in our Master of Arts Program in International and Comparative Politics, most notably alums Pablo Banhos, Fabiana Hayden, and Rafael Ranieri. Of course, the views presented are our own and do not necessarily represent theirs.


We want to thank our editors at Westview Press who believed in the wisdom of this unconventional comparison and guided us throughout the process, especially Kelli Fillingim and Catherine Craddock. They have been great to work with, and we appreciate their patience, responsiveness, and attention to detail. We also extend our gratitude to the anonymous reviewers who offered fine suggestions for improving the manuscript.


As with any lengthy research project, it is our families who have often endured the most hardships throughout the process, and this book is no exception. For their understanding of late nights at the office, marathon weekend writing sessions, and the proverbial highs and lows of the publishing process, we thank our sons Luke, Jakob, and Andrew. They have grown up with front-row seats to the (sometimes unappetizing) processes of academic writing and publishing, and we hope they each continue to gain an understanding of our commitment to international awareness. Our greatest source of support continues to be our wonderful partners, David and Joe, who have been with us through it all, sometimes serving as helpful critics but most often being rocks for the both of us: encouraging us always, and nudging us away from the computers and libraries when necessary. As a small expression of our heartfelt gratitude, it is to these two that we lovingly dedicate this book.


DG and LML


Dayton, OH


June 2015
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BRAZIL AND CHINA: CONTENTION IN COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE


God is a Brazilian.


—A common saying in Brazil


China is a 3,000-year-old civilization in the body of an industrial teenager: a mega-rich, dirt-poor, overpopulated, under-resourced, ethnically diverse mass of humanity that is going through several stages of development simultaneously.


—Jonathan Watts, When a Billion Chinese Jump: How China Will Save Mankind—or Destroy It


INTRODUCTION


Open a newspaper, or follow a blog on world affairs, and you won’t get very far before there is some discussion about the role of either China or Brazil in regard to any major world issue—economic growth, biodiversity, clean energy solutions, health care, inequality, urbanization—you name it. Discussions of politics, economics, culture, even sporting events are more and more likely to include these countries. In some of the most serious challenges facing the world community today, Brazil and China are burgeoning nations, and (equal to their size and aspirations) each play significant roles as path breakers, problem makers, and sometimes both. Neither is anyone’s “yes man,” and neither Brazil nor China is going to conform or hop into line just to please the United States—or anyone else, for that matter.


Such a stance is based in the view that US hegemony is in gradual decline and there is a shifting balance of power.11 Both Brazil and China are known for their independent attitudes, and both are to varying degrees—and in varying ways—challenging the United States on a number of fronts in what they view as a new, increasingly multipolar order. Grabbing the headlines, neither of these big states is willing to stand on the sidelines; both want your attention and respect. But do they want the responsibility that often comes with it? That’s a tougher question. As different as they are, this is an exciting time for both the Brazilians and Chinese.




One striking example of the possible emergence of this shift is the formation of the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) in 2014. Led by Beijing, this project, set to fund development projects throughout Asia, is perceived as a rival to the US-dominated World Bank and Asian Development Bank. When Beijing revealed the official founding members list in mid-2015, it included all four BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) states and 14 out of the Group of 20 (G20) members. The AIIB is expected to be fully established by the end of 2015.





Clearly, each country has something very different to offer the world. Sharma (2011) coined the phrase “Brazil is the ‘Un-China,’” but he focuses on the two countries’ different approaches to economic policy—particularly in regard to the value of their currency, rate of savings, and investment. However, in some ways Brazil is more the “un-China” for its unique worldview and the way it presents itself. As we will see throughout the following chapters, Brazil appears to be quite the package; its flamboyance, its fearless cultural dynamism, and the way of life it projects is undeniably attractive to much of the world. Brazil seeks to capitalize on its reputation as cordial, accommodating, and conflict-free, and a national identity that is easy-going, open-minded, and tolerant. Brazilians are famous for their optimism, and Brazil is perceived as a friendly country—the friendliest in the region, according to a 2011 Latinobarómetro poll. When respondents to that same poll were asked what country would they most like to emulate, Brazil ranked fourth in the world—interestingly, just ahead of China (“Latinobarómetro Report” 2011).


Surely the two countries made this list of role models for very different reasons. Due to its well-known human rights violations and prickly regional ties, one might have a hard time seeing China win a popularity contest. But the Chinese are deemed worthy of emulation; citizens are known as resourceful survivors who, in the face of tremendous limits enforced upon them from above, craft solutions that have played a large part in China’s truly amazing economic success story. China’s narrative is compelling, and therefore one of its attractions. It is considered a model for many developing countries because of its history as one of the world’s oldest civilizations, its reemergence after humiliating Western domination, and its approach to economic development. China’s experiences trading items, ideas, and culture across borders has run in fits and starts, even pre-dating the famed Silk Road begun in the Han Dynasty (206 BCE–220 CE).


Although there are some major differences between them, we also suggest that the two are very much alike. Their behavior in the global arena is a reflection of a number of factors, including state-society relations back home. But often the differences between them are more about style than substance. For example, as emerging nations, Brazil and China are not interested in conforming to preexisting norms or expectations. Guez (2014) has described Brazil’s dynamic, aggressive, and exciting style on the soccer field as a survival tactic, the product of the poor having to play on rough turf. Similarly, Brazil and China perceive the international fora, dominated by Western, industrialized countries, as necessitating similar adjustments. The two are thus alike in that—to some degree—they seek to make, not accept, the new rules. As such, Brazil very much wants a bigger say in the world. It has outsize aspirations, it longs to be taken seriously, and one way of confirming its status would be permanent membership in the UN Security Council (UNSC) (“The Brazilian Model” 2011). On the other hand, China is secure in its status as one of the five permanent members of the UNSC and is not eager for more company. As we will discuss later, neither is seeking radical change, but both want the West to move over and make room. What can we expect from these states on the world stage? Look at how they interact with their citizens. We believe that, regardless of whether it is democratic or authoritarian, the way that state and society interact tells us a lot about the role states will play in the global arena.


As fast-emerging powers that will not be ignored, what will these states and their citizens bring to the table? What political priorities, domestically and internationally, do leaders of these two states have? How engaged and active is their citizenry? What difference may this make for international relations in the coming decades? If you want to know how countries will lead on what are likely to be the most compelling issues of the near future—climate change, poverty, or religious, ethnic, and other divides—perhaps the best way of knowing this is to ask about how they deal with issues—such as inequality, identity, and the environment—internally.


REGIME TYPE AND CONTENTIOUS POLITICS: BEYOND REGIME


We’re interested in using comparative politics to understand both domestic dynamics and international relations, but our primary concern is what McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly (2009) term “contentious politics,” (or calls for action and the resulting interactions of citizen and state) and the multiple forms political encounters take. “Contentious politics,” also known as non-routine politics, focuses on efforts by non-elite actors to engage and influence the state. Such efforts run the gamut from non-violent to violent, routine to extraordinary, and conservative to transformative. While the term “contentious politics” was originally used to describe politics inside countries, it can also be used in reference to how society influences the state’s foreign policy. Cognizant of these linkages, comparative politics scholars are “extending the boundaries” to examine transnational contention and social movements as well (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2009, 282–284).


Contentious politics is a related set of theories that seeks to trace the role of collective action and explain state-society relations. It is a field of study that is interdisciplinary, but at times it has been characterized as fragmented and disconnected, especially since its rebirth as a thriving subfield in the 1990s (McAdam, Tarry, and Tilly 2009, 260). Assumptions about regime type fare prominently in this literature, as two of the founders of the field argue: “In mainly democratic regimes, the repertoire of contention leans towards peaceful forms of contention that intersect regularly with representative institutions and produce social movement campaigns; in mainly authoritarian regimes, the repertoire leans towards lethal conflicts and tends to produce religious and ethnic strife, civil wars and revolutions” (Tilly and Tarrow 2007, 161).


This view, which draws distinctions between authoritarian and democratic political systems, has so dominated the field that it has come to be assumed that regime type plays a major role in shaping contentious politics and state-society relations. Many studies argue that different forms of contention dovetail with different types of regime. This view, also held by O’Brien (2015), Schmitter and Karl (1993), and others, is that the degree of democracy in a country shapes the fundamental forms of contentious politics operating there. Democracies “promote freedom as no feasible alternative can” (Dahl 1989, 88). The more democratic a state, the more open, receptive, and responsive it is to society’s demands (O’Brien 2015). As Foweraker and Landman (1997) contend, the very essence of democracy is that it reflects this people power and not simply the choices of enlightened elites.


Democracy as Regime Type


Democracy, widely known as the institutionalized competition for power, is defined by Schmitter and Karl as “a system of governance in which rulers are held accountable for their actions in the public realm by citizens, acting indirectly through competition and cooperation of their elected representatives” (1993, 40). There is no one form of democracy, as democracies vary in a variety of ways, including levels of citizen participation. However, most analysts expect democracies to meet certain minimum criteria and allow regular, free, and fair elections; citizenship rights, which include personal freedoms; and civil freedoms of speech, press, association, and assembly. In democracies, citizens have the right to redress grievances through petition, protest, and other channels through which they hold government accountable. Moreover, in democracies the rule of law is respected; all citizens are equal before the law and no one is above it. Citizens have the right to form independent organizations, to express themselves politically without fear of severe punishment, and are protected from arbitrary action by governmental agents (Schmitter and Karl 1993; Diamond and Plattner 1993). Taken together, the various components of democracies foster tolerance, dialogue, negotiation, and compromise. Although competition within democracies can become intense, this regime type is based in institutions that channel conflict through regular procedures (Schmitter and Karl 1993). Not all democracies make it to this point, but those that consolidate (or mature) have a much better chance of facilitating distinctly cooperative repertoires (or patterns in state-society relations), thus creating an attractive arena for relatively peaceful varieties of contention (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2009; Diamond 1999).


