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There is absolutely no doubt that on the post-Mao mainland, compared with the

Mao era, our countrymen have gained tangible benefits in terms of food and
shelter and an extremely limited space for personal choices. The pragmatic “cat
theory” initiated by Deng Xiaoping, compared with Mao’s ideology, which
stressed class struggle, had a nimble and soft flexibility. However, none of these
changes have fundamentally altered the basic mode of existence of our
countrymen; the relationship between the ruler and the ruled in this land has been

the same throughout the ages, and has been handed down unchanged to this

day.(4% %% & Journal of Democracy, 2011)
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Constitutions are supposed to constitute and constrain a system of government,
to create a stable set of rules for how the political game will be played. But as
with any rulebook, constitutions can succeed only if the relevant players —
government officials, popular majorities, interest groups, and other political
actors — are committed to playing by and upholding the constitutional rules. If
powerful political actors felt free to change the game at any time by ignoring or
revising any rules that they found disadvantageous, there would be no such thing
as constitutionalism. (4% 8 Harvard Law Review , 2011)



