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Introduction: Soft Power and Hard Targets
On May 12, 2008, a powerful earthquake hit the southwestern corner of China in the Sichuan province, the gateway to Tibet. More than 55,000 people are known to have died and millions more suffered physical and mental injury in this disaster. When the Beijing government was still assessing the damage and refusing any offers of foreign help, 
 a small group of trained Buddhist volunteers gathered in the capital city of Sichuan province, Chongqing, on May 14, 36 hours after the earthquake. At the same time, tons of emergency supplies, including blankets, tents, and “living bags” had been loaded into commercial airplanes by two Buddhist organizations in Taiwan and arrived in Sichuan on the next day.
 In contrast to the astonishing mobility of grassroots activists, professional rescue teams and Red Cross workers from countries such as Hong Kong, Japan, Taiwan, Australia, and the United States could not get permission to enter until the first 72 “Golden Hours” were running out. Most of the resources from foreign nations arrived China about 5 days after the quake. Precious time had been wasted on the long, dreadful negotiation between governments.

It is unknown how many lives were lost during the tardy governmental process, but the earthquake victims in China are still “luckier” than those who suffered Cyclone Nargis (hurricane) that struck the Myanmar coastline two weeks before the Chinese quake. Very few outsiders helps were approved to help by the Myanmar’s military junta, which had recently cracked down on the monks’ large-scale protests that called for democracy eight months prior.
 Human rights movement on these two nations in the past decades mainly focused on pressing the state actors to comply with international norms, but this approach has shown significant limitations when dealing with atrocities acquiesced or tactically facilitated by authorities. These two natural disasters show us that the state might not be the direct perpetrator of atrocities, and its inaction, purposely or intentionally, might be more devastating than its formal repression. The other side of this lesson is even more surprising. Religion-based civil organizations play significant and distinct roles in humanitarian efforts, which are overlooked by the right-based movement and often shadowed by high-profile international nongovernmental organizations (INGOs) such as Amnesty International (AI). These religious-based organizations have gone far beyond classic “missionary” tasks and showed diverse approaches. Unlike their Western or Tibetan counterparts, Mahayana Buddhist groups, for example, are less interested in media popularity.  With their relatively neutrality, grassroots mobility, and abundant resources, they easily win the trust of local communities, and travel between politically confronted nations with fewer limitations than other organizations. Earthquake relieve is only a small part of their growing enterprise.      

The study of limitations or drawbacks of human rights are not new. Skeptics have long question the Western-based, Christianity-oriented, and liberalism-centered perspectives of promoting human rights. What is the alternative? This paper addresses this question by examining groups that highlight Buddhism as their motive to promote human dignity and how they overcome the barriers set by repressive states that trouble right-based advocacies as well. By using intensive interviews and document analysis, the paper compares Evangelical Christian and Mahayana Buddhist transnational networks and tries to understand why the latter have relatively better social penetration and political success in promoting religious freedom in China. The author argues that the critical differences are related to institutional features and action guidelines mandated by their faiths. In the highly industrialized Asian Pacific areas, Buddhist groups have played significant political and societal roles, not hesitating to extend their influence abroad, including China. 
 The paper concludes by considering what these findings suggest about the strengths and limitations of scholarship on transnational advocacy and the “spiral network” as a way of explaining human rights changes in authoritarian nations.

The following discussion will first build up the theoretical foundation of “soft-INGOs vs. Tyrannical Peace” hypotheses. Second section will use the Buddhist concept of “Dun-Wu” in contrast to Christian “enlightenment” in order to demonstrate a possible alternative that could address the weakness of tyrannical peace nations. Then the third part will go through the empirical details of two transnational networks (TANs) of two religions and try to find the strengths and weakness of two approaches. The final part will go back to the theoretical debates on the effectiveness of transnational networks in promoting human rights, and also the possible policy implications and limitations.

TAN Paradigm and Spiral Theory

At the center of the global human rights movement is the attempt to create changes in behavior and to promote subtantial compliance to international human rights norms in another soverign territory. Although the substance of universal human rights norms are under debate, the significant norm-building effects of the movement have been illustrated in terms of international humanitarian laws (White and Marsella 2007), international criminal and transitional justice (Teitel 2000; Snyder and Vinjamuri 2003; Leebow 2008), the global justice movement (Kurasawa 2007), and the transnational advocacy network (Risse, Ropp, and Sikkink 1999; Clark 2001; Burgerman 2001).
 All of them support an ideational view of international norms, and there are clear footprints of TANs in those issue areas, although levels of success vary.  
The key theoretical argument of TAN related theories is the confirmation of ideational power, “soft power” on hard politics. Wendt (1995), Ruggie (1998), and Checkel (1998) illustrate the “ideational turn" of IR since the late 1980s, which share the belief that the change of an idea can influence the change of behavior. Following the same thesis, Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) develop the concept of “norms cascade.” 
 It is based on an intertwining social construction processes and strategic bargaining, which constructs a macro-level analysis of a norm’s life cycle. Since the change of norms is usually difficult due to institutionalization and habitualization, researchers and advocates should pay extra attention to the period between the beginnings of a cascade and internalization for both theoretical and practical reasons. 