The existence of a lively civil society is seen as a fundamental component of democracies. According to McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly, “Democracy results from, mobilizes and reshapes popular contention” (2001, 269). In other words, civil society shapes democracy and democracy shapes civil society. Diamond (2008) agrees, adding that without the broad mobilization of civil society, we wouldn’t have seen what is known as “the Third Wave” of democratization (Huntington 1991) in the 1990s. Once democracy is established, civil society checks and limits abuse of state power. A virtuous circle is assumed to be at work in democracies, as civil society contributes to democratization and democratic states are assumed to be more responsive than resistant to civil society, which makes it more likely that they will consolidate and deepen (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2009; Linz and Stepan 1996). Still, not all contentious politics is necessarily good for democracy (Kasfir 2004; Diamond 1999; Abrahamsen 2004). Civil society varies in type and social activism that is illiberal and uncivil and can undermine or detour democracies. Cavatorta (2013) takes this argument further, maintaining that civil society doesn’t necessarily lead to democratization and it isn’t necessarily good or bad, it’s neutral.


Authoritarianism as Regime Type


Civil society may be good, bad, or neutral, but the relationship between state and society in authoritarian regimes has long been assumed to be the opposite of what it is in democratic ones. Authoritarian regimes come in many forms. Juan Linz highlighted the key characteristics of this political system: limited pluralism,22 low levels of social mobilization, and leadership by a single party or small group of leaders (Linz 1970, 255). In such a system, society has little or no protected consultation in its engagement of the state, as undemocratic regimes restrict many or most of the freedoms listed above (Stepan 1993). Unlike democratic systems, there are no—or few—checks on state power or rule of law. As a consequence, the arena for political contestation is highly circumscribed. Whereas civil society shapes democracy and democracy shapes civil society, it is assumed that civil society plays little role in shaping authoritarian systems. Rather, the state shapes society. Because they more ruthlessly repress, they often effectively suppress civil society (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2009). For years this view, which framed state-society relations based on a strict, black-and-white view of regime type, dominated discussions of contentious politics.33




Pluralism is the existence (and affirmation) of the diversity of values within political systems. Pluralistic systems are marked by competition among convictions, usually expressed in terms of interest groups, parties, and civil society organizations. One of the first articulations of the centrality of pluralism within democratic systems was Robert Dahl’s classic work, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1961).







Tilly and Tarrow (often with McAdam) point out that they were always dealing with ideal types, into which few political regimes fit perfectly (Charles Tilly and Sidney Tarrow, Contentious Politics [Boulder, CO: Paradigm Press, 2007]; Doug McAdam, Sidney Tarrow, and Charles Tilly, “Comparative Perspectives on Contentious Politics,” in Comparative Politics: Rationality, Culture, and Structure, ed. Mark Irving Lichbach and Alan S. Zuckerman [New York: Cambridge University Press, 2009], 260–290).





“The Messy Middle”


However, developments in the real world have led to an evolution of the field (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2009). As authoritarian systems fell (or were remodeled) in the late 1990s and since, the mainstream view has been faulted as overly broad and democratization scholars criticized for making “unwarranted use of dichotomous measures” (Rosato 2003), or simple either/or categories. In response, the study of contentious politics has broadened, with analysts calling for more nuance as many of the old assumptions about state and society based in regime theory have sometimes fallen flat. This is because on more than one occasion society has shown itself capable of engaging even undemocratic states in ways that veer from the script—and regimes have crafted limited participation as a way to increase their legitimacy (Nathan 2003). Analysts agree now that activated citizenship is not the exclusive preserve of democracies. Studies from several regions of the world have demonstrated that there is a range of ways in which society expresses itself in authoritarian regimes, from individual writings (sometimes called “complaint-making”), to mass participation in seemingly non-political events, to outright political engagement (Henry 2012, 2010; Nathan 2003; Rosato 2003; Stepan 1993).


Similarly, in regard to state behavior, democracies and authoritarian regimes may usually engage with civil society in different ways, but there are differences among authoritarian regimes in the ways in which they engage civil society. Using various terms, analysts such as Levitsky and Way (2010), Joseph (1993), Diamond (1999), Hoelscher (2015), and others introduced a variety of terms for “the messy middle,” a large, wide-ranging category of hybrids. The recognition that both liberalized or electoral authoritarian regimes and illiberal, semi-, or pseudo-democracies exist adds several shades of gray to old black-and-white dichotomies of authoritarianism and democracy. According to Levitsky and Way (2010), often it’s not simply a matter of “good” regimes versus “bad” ones. Democracies vary in their responsiveness, and not all democracies consistently live up to their pledges in regard to freedoms and rule of law. Conversely, not all authoritarian regimes are run as tightly as their rulers might wish. Similar to democracies, authoritarian states vary in quality: some regimes of either type are vulnerable and unstable, some more resilient and enduring than others. It can’t be surprising, then, to learn that what we long assumed to be true of society under authoritarianism isn’t necessarily uniform. The varied forms of authoritarianism have a profound impact on how society is structured.44 This variation and its effect on society may be true of democracies as well.




One example is “competitive authoritarianism,” in which rulers allow multiparty elections but engage in other forms of democratic abuse and rig the system to their benefit (Levitsky and Way 2010).





Thus, the literature now recognizes that within authoritarian regimes and democracies alike, state and society are capable of exhibiting a wider range of behaviors than once understood. Increasingly, it is now accepted that under all sorts of regime types, state and society aren’t necessarily always separate and in opposition. Rather these relationships should be understood as dynamic; state and society may cohabit a continuum in which the two come to meet and cooperate and/or come into conflict. In democracies and authoritarian regimes alike, governments may turn to professional associations to provide important functions otherwise relegated to the state (Cavatorta 2013; D. Lewis 2013). In both democracies and non-democratic systems, we can find examples of symbiotic relationships formed between society and state, a compact of sorts in which the two are enmeshed in a network of linkages so that society may not push nor the state repress as soundly as either could. And although such cooperation sometimes ends up reaffirming and legitimizing the state, not all synergistic relationships should be read as signs that it is society that has been compromised. State—even an authoritarian one—and society can develop mutually advantageous modes of cooperation that serve important social functions or marginalized groups (D. Lewis 2013). O’Brien (2015) sums it up succinctly: democracies vary widely—as do authoritarian systems—in the degree to which they permit and engage with public participation. All kinds of regime types utilize a variety of instruments in dealing with society, including repression, co-optation, and divide and rule. Of course, the arena in which society seeks to engage an authoritarian state is more severely limited than it is in democracies. Certain core issues are out of bounds; any effort to raise them is likely to be met with the full range of oppression (D. Lewis 2013).55 However, as long as society stays away from these issues, analysts are discovering that sometimes the state—and not just democratic ones—allows itself to be led.




Core issues are likened by David Lewis to what has been called “the lie that is the very core of a political system” (quoted in D. Lewis 2013). We identify and discuss Brazil and China’s core issues in our framework and subsequent chapters.





Thanks to these findings, analysts have gradually moved away from simple dichotomies based on regime type. In general, democracies are expected to be more responsive than resistant to society—and authoritarian leaders are more likely to prove resistant than responsive to citizen demands—but more and more, analysts are recognizing that state-society relations under democratic and authoritarian constructs are very complex. Compared to the research on civil society in democracies, the research is still limited, but more and more studies are finding that non-democratic states today frequently coexist in various relationships of coercion and cooperation with a range of civil society actors (D. Lewis 2013; Brown 2012; Steinberg and Shih 2012; Göbel 2011; He and Warren 2011; Levitsky and Way 2010). Analysts are finding that state-society relations do not always line up quite so neatly, with democracies always responsive and authoritarian leaders always resistant. Perhaps regime type has less explanatory power than we long assumed (Cavatorta 2013).


Contributing Factors Beyond Regime


Those who subscribe to this view call for a deepening of our understanding of contentious politics. This requires attention to much more than political regime type; it calls for a synthesis of approaches into a new model that considers how different conjunctions of regimes, political opportunity structures, and repertoires explain the differences in state response to society’s demands. For example, variations in the strength of institutions or state capacity (or the ability of the state to enforce its will) may explain some of the differences that we see (Hoelscher 2015).66 Or, it may be that international factors or “contingent historical events,” random or not, may explain shifts in behavior—by society or state (Acemoglu and Robinson 2013). However, for many analysts, the difference between the two regime types is still quite clear. Whether a state is democratic or authoritarian is still widely accepted as the strongest predictor of the ways states behave—and of the ways in which society is shaped. In terms of state-society relations, most analysts continue to maintain that the character of the state has everything to do with receptivity and resistance: what the state defines as the limits of accepted behaviors, the boundaries it sets—and its ability to enforce them. McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly (2009) encourage analysts to consider a variety of episodes of contentious politics so as to compare the range of contention as it exists in different places and times. They also urge us to take regime type explicitly into account in explaining contentious politics.




