
Teets identifies as leading the way for consultative authoritarianism in China.
Chapter three, on the other hand, highlights Jiangsu and Sichuan, areas that lacked
the large number of CSOs found in the other two cases. Through direct experience
with civil society, local officials learned of their benefits, leading to an influx in
CSOs and a clear evolution from corporatism to consultative authoritarianism.
Notable in this chapter is the compelling example of learning in the wake of the
Sichuan earthquake of 2008 – a topic Teets has devoted greater attention to in the
pages of this journal. Given the book’s desire to highlight societal agency, chapter
four is particularly important in that it examines the particular strategies CSOs use
to “teach” or otherwise influence policy leaders. For readers interested in comparative
analysis, the conclusion is most satisfying. Teets draws upon numerous cases of
authoritarian governance elsewhere in the world to show how policy learning through
civil society is present well outside of China; she argues that this model of state–
society relations is diffusing to other regimes “in a similar fashion to the Chinese eco-
nomic model of state capitalism” (p. 178). While she draws evidence from a diversity
of countries like Syria, Venezuela and Cuba, she reserves most space for a discussion
of Russia which, in light of recent events, is a particularly timely piece of analysis.

The book does not explicitly focus on any particular types of CSOs; Teets is ultimately
more interested in regional than issue variation. As a result, she is less able to analyse how
CSOsworkingondifferent issuesmight affect policy learningdifferently. Instead, sheoffers
a satisfying descriptive sampling of the various organizations operating in China and how
they are contribute to policy learning. Likewise, the book examines internationalNGOs in
addition to domestic grassroots groups. Although this broad view, again, captures the
multitudeofgroupsoperating in the country, the lackofamore careful side-by-sideanalysis
means we are unable to fully understand the differing effect each type of group has on gov-
ernance.Finally,Teetsmakesawell-reasoned,andnecessary, choice in limiting the scopeof
the project to registered organizations. However, there is undoubtedly another interesting
and surprising story to be told about how unregistered groups can have a discernable but
different type of effect on policy learning.

In sum, Teets’s book makes three particularly important contributions. First, she
wisely identifies how relations are in flux and can evolve over time; “consultative
authoritarianism” suggests there is something after corporatism that better describes
the trajectory of state–society relations in China. Second, her attention to how the
nature of these relations affects policy change – rational policy learning – is especially
insightful. Finally, although this is empirically a China study at its heart, Teets is a
scholar who clearly believes that what we learn from China can and should be applied
to our understanding of authoritarianism elsewhere. This is a great corrective to those
who are rightly concerned about the amount of navel gazing in China studies today.

T IMOTHY H ILDEBRANDT
T.R.Hildebrandt@lse.ac.uk

Bridging Troubled Waters: China, Japan and Maritime Order in the East China Sea
J AM E S MAN I COM
Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2014
xii + 266 pp. $32.95 ; £26.00
ISBN 978-1-62616-035-4 doi:10.1017/S0305741015000065

James Manicom has written a book on a common theme with an original angle. He
sets out to demonstrate that the widespread focus on Sino-Japanese tensions over the
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Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands overlooks the extent to which cooperation has marked
Sino-Japanese maritime relations, with a view to pointing out how these cooperative
aspects can be put back on track. To substantiate the claim that Sino-Japanese mari-
time relations have been marked by significant elements of cooperation, Manicom
analyses five cases of cooperation in four issue areas in the East China Sea: sovereign-
ty disputes, fisheries management, marine research and hydrocarbon resource
development.

The findings suggest that Beijing and Tokyo have been able to cooperate on con-
tested jurisdiction when material issues have been separated from the more symbolic
aspects of the relationship. A cooperative process, that seeks to remove or sidestep
issue areas that are the source of tension, is the recipe for successfully managing ten-
sions. In practice, this process entails separating symbolic functions of disputed space
from purely material objectives, since cooperation is easier to achieve over material
aspects. Strategic concerns constitute the highest barriers to cooperation. According
to Manicom, China has contributed more towards cooperation than Japan because
it has perceived Japan as more willing to escalate. By contrast, Japan has been
more proactive in pursuing a posture that enhances tension. Explanations of the
Sino-Japanese maritime relationship and the recurrence of cooperation in this area
are not found through linking resources, nationalism or strategic value to the behav-
iour of the two neighbours. Instead, Manicom relies on assessments of how policy-
makers perceive the salience of the maritime neighbourhood and how it encourages
them to achieve objectives that involve cooperation on material aspects in contested
maritime space and manage nationalist domestic pressures. He concludes that China
and Japan are quite capable of managing the tensions that arise from their contested
sovereignty and jurisdiction in the East China Sea. However, both Beijing and Japan
are reluctant to pursue deeper, binding cooperation.

