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Do institutions promote democratic deepen-
ing or is it a previously-organized civil soci-
ety that accounts for such deepening? Boot-
strapping Democracy engages a polarized
debate between those who define democra-
cy as a set of representative institutions
(aggregative theories fixated on elections,
individual focused, empirically orientedions,
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In Brazil, propositional practices from civil
society were grounded in ideologies of the
1970s and 1980s, demanded dialogue with
the state, challenged limits of representative
democracy by calling for participatory
reforms, and expanded visions of traditional
rights. In short, they promoted participatory
democracy while directly engaging with the
state (p. 44). One of the most notable changes
in Brazil’s democratic transition, expressed
in its 1988 constitution, “was the degree to
which it sought to decentralize and empower
local democratic government” (p. 45). Local
governments “became free to institutionalize
channels of direct popular participation in
public life” (p. 47). Participation thus became
“central to a strategy of good governance”
rather than a destabilizing factor for bour-
geois politics (p. 55).

Bootstrapping Democracy’s substantive key
findings are as follows. Participatory budg-
eting resulted in increased municipal spend-
ing on health, improved fiscal standing of
municipalities, improvement of service pro-
vision in areas like access to drinking water,
improvement in human development out-
comes such as poverty and school enrollment
rates, and improvements in the quality and
inclusiveness of governance (pp. 56-57). Var-
iation depended on civil-society strength.

Noninstitutionalized empowerment con-
tinued in Diadema, “where citizens have sig-
nificant voice but largely through contentious
politics” rather than an institutionalized PB
(p. 66). On the contrary, in Maua, “the adop-
tion of PB resulted in a form of dependent par-
ticipation that led to a weakening of the agen-
cy of civil society” (p. 66). This is the only pair
of cities where the PB city fared worse than the
non-PB case, lending credit to Diadema’s
autonomist route to empowerment.

Crucially, though, in all PB cases
poorer areas received a greater share of
resources,” thus contributing to lowering
inequality (p. 84). The actually-instituted PB
process in the four cases ‘“has in effect
expanded the demos” (p. 103). Yet, mobilized
civil society also implied some exclusion of
the unorganized (p. 105). Furthermore, “the
extent to which civil society had the capacity
for autonomous organizing before the intro-
duction of reforms makes a measurable dif-
ference to the type of state/society relations
that emerge” (p. 107). With this finding we

may conclude that the capacity for self-orga-
nization is the key independent variable in
institutional innovation. We need further
research into how such empowerment is
obtained.

One of the main challenges for civil-society
organizations lies in becoming government.
In all cases, Workers Party victories led
many civil-society leaders to move into city
hall, “initially weakening organizations”
(p. 81). The problem with this transfer is
that civil society may become vacated.

My critiques regard the long concluding
chapter. The Brazilian case is compared
with two other highly inequitable societies:
Kerala in India and South Africa. This adds
wider relevance to the book, but the conclud-
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