As an example of a theory that mixes attention to regime type and capacity, McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly (2009) hypothesize that high capacity authoritarian governments exert such extensive controls that society is rarely capable of summoning much influence. In such a context, when they do occur, contentious encounters between state and society will typically involve large disparities of force. On the other hand, low-capacity governments—authoritarian or democratic—are more likely to face challenges from society that the state lacks the means to suppress.





We take them up on this suggestion, but attempt to look at the conventional wisdom differently. In fact, we offer what some might characterize as a “theory-infirming” comparative case study (Lijphart 1971). Although we can’t disconfirm the conventional thinking on contentious politics and regime type, we raise doubts about it. As of 2015, the consensus view in the literature on contentious politics is this: regime type is not the only variable associated with different levels of state responsiveness to society—nor is regime type determinative in shaping society—but it is a strong indicator of these things.


Now, among political scientists, the idea that leaders act to preserve power is accepted as established truth. But it is relatively rare to hear them go further, as Bueno de Mesquita and Smith (2012) do, to argue that all successful leaders—democratic or not—are best understood as almost entirely driven by their own political survival. In other words, states—in their origins, in the ways in which they operate and interact with society, how they evolve and adapt and still manage not to change—often turn out to be more alike than different, regardless of regime type. As you might expect, for a variety of reasons this is a transgressive view and one that sparks debate. But what nearly everyone can agree on is the need for what the elder statesmen of the field have called for: “a synthetic approach that combines the search for common mechanisms and processes with knowledge of specific forms of contentious politics—like social movements and civil wars—in particular contexts” (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2009, 273). That is the task we take up in the pages that follow: a richly contextual, comparative study of contention that illuminates similarities and differences in state and society relations—in two ostensibly most different cases.


OUR APPROACH TO STATE AND SOCIETY: RECEPTIVITY AND RESISTANCE IN BRAZIL AND CHINA


Emphasizing the complexity of contentious politics, we argue that contention is not necessarily shaped by degrees of democracy in the ways most would expect. Dictatorships can have fuller and more changeable repertoires than is commonly recognized, and sometimes even they behave in ways that can be described as receptive (some would say that Iranians being allowed to elect Hassan Rouhani to the presidency, a moderate whose campaign promised reform, is an example of this). Moreover, even states that most would characterize as democratic have shown that they are capable of behaving in ways unbecoming to their status, resorting to repression to protect what they consider dangerous, core, or “redline” issues (consider, for example, the way the South African government has handled miners’ protests in recent years). We encourage others to determine the robustness of our theory, to see whether it holds up or can account for the same phenomena in a variety of other places. In the meantime, what we are trying to do is to refine and elaborate on established theory with a closer examination and comparison of two cases. Our study challenges the conventional thinking as a theory-infirming case study because although we can’t disconfirm the conventional thinking on contentious politics and regime type, we raise doubts about it (Collier 1993).


“The Messy Middle” in Brazil and China


Therefore, we will demonstrate that Brazil, touted as one of the world’s largest democracies because it has met certain benchmarks, appears open, but still has some work to do. Technically, it is considered a consolidated democracy, but in many ways it has weaknesses that render it a shell of democracy. Toward the other end of the spectrum, China is the world’s largest authoritarian state. But it too suffers from fault lines or weaknesses that render its authoritarianism not quite as “consolidated” or as closed as many assume. In other words, just as Brazil falls a bit short of the democratic ideal, there are signs that China is one step from a full-on authoritarian regime. China appears closed, yet we note relatively unexpected areas of tolerance for contention and expression, most notably in the environmental movement, but in other areas as well. There are major limits to how far it is willing to go, but the Communist Party has made reforms aimed at addressing grievances and responding to public opinion (Gewirtz 2014). On certain issues, it’s actually the Chinese state that has been willing to engage society and Brazil that resorted to repression. In the end, what elites in Brazil and China have in common is that neither is willing to “play” when it comes to core issues, but both can be accommodating on other issues, particularly if it will offset threats to their continued power and help protect what they hold most dear. Gewirtz (2014) said it about Party elites in China, but it’s true of Brazilian elites as well: they’ve come around to the idea that they need to constrain some of their power in order to keep it. If such behavior is true of states as different as Brazil and China, then it can’t be viewed necessarily as congruent with regime type.


As we will see, the two countries are very different in some important ways besides regime type. Most notable among these differences perhaps is that China had a revolution and Brazil did not. But a closer look at context reveals some unexpected similarities. There are two striking parallels in their histories that shape the countries that they are today. Historically both have had (for centuries in Brazil, a millennium or two in China) centralized rule (albeit weak capacity in the vast hinterland) and a marked concentration of wealth in the hands of a small elite. Fast-forwarding to the 1960s, both countries were dictatorships (Brazil’s authoritarian; China’s totalitarian), that had turned on their own citizens (in Brazil it was the “Dirty War,” in China “the Cultural Revolution”). By the 1970s and 1980s, a variety of events combined to set both countries off on transitions (top-down in China; bottom-up in Brazil) and the two veered off in dramatically different directions. Brazil began its democratic transition, opening up politically, while China moved from a totalitarian system to an authoritarian one, opening its economy. Today, Brazil and China are identified as at opposite ends of the democratization spectrum. But for all their differences—and they are significant—the two share at least one remarkable similarity: fault lines that have their origins in one particular critical juncture, during the transitions of the 1970s and 1980s.


In this book we will show how critical junctures can have as much of an effect on politics inside these countries as it does on their international relations. Outwardly the two states—and countries, for that matter—couldn’t seem more different. But comparative historical analysis, which is crucial for understanding context, allows us to see that not far beneath the surface, Brazil and China are strikingly similar, sharing serious problems of corruption, inequality, and repression. Therefore, we take on the conventional view that states belonging to the same regime type will behave in similar ways and that those at the opposite end of the spectrum will behave very differently. But it is possible that states—and citizens—have a much larger repertoire (or list of actions regularly performed) than is usually acknowledged, and which goes beyond regime (type). This examination of state-society relations in Brazil and China will reveal that the distance between them, while significant, is not as great as some would suppose.


The Advantages of an Eclectic Approach


To do this, our study of state-society relations takes an eclectic approach. We base our analysis in the political science literature on contentious politics but combine it with public health policy analysis on the resistance and receptivity of state elites to citizen demands. With this synthesis, we aim to look at politics in a new way, and add nuance and complexity to the dominant representations of the way state and society interact.


As leading analysts of state-society relations, political scientists McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly (2009) encourage such an approach. They support the construction of a comparative political science of contentious politics that compares different forms of contention and their relationship with different regime types. The best way to do this, they argue, is to pay close attention to context and focus on specific episodes of contention, identifying the dynamics of contention as well as the different forms of contention (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2009). In the chapters that follow, we will attempt to do just that. To explore the dynamics of contention regarding a wide range of issues, for each issue we will analyze episodes marking critical junctures in the contentious politics of Brazil and China.


We also borrow from Gómez (2009), a political scientist who focuses on health policy and whose work in many ways parallels that of McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly. His study of contentious politics utilizes different terminology, but in many ways he’s doing what McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly recommend. However, instead of identifying mechanisms such as brokerage (or striking deals or horse-trading), co-optation, repression, et cetera, Gómez proposes a framework using the terms “receptivity” and “resistance” to explain how Brazil, Russia, India, and China interact with the international health community to strengthen domestic HIV-AIDS programs. Gómez characterizes “receptivity” as state openness to influence and compromise. On the other hand, “resistance” is characterized by the state’s lack of willingness to change norms or policies. What we like most about Gómez’s study is his recognition of the possibility of states’ simultaneous receptivity and resistance to external influences. Both receptivity and resistance are present in each of the three major policy areas we observe: identity, human security, and the environment. However, our focus is on domestic influences and the interchange between state and civil society, non-state actors making claims against the state. In order to understand the puzzling and often conflicting results of the strategic give-and-take between state and society, we create a hybrid, adapting Gómez’s approach to study McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly’s contentious politics.


State-Society Dynamics in Brazil and China


Our interest is in the state-society dynamic in that it is not just the state but also society that can wield power and shape outcomes. In this book we identify the many different ways individuals work alone or with others seeking to extend the community’s rights and broaden the public agenda, often—but not always—by creating political will, building relationships, and recruiting a champion within the state for their cause. We also observe how activism changes over time. According to Levy, there is a demonstration effect, as early initiatives trigger a variety of responses (an extension, imitation, or an attempt to avoid repeating the same mistakes) in later groups. Known strategies become part of a list of actions or repertoire that is repeated; institutional memories shared between different groups serve as a guide to action (Levy 2010; Hochstetler 1997).


The groups that compose civil society often learn from each other. According to Gómez (2009), when individuals or society demand greater input in social welfare policy and it results in modifications of the way in which health care is provided, for example, we observe a high level of receptivity on the part of state actors. Such a “win” can have a catalyzing effect; society may revel in their newfound power, triggering further efforts to shape policy. But it is just as important to observe how society recalibrates in the face of resistance and how the state attempts to manage engaged individuals. The state can facilitate the development of certain groups in unexpected ways. State receptivity doesn’t always result in a synergistic partnership between state and society; rather, receptivity can effectively demobilize activists by bringing them into the fold. On the other hand, as Levy (2010) points out, a highly resistant state can inadvertently produce collective actors by blocking the development of certain groups and drive them to resort to non-institutional means as a way of having their concerns heard.