Risse, Ropp, and Sikkink (1999) support a spiral theory to model norms cascade, which they call “norms socialization process.” 
 In the Power of Human Rights, they describe the wide spread human rights norms since the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) as the result of progressive ideas are gradually enforced and institutionalized among societies.
 From their theory, intellectual moral discourse can have political impacts when argumentative discourse (Habermas 1981) can be transferred into communicative behavior through persuasion, argumentation, and coercion, which are facilitated by TANs. Consequently, the spiral theory argues that human rights abuse or noncompliance of international norms in less progressive nations can be corrected by promoting “boomerang” cooperation between domestic opposition in those countries and INGOs from international society. The networks provide access, leverage, and information to struggling domestic opposition; they empower the progressive movement by pressuring the Western powers as well as repressive governments.
 Their cross-national comparison shows that domestic impacts of international norms are promising but conditioned by the levels of argumentation and habitualization, and the strengths of internal “blocking factors” such as class-based, ethno-national, or religious counterforce.

The evidence of powerful spiral effects is abundant. For example, Kelly Kollman (2007) finds that the success of same-sex union laws in most Western countries is due to the rise of a rights-oriented TAN of gay, bisexual, and transgender persons (LGBT) from leading countries to spread the new norm. Literature has shown the potential of this theory in explaining the domestic compliance of human rights laws in the developing world such as Latin America (Ropp and Sikkink 1999), Africa (Schmitz 1999; Black 1999), and Eastern Europe (Thomas 2001).

Anne-Marie Clark (1995, 2000) provides a seminal work of how TANs can move the direction and opinion of international society. Her principal example is Amnesty International, which started its letter-writing campaign to free prisoners of conscience in the early 1960s. Today AI has become a global movement including 2.2 million members in more than 150 countries; the original goal has been expanded to “campaign for internationally recognized human rights for all.”
 While the legitimacy of their actions is greatly debated, AI has demonstrated that civilians are capable of researching, reporting, and pressing state actors on human rights violations. Its reports have been used by various governments and international organizations for broader political purposes. Clark concludes that the emergence of particular moral principles in the international realm does not guarantee a change in behavior, and even the consensus of its applications is not as well understood as it should be. Therefore, INGOs serve as educators, impartial bystanders, and practitioner of international moral principles: “when principled bystanders [NGOs] problematize the gape between word and deeds, they are taking the first step toward clarifying shared standards and, thus an initial step toward the emergence of stronger norms.”
 In short, TANs are the key elements of connecting global norms and practices. 
The normative and tactical problems of TANs are also widely noticed. The first controversy is the “impartial bystanders” claim of INGOs in terms of defining some norms as universally applied. The universality of human rights norms, or in this case, UDHR, has been normalized as the only standard of measuring human dignity. This Rawlsian, right-based morality has taken serious criticism. Briefly, the debate of universality is a developing idea that “human beings should have certain legally protected rights, not a rigid principle, based on a both moral and empirical discovery of social existence”.
 The second controversy is the power relationships between domestic advocacy and INGOs. When local situations are complicated and urgent, few observers from the outside world can have a very difficult time identifing problems and making credible decision; local connections may help, but they may also be territorial and biased. Most importantly, the selective empowerment of local individuals and groups may have unexpected consequences. David Kennedy, a long-term humanitarian advocator and international lawyer, calls it “The Dark Sides of Virtue.” Outside efforts do help to relieve calamities, but they sometimes produce unanticipated losers as well.
 Unlike their governmental counterparts, TANs work without checks and balances.
 In the past, religious freedom watchers often viewed the permission of missionaries coming from the West and the legal protection on worship as key indicators; however, if religious freedom means independent spiritual space and autonomy of worship environment, the openness to foreign missionary will not necessarily lead to these outcomes. Furthermore, the intensification of legal “protection” can be abused by discontented local groups as well as authorities. My research indicates that the people who oppose religious freedom the most are, ironically, locally estalibshed religious communities, not the state. Addressing the central government or empowering West-oriented persons or organizations, as spiral theory suggested, are less effective in promoting overall religious freedom.