The vast majority of literature addressing the issue of Sino-Japanese maritime rela-
tions in the East China Sea focuses on the prospects of conflict. Manicom is to be com-
mended for parting company with this trend by setting out to identify patterns of
cooperation. He has many interesting findings, not least from a policymaker’s perspec-
tive. For example, he points out that Sino-Japanese cooperation on resource develop-
ment has addressed the acute issues involved and has left the underlying sovereignty
and delimitation issues unresolved. This way of going about cooperation is closely in
line with Beijing’s long-standing policy of recommending joint development on the
basis of shelving sovereignty and delimitation issues. However, in making this effort
Manicom runs the risk of giving a distorted view of the patterns of interaction. A key
assumption of the book is that in the case of China, there is no way of knowing if cooper-
ation is in fact delay. Consequently, cooperation must be taken at face value (p. 22).
However, delay is central to the interpretation of numerous analyses of China’s behav-
iour towards Japan in the East China Sea, depicting Beijing’s strategy as appeasement
combined with creeping advancement of China’s presence in the area. Rather than mere-
ly dismissing these explanations, Manicom’s analysis would have appeared more convin-
cing if he had tried to demonstrate that they do not sit well with existing Sino-Japanese
patterns of interaction. This could have been done by investigating whether cooperation
has different policy consequences from those predicted by delay hypotheses, focusing on
cases where Sino-Japanese cooperation has taken a form that cannot be interpreted as
delay. For example, as part of the anti-piracy operations in the Gulf of Aden, Beijing
and Tokyo have cooperated on adopting unilateral approaches to anti-piracy that differ
from the multilateral approaches adopted by NATO.

Another problem is that the theoretical framework is designed to identify cooper-
ation where none exists. One example of this inherent bias towards cooperation is that
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threats and demonstrations issued by China and Japan towards each other are not
seen as elements contributing to escalation. Instead, they are considered coercive
cooperation, used to signal red lines in an ongoing process of territorial bargaining
over disputed space. This assumption seems problematic in view of events such as
the Chinese declaration of an Air Defence Identification Zone (ADIZ) that encom-
passed the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands. Irrespective of whether this move is blamed on
Japanese or Chinese actions, it doubled the competitive patrolling of the area in
the vicinity of the disputed islands to encompass the airspace as well as the surround-
ing seas. This event seems to contribute to escalation because China’s red line was
immediately challenged by Japan and the United States, thus increasing the likeli-
hood of collision. Of course one could also argue that this type of behaviour made
both parties realize that some kind of dialogue must be opened. Even if one does pre-
sent a case for cooperation, it is not clear that the establishment of the ADIZ was
intended to lead to cooperation. Another problematic assumption that gives rise to
bias towards identifying cooperation in the case studies is the assertion that resource
issues are of marginal political salience because they relate to mundane economic
concerns and not to matters of national security or national identity. It is easy to
think of conflicts over resources such as oil and gas that have become highly politic-
ally salient. For example, Iraq’s intervention in Kuwait in 1990 and the Western
response were in many ways driven by the political salience of resource concerns
and conflicts. And strategic issues between adversaries can give rise to deep inter-state
cooperation: Chinese–South Korean cooperation on North Korean issues is perhaps
a case in point.

These theoretical concerns do not change the general impression that Manicom has
written a well-documented and theoretically and empirically innovative book on one
of the most important issues in contemporary Asia-Pacific security. The book should
appeal to a wide scholarly and policy-oriented audience that is interested in an origin-
al take on Sino-Japanese relations and the East China Sea. The book is also useful for
postgraduate courses discussing Asia-Pacific and maritime security issues.

L I S E LOTTE ODGAARD
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Energy Security and Sustainable Economic Growth in China
Edited by S H U J I E YAO and MAR I A J E S U S H E R R E R I A S
Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014
xxvi + 338 pp. £75.00
ISBN 978-1-137-37204-8 doi:10.1017/S0305741015000089

There have been many books written about China’s economy, and the number ana-
lysing its energy sector and policies is growing, but few have set out to examine the
links between energy and the nation’s economy. This book makes a useful contribu-
tion in this respect. The editors have assembled a number of scholars, many of whom
are relatively young, to analyse different aspects of China’s economy and its use of
energy. The question which underlies many of these accounts is the rate at which
the country can move away from the highly energy- and carbon-intensive growth
that has characterized the early years of this century.

The first two chapters provide useful background by comparing China’s pattern of
rising energy demand with other industrializing economies (Carlos Aller and Lorenzo
Ductor) and by demonstrating the impact of this growing demand on international
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