So keep in mind that as much as the state will attempt to “manage” the relationship with society, it doesn’t always have control over the outcome. Moreover, in the chapters that follow we are careful not to treat “state” or “society” as monolithic entities; rather, each is constructed of diverse interests, preferences, limitations, and aspirations. As state and society, these diverse interests may sometimes combine as factions or movements—or they may divide and serve as countervailing pressures. In fact, one of the biggest challenges in state-society analysis is disaggregating the state, or, instead of viewing the state as a unitary actor, understanding that at different levels state authorities may have varying priorities and therefore play different roles. For example, in Brazil and China there are sometimes strains between central authorities and state and local actors, in Brazil over deforestation, in China over population policy. Although we are not working at this level of analysis and do not provide detailed analysis of its inner workings, we recognize not only the power and competing interests of various bureaucratic entities within the state. Given its prominent role in both Chinese and Brazilian politics, we will often focus on the executive (and in Brazil, to some degree, the judiciary), but it is also important to recognize that the “state” rarely speaks with a unified voice; it is riddled with internal contradictions, competing interests, multiple actors, and often conflicting goals. Although the legislature and judiciary have significantly more power in Brazil than they do in China, civil society in both countries tends to focus on the executive. Therefore, when we refer to the “state,” in most cases we mean the executive.


By “society,” we refer to civil society, which is commonly defined as voluntary associations of individuals or formal and informal organizations independent of the government and business. Civil society runs the gamut from small volunteer groups and social movements (whose protests are—with some important exceptions—often shorter term, more spontaneous, and protest oriented) to large, professionalized non-governmental organizations (which are more likely to have the skills and expertise, and financial and institutional resources to undertake longer-term projects). Although civil society is composed of much more than just NGOs, it is important to note that the number and power of these organizations have grown in the last few decades, as international NGOs often provide funding and other support to domestic NGOs and social movements. NGOs should be viewed as a complement to, not a replacement of, social movements (since they often work together). On the other hand, NGOs may compete with each other and with social movements for resources and media attention. As is the case elsewhere, civil society in Brazil and China is hardly monolithic; as we will see, factions often vie for the state’s attention and view each other not just as rivals, but as enemies. In addition, as Hochstetler (1997) shows for Brazil, civil society can suffer from the failings of the state, such as a tendency to clientelism, exclusion, and self-interested behaviors.


Rivalries and divides within civil society are interesting and important, and certainly affect its development, but our focus is on the leading edge of society’s dynamic interaction with the state. For example, in China, it is some religious groups that have taken an oppositional role and been among those most willing to confront the state demanding economic and some social reforms. Religious activists are not only speaking out for their right to assemble, but also for marginalized groups, especially migrants, orphans, and street children. Meanwhile, in Brazil, conservative religious groups, which have historically partnered with the state, often seek to enforce the status quo or turn back the clock. They demand the state’s attention when the issue is sex, whereas when liberal religious organizations have confronted the state, they have taken the lead on issues such as poverty, the treatment of indigenous peoples, and the environment. Thus, in Brazil and China it is not just the relationship between society and state that is fascinating, it’s also the interchange within society. As we will see, on any given issue there is often more than one group of activists taking very different positions and working at cross-purposes, vying for the attention of the state.


For example, although unions can be a leading branch of civil society, they are so closely tied to the government of China that they can’t be considered as such there. On the other hand, unions have a long history of activism in Brazil. The Workers’ Party (PT, which stands for Partido dos Trabalhadores) grew out of the labor movement and the largest unions (such as the Central Workers’ Union, the CUT) in Brazil remain very close to (and are, some say, co-opted by) the PT government. However, strikes are common in Brazil. Sometimes they are “managed” by the cooperation between union leaders and the government to act as safety values. On other occasions the CUT and the other larger unions have joined the state in opposing strikes and demonstrations led by a rank and file that doesn’t obey the bosses or by splinter, opposition unions (Kiernan and Jelmayer 2014; Costa 2014). Generally these countermobilizations occur between groups on different ends of the political spectrum. However, those with similar ideological inclinations but with different priorities may also find themselves at odds (for example, at times leftists who prioritize environmental protections line up against leftists whose priority is poverty reduction and job creation, and vice versa). In each of the chapters that follow, we’ll detail the complex negotiations involved in moving the relationship between state and society from resistance to receptivity, and consider why in other cases it appears impossible to move from here to there. It is often said that sometimes society leads and sometimes it tails the state. This is true both in democratic and authoritarian systems. But it is perhaps more accurate to say that when the magic happens and “society” leads the state, it’s actually a small segment that does the heavy lifting: the rest of the population gets dragged along. In the chapters that follow, we will provide a series of vignettes about how, in these two very different countries, when certain issues have come to a head, society has tried to lead the state—and whether (and when) the state has allowed itself to be led.


Our interest is the process by which citizens get their concerns (which are mostly domestic but include foreign policy) onto the agenda. In other words, how do citizens contribute to broader processes of social change? Society tries to lead the state through a variety of means; some are confrontational and some are polite. Two of the most common nonviolent means that citizens use to promote change worldwide are 1) using the legal system or 2) defying it, through direct action or civil disobedience. While the former often takes place inside formal institutions of power, the latter often involves higher-risk forms of concentration (occupations, invasions, flash mobs, etc.) or lower-risk methods of dispersion (boycotts, stay-aways, go-slow demonstrations, etc.) (Chenoweth 2012). Civil disobedience, which often employs creative tactics, seeks to disrupt routines to create a crisis. As a subcategory of civil disobedience, artistic protest creates a stir with provocative entertainment; often it confronts with flamboyance and humor. To some degree, any civil disobedience is performance; the goal of such protest is to force the observer to choose sides and join it, thus adding greater pressure on the government (Seltzer 2012). In this sense, the display is as much for society as it is for the state. This is important because it is widely recognized that mass participation by diverse groups is crucial to any movement’s success, as it suggests the existence of a vision with legitimacy (Swiebel 2009). And it doesn’t take everyone to come out; according to Lichbach, few governments—dictatorships or democracies—can resist the demands of a sustained, coordinated disobedience campaign that engages more than 5 percent of the population (cited in Chenoweth 2012). This is what we mean about part of society leading the state and the rest being dragged along.


In our two cases and around the world, protesters use many of the same activities (petitions, demonstrations, and occupations, just to name a few). But analysts of civil society often draw distinctions between protests intended to pressure a government and those that represent opposition to the government. Both types of protest can employ the tactics mentioned earlier (using the law or defying it, ranging from the diplomatic to the muscular), and both (protest as pressure and protest as opposition) can be disruptive. Groups that use protest as pressure are integrative: they assume that the organization and the state have similar goals. But they are autonomous, propose policies independently, and assume that the state just needs to be prodded to do the right thing. In this circumstance, protest as pressure simply enables the government to make the right choice. On the other hand, groups that protest as opposition aren’t seeking to work with the state; they openly oppose the government policies with which they disagree. As we will demonstrate, these groups aren’t static. They may move back and forth along the spectrum over time. And it is important to keep in mind that all but the most oppositional groups seek to develop a dialogue with the state. They consider the political support or regular channels of access necessary for seeing their demands become policy (Swiebel 2009). On the other hand, groups moving from using protest as pressure to using protest as opposition are those that have become discouraged or disgusted with the process. They have decided that change can only come from outside the system, not within it.


Of course, success within the system depends on the attitudes of elites within the targeted organizations—and it is important not to underestimate their role. States provide different kinds of access to different sectors of civil society. It is the state that controls the form and scope of access; states choose to exclude or ignore some groups altogether or to direct the process from the top down. They generally seek to co-opt and deal only with those that obey their rules (Friedman and Hochstetler 2002). However, even in authoritarian states it is not unheard of for activists with the right resources to gain institutional access and be brought in to work with the government. For example, many Brazilians who started out as critics of the government’s AIDS policy were eventually hired to redesign and lead those programs. Often these relationships become institutionalized, as these protesters became bureaucrats, outlasting any particular administration. Formally or informally, on a permanent or temporary basis, the goal of these groups is to form instrumental coalitions and “infiltrate” the government in key decision-making positions or as consultants (Swiebel 2009; Foller 2010; Hochstetler 2003). It should be noted, however, that analysts disagree about who is being “infiltrated.” They also disagree about whether the result is co-opting, in which the state effectively neuters and absorbs the movement, or synergistic, a win-win relationship achieved through complementarity, interdependence, and embeddedness in which the state and society mutually influence and transform each other (Evans 1997; Guidry 2003).


Who’s co-opting whom? Is “synergy” really possible? Let’s just say then that this is a question that will not be resolved here, but as we will see, civil society is highly pluralistic in Brazil and China. Consequently, a mix, or variety of arrangements, exists in these countries. Similarly, it is wrong to assume that the relationship between NGOs and the state is always contentious; many NGOs in Brazil and some in China receive funding from the state (Hochstetler 1997). Certainly some groups have more clearly been able to maintain their autonomy from the government and political parties than others. From civil society’s perspective, the litmus test for synergism is whether the relationship moves the group toward achieving their goals for policy. But the fact remains that once they are in a position to make decisions, these new policymakers often find themselves limited by budgetary and other constraints. As a result they disappoint and become divided from those still on the outside (Avritzer 2009; Hochstetler 2003). As Hochstetler and Keck (2007) contend, activists labor inside and outside the state, and both are sites of struggle. Therefore, perhaps it is best to conceptualize these different positions—from working in the government, to protest as pressure, to protest as opposition, to seeking the government’s ouster—as points existing along a continuum rather than a simple “inside the state” vs. “outside the state” dichotomy. And the impetus is hardly unidirectional; this is not simply a story about society seeking to leverage the state (Friedman and Hochstetler 2002). Rather, the state is trying to leverage society, too. Often the relationship between them is like a tug-of-war—albeit one in which the state has the advantage of weight.


How Political Opportunity Structures Shape Contentious Politics


Much of the success—or failure—of any particular group (or actors) within society depends on the political opportunity structures or broader environment (at home and in the world) that affect the likely outcome of this interaction (Tarrow 1994). The political opportunity structure varies by actor (not all actors face the same access or constraints) and it can change for actors over time. It is important to keep this in mind as we trace how the various episodes of contentious politics unfold. For each we will ask the same questions: Are elites friendly? Were issues linked? Did there exist countervailing protests blocking or impeding government action? All of these things—and more—can work together to determine receptivity or resistance. Another factor influencing this is that today social movements can be pretty ephemeral. The Internet facilitates activism, but often groups mobilized by social networks around one or several causes resemble flash mobs; they often have diffuse and horizontal modes of organization and lack permanent leadership (Sola 2013). Consider their precarious resource and personnel basis and it is easy to see how the political opportunity structure (whether it is welcoming or not) can make or break a movement (Swiebel 2009; Hochstetler 1997). The more institutionalized NGOs are generally less vulnerable, but they also must deal with the fact that the political opportunity structure (in other words, the context they’re working in) plays a large role in whether their interaction with the state results in repression, reform, revolution—or nothing at all (Tarrow 1994).


In other words, in predicting outcomes, context is everything. Understanding a country’s history is key to assessing its political opportunity structure. Brazil, for example, has never had a revolution—in part because of the state’s willingness to use repression, but more commonly it has been the case that the state has made just enough reform to maintain the status quo. Today’s Brazil is a consolidated democracy and there is no serious talk of outright war in the country—even by the most disgruntled elements in society, although one could argue that gang violence amounts to a low-simmering civil war. In China it is only the most disgruntled individuals—rarely groups—who employ violence. There, because political violence is a such a potent tool of the state, it is used by citizens more sparingly, although since the mid-2000s, there have been multiple violent attacks in schools and train stations (often using knives or axes), usually pinned on the “psychologically disturbed” or so-called “splittist” elements within society. Interestingly, the choice of weapon reflects the Chinese state’s strict gun control laws—and monopoly on the use of force. This couldn’t be more different than the situation in Brazil, where—despite some attempts to restrict the purchase of firearms—the state has proven unable to control access to guns. In some parts of Brazil, including major cities, the result is gunfights in the streets. But in neither country is there a major armed oppositional movement seeking to overthrow the state. Political violence perpetrated by members of the state and society certainly exists in Brazil and China, but instead of flaring into war, in both countries this violence is better characterized as set at a low boil (Ahnen 2007).77




According to Chenoweth (2012), the limited use of violence is just as well, as violent protests (vandalism, assassination, armed insurrection) frighten, annoy, and/or turn off citizens and diminish participation. Moreover, aggressive citizen actions often work to build support for a state’s policy of resistance, as regime supporters who feel personally threatened by violent protests unify and resolve to defeat the movement. We have seen this happen around the world time and time again.





To citizens in both countries it may seem that out of all the possibilities, society’s interaction with the state results most commonly in nothing at all. Certainly, out of our menu of options regarding state-society interaction (repression, reform, or revolution), revolution is the rarest result. It is much more likely that change—if it comes at all—will be more piecemeal, and specific issues will cycle on and off the political agenda—and perhaps that’s why it appears to many that the result is nothing at all (Hochstetler 1997). One might expect this in authoritarian China, but just because a country is democratic does not guarantee it will provide welcoming political opportunity structures. Similarly, political opportunity structures in repressive, authoritarian states may be more open than one would assume (Tarrow 1994). On some issues, gay and lesbian rights, for example, authoritarian states (as opposed to democratic ones) may be able to afford to ignore social conservatives and offer greater prospects for progressive political reform. However, authoritarian—and even revolutionary—governments have often found it necessary to assuage the concerns of these groups.


As Chua (2012) points out, in authoritarian systems, where an oppositional approach can be too risky, activists must make their way through countless restrictions in a carefully choreographed “strategic dance.” Such groups, which are often categorized as conformist, tend to adopt a form of pragmatic resistance. Theirs is a “strategic adaptation” that challenges power only in highly specific and limited ways. Taking into consideration cultural norms, they carefully prioritize demands, and then subtly apply pressure—not in public, overt protests—but in a way that avoids direct confrontation. They survive by doing whatever they can to avoid being seen as a threat to the existing power arrangements, and they create a way for the state to see the change as in its interests (e.g., to augment its international legitimacy) or act on their demands with its dignity intact (e.g., the state may act like the policy change was its idea all along). The question is, Do such groups achieve change by pushing norms while adhering to them? Or, by accepting their confines and making choices within them, do they actually help to validate and reinforce the boundaries drawn by the state, thus strengthening the existing order (Chua 2012)? Such questions again illustrate the importance of political opportunity structures, and we will return to them in later chapters to consider how well this explanation fits the Chinese, and, for that matter, the Brazilian cases.


Another factor that helps to shape the political opportunity structure given any particular issue is whether the issue is considered “safe” or “dangerous” (one that the state considers a “core interest” and is extremely sensitive about) (Tarrow 1994). Both Brazil and China have core interests, which we will identify in the chapters that follow. Although it may use reform or repression to protect these interests, these are the most highly contested issues, and ones on which the state will not budge. One litmus test for whether an issue ranks as dangerous, and a useful predictor of whether the state will be receptive or resistant in regard to an issue, is how the state characterizes protesters. For example, the state’s use of labels (such as vandals, drunks, traitors, terrorists, etc.) for what many would simply call citizenship is obviously a sign of trouble ahead.


Often when the state’s reaction to a mobilization is expected to be violent, society will dial it back and join less threatening forms of protest to air grievances against the regime while reducing the risk of a repressive response. Yes, atrocities (notably, the murder of Brazilian activist Chico Mendez) have occurred even then, but according to Hochstetler (1997), back in the 1980s, protecting the Amazon and the rights of indigenous people were relatively safe issues to raise with the state. Today, these are two of the most dangerous issues to protest in Brazil, along with calls for agrarian reform. Unknown numbers of activists have been killed for their efforts, usually by non-state agents (thugs hired by moneyed interests, with state agents usually only participating indirectly, complicit in the violence but not actively perpetrating it). But it’s not only environmentalists and indigenous rights activists whose lives are at risk, and sometimes state actors are directly involved. In response to 2013 protests against government priorities and spending on the World Cup, Brazil’s president, Dilma Rousseff, first characterized the demonstrations as proof of the energy of the democracy. But within a few days she sent police with clubs to use pepper spray, tear gas, and rubber bullets against citizens (Strange 2013). The Chinese government behaves similarly, but it is more often the size of the protest rather than the cause that determines the regime’s reaction. And, although there are cases of hired thugs roughing up activists and journalists who try to promote their cause, house arrest and detention are Beijing’s favored tools to preemptively limit unrest.


As mentioned earlier, we should keep in mind that any particular movement’s relationship with the state is capable of shifting over time. Not only are movements dynamic (their membership, tactics, and strategies changing), but participatory opportunities are episodic (and may be linked to the larger, international context and events outside the country) (Friedman and Hochstetler 2002). For example, the 1960s marked some of the darkest days for human rights in both countries. Moreover, Brazil’s democratic transition coincided not only with the end of the Cold War, but with a time of tremendous upheaval in China. The Brazilian military dictatorship ended in 1989, just as the Chinese regime faced its greatest political, social, and ideological challenge in the widespread protests throughout that spring and early summer.


Emerging Political Cultures and the Power of Social Media


Emerging with efforts to force out the dictatorship, a new political culture has since emerged as civil society in Brazil that is unusually active, participating in developing, implementing, and co-managing public policy (Friedman and Hochstetler 2002; “BTI 2012” 2012; Foller 2010). In China, an increasingly deeper moral vacuum pervades much public discourse, as the ideology espoused by the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) appears increasingly irrelevant—even within the CCP itself. Citizens continue to improvise, innovate, and adopt new forms of performance (petitions, press statements, demonstrations, lobbying, etc.) with which to engage the state, and each year we observe tens of thousands of major demonstrations against pollution, corruption, and illegal land grabs. But society tends to develop and repeat a particular repertoire because it is often limited by the feasibility of different types of performance. In some places this is more true than others because states attempt to exert control over various types of performance, prescribing, tolerating, or forbidding them (McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly 2009).


While Chinese have always—even in Imperial times—had channels to communicate grievances to the government (including officially sanctioned complaint bureaus where masses of aggrieved citizens vent their frustration), these avenues and their volume have become amplified with social media. New media have greatly energized protests in Brazil and China—especially social media, blogs, and Web 2.0 technology. In China and Brazil the old (or established) media isn’t trusted because it is monopolized by the state and/or established interests and believed by many to be biased in their favor. To counter media bias and get their issues on the agenda, more and more social movements (and individual acts of defiance) are making their voices heard by going digital or becoming “networked”: as elsewhere, Brazilians and Chinese are finding alternative, new forms of participation by turning to social media and using information communication technologies (ICTs), including mobile phones, micro-blogging services, and tablets to get their arguments heard and to mobilize and organize protest much more quickly and efficiently than ever before. With the new media, Brazilians continue to push the limits of freedom of expression in their democracy—a preferred method is videos of satire and biting humor. Activists have a ready audience in Brazil; the country is second only to the United States in the number of Facebook users and Twitter accounts (Romero 2013d). China is now home to the world’s largest population of Internet users, with an approximate Internet penetration rate of nearly 49 percent and growing annually—Brazil is number five on that list of total numbers of users, but its penetration rate in 2014 was 57 percent (China Internet Network Information Center 2013; “Data: Internet Users” 2015). But it’s not just society that is using this tool; technology can be used both to mobilize populations and to contain them. For example, both democratic Brazil and authoritarian China censor, and both use technologies as a means of control. Through the Web they conduct online surveillance and seek to sow disunity in movements. Despite attempts to restrict online communication (Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube are each blocked on the mainland), Twitter-like microblogs in China are unruly and contentious, often driving national discourse on even some sensitive topics, including forced abortions and consumer safety issues. Social media, sometimes perhaps more accurately termed “antisocial media,” has prodded the formation of a variety of forms of activism, including digital mobs and cyber manhunts spawned by everything from marital infidelity to attempts to mediate between pro-Tibet and pro-China demonstrators. The millions of Internet monitors are kept busy taking down unauthorized photographs of disasters—natural and not—sensitive discussions that have been banned by local or central authorities, and even items that are seen to simply be attracting too much attention, because they have the potential to incite instability, a serious crime.


Brazilians also do a lot of their politics online. Virtual activism is now recognized in Brazil as proving more effective than political parties and trade unions at uniting diverse groups and for its ability to convene tens of thousands of people in flash mobs to protest. Called to action by Twitter, they are tweeted where and when to meet (Tavener 2011). Cell phone videos from deep in the rainforest of indigenous peoples’ clashes with police are posted on Facebook or YouTube in real time, showing Brazilians a side of the story they’re not getting from the old media. They are making headlines across the world, and prompting the government to promise investigations (Fellet 2013). If, as Ackerman puts it, “the mixture of confrontation, creativity and social media becomes a volatile cocktail for an authoritarian regime” (Ackerman 2012), you can imagine how it could put a democracy under the table. As Friedman has warned us, smartphones, Twitter, Facebook, and the rest have brought people into the streets with the independent means to get their stories across faster and at higher decibel levels than ever before. Sure, this may mean that authoritarian governments—like China’s—are less sustainable now, but it also means that democracies—like Brazil’s—will be more volatile than ever (Friedman 2013).


Fitting All the Pieces Together into a Frame


Of course, it takes more than such tactics to produce change. It takes leadership, clear goals, and the ability to follow through on an agenda. In this study, we will consider a variety of the tools (from the very old to the very new) as well as tactics, strategies, and the diversity of participation used by society in its push and pull with the state. Due to limitations of space, this book cannot recount every action, include every group, or apply the receptivity-resistance model to every contentious issue the two countries face—nor is every issue contentious for both countries. After a chapter on the history of this give and take—as well as the factors that gave rise to it—we examine contentious politics and the (sometimes surprising) strategies employed by a variety of actors over a period of time in both countries in three areas: human security; social issues and social diversity; and environmental politics. These chapters are structured the same way: for each issue the cases are presented, and then analyzed and compared to reveal parallels and patterns. Although our narrative follows the stories over longer periods of time (sometimes decades) to illustrate the dynamic nature of contentious politics, conceptual frameworks near the end of each chapter freeze the frame to condense and recap our findings. First, we sort the issues by how highly contested they are: “less contested,” “moderately contested,” and “highly contested.” As claims against the state, all the issues we discuss are contested, but some are more dangerous than others. The most highly contested of them are core issues, ones that the state—or powerful political forces behind the scenes, namely elites—considers to be non-negotiable. From the state’s perspective, challenges regarding such issues amount to an existential threat. Then, in association with each issue, depending on the tactics employed to make its claims heard, we categorize each societal approach as “conventional” (which ranges from seeking to work with the government to using protest as pressure), “confrontational” (not seeking to work with the government, opposing it, and seeking its overthrow), or “hybrid” (representing the mix of approaches).88 Society can adopt a conventional approach and still be highly critical of the state; the distinction is whether it seeks to reform the system or replace it. Next, we classify the state’s response as “receptive” (open to influence and compromise), “resistant” (unwilling to change norms or policies), or “both” (indicating elements of both receptivity and resistance). This third category is necessary since Gómez’s (2009) receptivity-resistance model allows us to see the realities of “both . . . and” rather than a simple “either . . . or.” Finally, we assess the outcome of the political encounter between state and society as one based in “reform” (acceding to society’s claim and adopting change, which can include working synergistically with or co-opting society) or “repression” (rejecting society’s claim and refusing change, which runs the gamut from stonewalling to various uses of coercion, including violence). A third possible outcome we identify is “indeterminate,” when there is no clear outcome.




This analysis focuses on those seeking to change the status quo, as opposed those who support it, although we recognize the role both groups play in contentious politics.





FIGURE 1.1 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
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Of course, what we’re describing is an unfolding social process; no outcome is permanent. It is important to stress that these figures merely abbreviate our findings and encapsulate the story of the push and pull of state and society by issue. To paraphrase Migdal (2009), in these figures we are offering a snapshot of what is actually a moving picture. We “show” the moving picture in chapters 3–5. We don’t attempt to apply the framework to chapters 2 or 6 because these chapters don’t serve the same functions as the rest. Chapter 2 provides the historical context for understanding all that follows. Chapter 6 is almost an epilogue. It rounds out the book, linking contentious politics to international relations. In it we consider how contentious politics at home shapes our cases’ foreign policies, which are also more similar than most would expect, largely a difference of style over substance.


WHY THESE CASES?


Our argument, that contentious politics in countries at opposite ends of the spectrum is more similar than many would assume, could be applied to any of the large variety of states found in what Schedler (2013) and other analysts call “the messy middle.” But why choose Brazil and China, such apparently disparate cases, at opposite ends of the “middle”?


One easy answer is that they are late developers and another is because they are commonly linked as emerging powers. In 2001, Goldman Sachs economist Jim O’Neill popularized the association of Brazil, Russia, India, and China as “BRIC” states as rising economic powers. Debate lingers as to whether the grouping should be expanded.99 As one observer quipped, “It must be the beginning of a new week: a new emerging market acronym is doing the rounds” (Mance 2010). Thus, there are several emerging states vying for leading roles on the shifting world stage, but Brazil and China are the two that are always in the mix. Brazil and China are contenders because they enjoy many of the classic components of power: large populations, large land masses, and large and fast-growing economies. Even with its post-boom slump, in 2014 Brazil was the seventh-largest economy in the world—and it is projected to be the world’s sixth-largest by 2030. By then, only the economies of China, the United States, India, Japan, and Indonesia will be larger (“The World in 2050” 2015).




BRICS includes South Africa; BRICK adds South Korea; BRICET incorporates eastern Europe and Turkey; and BRICA includes the Arab states of Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Kuwait, Bahrain, Oman, and the United Arab Emirates, etc. More recently, the Spanish bank BBVA proposed the image of the “Eagles” (“Emerging and Growth-Leading Economies”): states that will soon be increasing international demand to the global economy, to include China, Brazil, India, South Korea, Indonesia, Russia, Mexico, Turkey, Egypt, and Taiwan. These are also the states that are likely to account for nearly half of all global growth between now and 2020 (Wassener 2010).





But India and Russia, with many of the classic components of power, fit the bill as well. Why not include them? Because we agree with those who argue that political phenomena are best understood through the careful examination of a small number of cases (Collier 1993). It would be a mistake to attempt a comparative historical analysis, studying a small number of countries over long periods of time, of all four BRIC states (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) because of the concomitant loss of depth. In other words, we can see more by just focusing on two. As Collier put it, “The close scrutiny of each country limits the number of national cases a scholar can consider” (Collier 1993, 105).


We also agree with Collier that even more is revealed with a comparative light. And part of the appeal of comparing just Brazil and China—and not all the rest—is because they are the two cases least likely to be analyzed side by side. Comparisons of Russia and China or China and India abound. And, arguably, in any mix of the four, at least at face value Brazil and China are the most different. We believe that a most-different case analysis, which moves beyond regime type—and beyond region—will produce the most unexpected and the richest results. Let’s be clear: by our use of the term “beyond,” we are not arguing that regime type and region are irrelevant. Rather, we use it synonymously with “over and above”: beyond differences of regime and region, there is a resemblance between these countries. Obviously, regime type shapes state-society relations. And within-region comparisons are standard in the field. But we’re hardly renegades to break with this convention. Over four decades ago, Rustow (1968) called on scholars to move beyond case selections based on region, and instead consider “cross-area” studies, but it is relatively unusual to find accessible, in-depth comparative case analysis across single cases in Asia and Latin America. This is surprising, given that countries are rarely defined by regional cultures anymore, and partnerships across borders, cultures, and governing types are less unusual than they were before.


We readily admit that our adoption of the alternative, “cross-area” approach—and the use of Brazil and China as our cases—does put us in something of a predicament. As mentioned earlier, ours is a theory-infirming case study because we counter the dominant view by contending that regime distinctions may not be as significant as is often assumed. As a result, we end up making an argument that undeniably causes us some discomfort: just beneath the surface, for two countries at opposite sides of “the messy middle,” the parallels between Brazil and China can be striking. Let’s be crystal clear: no one is arguing that China is Shangri-La and Brazil is an unmitigated hell, but neither will this be a story of “good state” vs. “bad state.” Brazil, a democracy, has often—but not always—worked in partnership with civil society to do great things. Sure, such a partnership in authoritarian China is a rarer find, but the government has at times worked with civil society—which is more than one might expect. As we will demonstrate in the chapters that follow, authoritarian China does not always resort to the use of repression, whereas the Brazilian state has at times behaved in ways unbecoming to a democracy. Yes, usually democracies reform and non-democracies repress, but despite their very different political, economic, and social systems, both our cases have used reform and repression for much the same reason—to protect core interests and offset real, significant change.


In other words, even most-different case designs require that the cases be comparable, that they share a number of common properties. For all their differences, Brazil and China fit this bill: they both straddle the line between weak and strong / developing and developed country because, as many analysts have pointed out, they are both. And these two countries are alike in other, more important ways as well. This assessment can, at times, be flattering (e.g., their support for alternative energy sources), and at others, embarrassing (e.g., their deforestation and treatment of protesters). It is thanks to this unusual juxtaposition of cases that this pattern emerges. In effect, we’re offering “most different, similar outcome” cases to see what the two have in common that might explain these outcomes (Guy 1998). Like a feat of prestidigitation manipulates an object to produce an effect, an analysis of these two countries side by side reveals their contradictions, their dynamics, and their realities more clearly and vividly than a regional or regime type comparison ever could. As you will see, it is the unexpected juxtaposition of these cases that is illuminating.


As mentioned earlier, this study is theory-infirming: while regime type has a role to play, it is the issue under contention that best predicts the likelihood of state receptivity or resistance to citizen demands. We maintain that this is true for all states. In particular, when it comes down to core issues, countries existing at opposite ends of “the messy middle,” democracies and non-democracies, can—and do—behave in strikingly similar ways. As you will see, it’s not just the dictatorships that have redline issues that are sacrosanct for them. Democracies aren’t always receptive to civil society; on certain matters the Brazilian state has shown itself willing to resort to brutal repression. And, yes, authoritarian China often does live up to all our expectations of dictatorships—but not always.


Issue salience goes far in explaining why dictatorships can sometimes appear surprisingly pliant. This study suggests that regardless of regime type, all states are to some degree concerned about legitimacy. As you’ll see in the chapters to follow, Brazil and China are more willing to “give” on some issues than others. We argue that dictatorships and democracies alike are more willing to negotiate the disputes that are less important to them; both are willing to engage society on some things to deflect attention and better protect their core interests. And, as you’ll see, contrary to popular assumptions, it’s not useful to try to peg society by regime type, either. In the chapters that follow, we will discuss the impressive variety of ways in which Brazilian and Chinese citizens seek to engage the state.


In other words, in contentious politics it’s more about issue than regime. It is only by going beyond assumptions about regime type—and considering the complexity of state-society relations instead by issue—that the largest determinant of state behavior comes into focus. It then becomes clear why, despite their differences, state (and society) at opposite ends of “the messy middle” can be more alike than many would suppose—or wish.


OUTLINE OF THE BOOK


We promise to highlight issues that others might miss with a single case. In our first feat of prestidigitation, we will examine these countries’ histories side by side, to reveal their contradictions, dynamics, and realities more clearly. This is a needed context that will help with understanding state-society relations in the chapters that follow. Therefore, in chapter 2, we compare a number of legacies, the imprints of the past on the present that set the stage. We do this not by attempting a full recounting of history, but by highlighting the events and processes that have made these countries what they are today. For example, despite its acclaim on the world stage, some analysts have characterized Brazil as an incomplete democracy or low-quality democracy in which new and old forms of exclusion exist side by side. Perhaps most obviously associated with its long history of slavery, social hierarchies and traditions of deference hang on. This is in part due to Brazil’s preference for conciliation and accommodation, and its history of evolutionary change. The foundations of its inequitable system, based in land concentration and a slave economy, were never smashed, as Brazil never had a revolution, or even a civil war. Of course, China can claim one of the major social revolutions of the twentieth century, but despite its revolutionary heritage, social hierarchies and traditions of deference thought to be abolished have come roaring back. Although the Chinese leadership is promising to make amends, change is likely to come slowly after the fog and mirrors subside.


We reveal another intriguing juxtaposition in chapter 3: despite their differences in revolutionary experience, both countries have been identified as some of the world’s most unequal: China has its luxury-item audience (including many CCP officials), while Brazil has its rich, too (old money and new). This chapter’s focus is on how both states and societies struggle with disparities of wealth, despite—and sometimes because of—concerted efforts to promote economic growth. Within the last fifteen years, both Brazil and China have made significant strides combating poverty within their borders. Both countries bask in the early achievement of halving extreme poverty five years ahead of the 2015 deadline (“Millennium Development Goals Report 2012” 2013). Nonetheless, as we discuss in chapter 3, important disparities continue to challenge ordinary citizens and haunt a leadership whose legitimacy is closely connected to a record of improvement.


Another question we consider in chapter 3 is change—and the illusion of it. Brazil is on the verge of eliminating absolute poverty. Its approach to HIV-AIDS and Bolsa Familia, the Brazilian program of conditional cash transfers, are widely considered huge successes and emulated worldwide.1010 As a result, Brazil has garnered a reputation as a human security superpower. Still, it could be argued that at home, Brazil is only “minimizing the exploitation,” and has only made enough change to keep everything in place. The reforms the government has made are offered up and celebrated, while structural changes such as agrarian reform are put aside and declared—even by the PT government, the leading leftist force in the country—as no longer necessary or relevant. Chinese leaders pride themselves on their significant rates of poverty reduction, and the big buzz now is how Beijing is taking on significant economic reforms—vowing to reduce the government’s influence on the economy—under the “Fifth Generation” of leaders, Xi Jinping and Li Keqiang. Yet it seems once again to be more about appearance than genuine change, and bold agendas are again likely to become bogged down in bureaucratic muddle and much of the same.




Conditional cash transfers are safety net programs (large or small) that are popular because they have proven successful at reducing poverty by making access to welfare conditional on a receiver’s actions. They vary in how they are used, but often require parents to invest in their children’s health and welfare (Fiszbein and Schady 2009).





Any consideration of inequality must also include the push and pull of state and society over the issue of crime. Beijing maintains a covert system of detention centers (labor camps and extrajudicial “black jails”) designed to hold petitioners and other individuals who threaten to expose political problems. Here, people are held incommunicado without trial. However, China is pressured to build a more reliable system of laws and judicial independence—seen as necessary to promote long-term financial and investment stability—and it has responded with limited reforms, thus developing the veneer of a more gentle authoritarianism. Meanwhile, Brazil, a consolidated democracy ranked as “free” by Freedom House, has a homicide rate three times the global average. Fearing for their safety, citizens have voted for a tough approach to crime. As a result, human rights have deteriorated since the return to democracy and Brazil has some of the most abusive security forces in the world (“Brazil: Freedom in the World 2011” 2011). Embarrassed by attention to this fact, the state has attempted to rehabilitate its image by mixing its counterinsurgency tactics in poor neighborhoods with community policing aimed at engaging and winning over hearts and minds. The big surprise in this analysis is in the levels of violence: citizens in democratic Brazil are much more likely to witness or be a victim of violence than those in authoritarian China, but majorities in both countries want the state to take a tougher line on crime.


Chapter 4 is all about social contradictions and struggles over identity. Its focus is religion and ethnicity, sexual politics and the rights of sexual and gender minorities. Brazil is so diverse that it’s often said to comprise five countries, a point of pride for citizens and leaders alike. But Brazil is full of contradictions. For much of the twentieth century it was upheld as a model for the world, a racial democracy uniquely harmonious and conflict-free. UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization) representatives even traveled there in the 1950s to learn what Brazil could teach the world about racial tolerance. Until recently most Brazilians, including many blacks, argued that there was no racism in Brazil. Most agree now that what existed was a myth of racial democracy. An extremely asymmetric access to resources is no doubt tied up in race and class, but for years many people believed the fiction that Brazil has somehow transcended racism because its manifestation in Brazil was more subtle than Jim Crow. Those used to its harsh expression in the United States had a harder time recognizing it where social status and hierarchies coexisted with a culture of cordiality in which people who are not social equals could mingle and relate (Adelman and de Azevedo 2012; Philippou 2005). Brazil had the world’s largest slave population and it was the last country to abolish slavery in the Western hemisphere, but until recently most Brazilians argued that it was a more tolerant, gentler slave system. China is equally (if not more) diverse, but this variation is often viewed as threatening by elites, who recognize only officially sanctioned ethnicities, officially fifty-six of the over four hundred groups that submitted applications to be recognized as a national minority (Blum 2010), and only the official discourse of ethnic identity is welcomed. However, individuals and groups routinely push the envelope. But both official discourses have largely fallen apart, as both states have a record of cultural dilution—in Brazil with social whitening, and in China with Han migration to Tibet and state-orchestrated migration to Xinjiang, one of China’s Muslim-majority provinces. Thanks to the efforts of civil society, most Brazilians recognize now that what they had was a myth of racial democracy; it is a new generation of activists that is pushing the state to do something about it.


It is also in chapter 4 that we point out other social contradictions, as well as some of the important differences between the two countries. When it comes to religion, China is recognized as a majority non-religious state; the ruling CCP professes atheism and actively discourages family members of cadres from participating in public religious or spiritual rituals. Still, tens of millions of individuals are flocking to a wide range of organized religious services, practicing spirituality in both official and unofficial channels. The government views such organizations as a potential threat, and officials who belong to religious organizations can be expelled from the CCP.


Brazil, on the other hand, famous for its sensuality and eroticism, is much more sexually liberated than China. At the same time, it has the world’s largest Catholic population, and a fast growing number of evangelical converts. This contradiction is why Brazil has some of the most restrictive abortion laws in the world, but still high rates of abortion. Meanwhile, China leads the world in virtually unrestricted access to abortion, largely due to state enforcement of population-control initiatives. As one might expect, religious morality has little influence on policy regarding sexuality in China, yet the lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) and sex worker movements are in their infancy, still largely closeted due to both social and political conservatism. Sexual politics in China also provides an alluring window on the precarious status of laws and legality in the country, and how even an authoritarian state can suffer from impotence. For example, even though prostitution is officially illegal in China, it is rampant, with deep connections to the growing problem of human trafficking. Conversely, sex work is legal in Brazil, but human trafficking is a major problem there as well.


When it comes to other forms of sexuality, China is still in the closet. Its socially conservative mores compel many gay men to marry women and have children—due to family and social pressure—but continue to seek same-sex partners behind closed doors. And although conservative religious groups have been able to hold the line on maintaining highly restrictive abortion laws, they appear to be losing their battles against the LGBT and sex worker movements in Brazil, which have won on the legislative battlefield in recent years, as same-sex marriage and adoption is now legal.


Another surprise comes in chapter 5, in our discussion of the interchange between state and society over the environment. On one hand, as a state-socialist regime, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) limits expression and participation in many areas of life, namely any topic deemed “sensitive” by the national elite. Still, at the same time, there are areas of expression where openness is more permissible—most notably efforts to curb water pollution—albeit with an eye toward the safeguarding of social stability. We discuss the surprising finding that some forms of environmental activism are more dangerous in Brazil—witness the murder of Dorothy Stang by entrenched ranching interests—than in China, where the national bureaucracy has invited limited input from environmental activists on limited issues. The Amazon is as much a core interest for Brazil as issues of territorial integrity are for China—both countries have made it abundantly clear that they’ll not tolerate any interference with their sovereignty when it comes to these issues.


We conclude the book by projecting out from this examination of state-society relations to consider the styles of leadership emerging from within these two fast-emerging powers. In chapter 6 we analyze lessons from the preceding discussion to forecast the kinds of powers—regionally and globally—Brazil and China are likely to become as the twenty-first century unfolds. As Nye (2013) reminds us, soft power is based in culture, values, and foreign policy, in other words, the ways states seek to set the global agenda. Foreign policy is the focus here, and based in their pasts, their own experiences, and worldviews, state leaders within Brazil and China chart a new path for their states in the early twenty-first century. They engage in strategic receptivity to and resistance of international pressures, norms, and proposals in order to carve influence in an increasingly multipolar and contested international arena. Brasilia and Beijing see themselves as leading actors at center stage in many of the significant policy challenges of the early twenty-first century. They see themselves as no one’s co-star and they’re not just players in a supporting role. Like other actors, they seek to advance their own agendas. For example, by promoting solidarity and South-South cooperation, Brazil and China are known for staking out counterhegemonic or antihegemonic policies. Some examples of this include the Beijing Consensus, which—unlike the West—doesn’t make any claim of linking human rights performance to foreign aid and investment, or the Brasilia Consensus, which calls for the West to also play by free trade rules. Both Brazil and China take leadership roles challenging Western orthodoxies, agreeing, for example, that rich countries should make the biggest sacrifices in cutting carbon emissions. China expects and Brazil hopes that the South will repay its efforts with support for the causes it cares most about. For China, that means toeing the line on Tibet, Taiwan, and Xinjiang. For Brazil, it is support for a permanent seat on the UN Security Council.


While analysts disagree over whether Brazil and China will seek to reform and preserve the existing international order—or subvert and provide alternatives to it—at the very least these rising powers are determined to put their mark on it. They both want recognition; they want respect. And increasingly they’re demanding it. Each country is following a different trajectory, and they are likely to find themselves, like all states, continually frustrated in their efforts. However, there is no doubt that these two countries—Brazil with its reciprocal multilateralism, China in seeking a new hegemony—are playing a large part in shaping the next world order.


Sure, the comparison of state-society relations in Brazil and China that follows is likely to exhibit some of what you’d expect—but it also reveals some real surprises. A juxtaposition of these two states exposes some striking contradictions and gaps between rhetoric and reality, in how these countries present themselves and how they are presented. More importantly, our findings invite a cautious approach to generalization across regime types. In their interactions with their citizens and on the world stage, democratic and authoritarian states can be more alike than most expect. To understand two dynamic states and to help forecast the kind of presence they will reveal on the world stage, it is useful to pay more attention to state-society relations. As we think you’ll agree, behind all the smoke and mirrors there are some real eye-openers.


DISCUSSION QUESTIONS


       1.   The authors contend that Brazil and China each have something very different to offer the world. Do you expect them to be more different than alike? Why? Do you expect their differences to be more about style or substance? Explain.


       2.   What’s the dominant paradigm in explaining contentious politics? Why is it the dominant paradigm and why do you think it has been so enduring? Are the authors right to challenge it? What other variables might be associated with different levels of state responsiveness to society?


       3.   This study seeks to challenge assumptions about how democracies and authoritarian governments engage with public participation. Can you think of any other cases in which dictatorships have displayed fuller than expected repertoires, or responses to civil society? What are some examples of democracies “behaving in ways unbecoming to their status”? Does this leave all states in “the messy middle”? Explain.


       4.   Part of what is unique about this study is the unexpected case selection and the hypothesis that these ostensibly most-different cases are more alike than many of us might assume. What might be some other unexpected, interesting cases to compare? What’s your hypothesis?


       5.   The authors contend that, regardless of the differences in regime type, Brazil and China are alike in the ways in which they engage civil society. They’re receptive on what they deem “safe” issues, but on “dangerous” issues that threaten core interests, both have proven fiercely resistant. Is this true of all states? And what kinds of issues are more likely to be regarded as “safe” vs. “dangerous”? What do core interests have in common?
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1 One striking example of the possible emergence of this shift is the formation of the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB) in 2014. Led by Beijing, this project, set to fund development projects throughout Asia, is perceived as a rival to the US-dominated World Bank and Asian Development Bank. When Beijing revealed the official founding members list in mid-2015, it included all four BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) states and 14 out of the Group of 20 (G20) members. The AIIB is expected to be fully established by the end of 2015.


2 Pluralism is the existence (and affirmation) of the diversity of values within political systems. Pluralistic systems are marked by competition among convictions, usually expressed in terms of interest groups, parties, and civil society organizations. One of the first articulations of the centrality of pluralism within democratic systems was Robert Dahl’s classic work, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1961).


3 Tilly and Tarrow (often with McAdam) point out that they were always dealing with ideal types, into which few political regimes fit perfectly (Charles Tilly and Sidney Tarrow, Contentious Politics [Boulder, CO: Paradigm Press, 2007]; Doug McAdam, Sidney Tarrow, and Charles Tilly, “Comparative Perspectives on Contentious Politics,” in Comparative Politics: Rationality, Culture, and Structure, ed. Mark Irving Lichbach and Alan S. Zuckerman [New York: Cambridge University Press, 2009], 260–290).


4 One example is “competitive authoritarianism,” in which rulers allow multiparty elections but engage in other forms of democratic abuse and rig the system to their benefit (Levitsky and Way 2010).


5 Core issues are likened by David Lewis to what has been called “the lie that is the very core of a political system” (quoted in D. Lewis 2013). We identify and discuss Brazil and China’s core issues in our framework and subsequent chapters.


6 As an example of a theory that mixes attention to regime type and capacity, McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly (2009) hypothesize that high capacity authoritarian governments exert such extensive controls that society is rarely capable of summoning much influence. In such a context, when they do occur, contentious encounters between state and society will typically involve large disparities of force. On the other hand, low-capacity governments—authoritarian or democratic—are more likely to face challenges from society that the state lacks the means to suppress.


7 According to Chenoweth (2012), the limited use of violence is just as well, as violent protests (vandalism, assassination, armed insurrection) frighten, annoy, and/or turn off citizens and diminish participation. Moreover, aggressive citizen actions often work to build support for a state’s policy of resistance, as regime supporters who feel personally threatened by violent protests unify and resolve to defeat the movement. We have seen this happen around the world time and time again.


8 This analysis focuses on those seeking to change the status quo, as opposed those who support it, although we recognize the role both groups play in contentious politics.


9 BRICS includes South Africa; BRICK adds South Korea; BRICET incorporates eastern Europe and Turkey; and BRICA includes the Arab states of Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Kuwait, Bahrain, Oman, and the United Arab Emirates, etc. More recently, the Spanish bank BBVA proposed the image of the “Eagles” (“Emerging and Growth-Leading Economies”): states that will soon be increasing international demand to the global economy, to include China, Brazil, India, South Korea, Indonesia, Russia, Mexico, Turkey, Egypt, and Taiwan. These are also the states that are likely to account for nearly half of all global growth between now and 2020 (Wassener 2010).


10 Conditional cash transfers are safety net programs (large or small) that are popular because they have proven successful at reducing poverty by making access to welfare conditional on a receiver’s actions. They vary in how they are used, but often require parents to invest in their children’s health and welfare (Fiszbein and Schady 2009).
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