The theoretical validity of spiral theory has been questioned by more recent works. Clifford Bob (2005) argues that the unexpected consequences may be the expected results of self-centered TANs. He points out that the “life cycle” notion of the spiral effect oversimplifies the power imbalance and popularity-seeking nature of intranetwork relations. INGOs play the role of “gatekeepers,” screening and filtering the claims from domestic opposition and deciding whose voice has the “market value” to be sold in international society. Countermovement is inevitable because the voice has lost the meaning in the process of networks “marketing” their miseries or grievances. Shareen Hertel (2006) further criticizes the spiral approach as a “deliverer perspective.” The spiral model assumes that the sender and receiver will work together automatically under certain rational conditions, but the middle path is never clear.
 Spiral cooperation between locals and foreigners is not, and should not be limited to a “boomerang,” top-down empowering pattern.
 The religion-based INGOs, on the other hand, are relatively free from the popularity game since they do not need to gather support by moblizing public opinion with respect to dononers’ societies; their financial success is based on their own spiritual and organizational strengths. Theoretically, they can implement their own boomerang process if permitted by local conditions. They are “facilitators,” not “gatekeepers.” 

The most contentious part of the classic spiral theory is the key mechanism that norms change based on shaming and naming strategies. Exposing injustice and inhumanity is essential to humanity as well as rights-based discourse: vioce against silence, interpretation against incomprehension, empathy against indifference, remembrance against forgetting, and prevention against repetition (Kurasawa 2007, 25). However, in practice the ineffectiveness and drawbacks are evident. Following AI’s footstep, most right-based INGOs have adopted the strategy of listing, recording, and publicizing countries’ violations to media, IGOs, and concerned nations in order to urge reform. Unfortunately, Emilie M. Hafner-Burton finds that the success of this “naming and shaming” strategy is only anecdotal; the statistical analysis of more than 2000 cases in 145 countries from 1972 to 2000 shows no support to the correlation between naming repression and behavior change.
 The data shows poor governance, low economic development, and previous political violence have strong correlations with repression and non-compliance. It implies that governments either do not have the capacity to correct their practices, or the shaming and naming strategy is too weak to make a difference.
 In a nation with a strong state capacity, the problem may be more about the latter.

Another practical problem of TANs’ strategy is the indiscriminate use of naming and shaming to condemn a society or a cultural practice. When repression is not directly from a governmental agency, sometimes it is difficult to differentiate the repressors from victims. Therefore, indiscriminative condemnation might increase the reluctance of the majority to change their behavior and jeopardize the chance of facilitating a healthier long-term relationship between two disputed groups. The victimization effect of shaming and naming raises the stakes of counter-opposition. Elizabeth Heger Boyle in Female Genital Cutting: Cultural Conflict in the Global Community (2002), illustrates the rise of “blocking countermovement” in African communities for cultural prestige reasons. The “blocking countermovement” is also evident in religious freedom disputes: in China, for example, the control and repression of the freedom of worship are often implmented by the local churches or temples who have offical registration. The shaming and naming attacks from the West could very easily trigger the discontent of followers within existing religious communities and jeopordize the chance of religious “outlaws” to live peacefully with others.
“Tyrannical Peace,” State Capacity, and INGOs

TAN literature, although providing inspiring cases of behavior change, leaves a notable vacancy on addressing “tough” cases such as Myanmar, China, or Sudan. Glamorous INGOs like AI have success in mostly weak and resourceless nations. The voice of INGOs is often accompanied by the material power of Western states, therefore making the credibility of TANs suspicious. Resourceful repressors often discredit these human rights efforts as cultural hegemony and successfully mobilize countermovement in the name of national pride or cultural autonomy. The center of this inadequacy is twofold: first, the literature overemphasizes the importance of state capacity, which simplifies the failure of international efforts on tough cases as the lack of implement capacity; second, the overemphasis misplaces the stress of human rights on the struggles between governments; who should have the legitimacy to intervene, who should mandate the resources, how to deliver/exercise efforts, etc. This tendency ignores the fact that the normative and material struggles within targeted societies are more critical. Take China and Mammary for instance, the “inactive repression” of governments apparently have certain social and institutional bases that cannot be easily corrected by short-term legalist efforts. The problems will become lucid in later discussion.

Before I introduce the explanations of the efficiency of Buddhist transnational networks, it is crucial to distinguish the sociopolitical conditions of a strong state, which I call a “tyrannical peace barrier” from other repressive states. Many mainstream human rights activists overlook its highly developed social and legal structure. In this case, legal institutions or state capacity is the problem, not the cure. In short, even if China had democratic election, a fully democratic constitution, a “liberated” Tibet, removed legal constraints on all religious practices, and complied with every demand that foreign activists have requested, the repression on religions would not disappear; it would become worse. Collectivist traditions and Han chauvinism are culturally institutionalized; a single-party regime further enhances the institutionalized prejudice without proper countermovement. The underlying argument is, Buddhist INGOs, as well as other “soft” advocacies from the bottom may be the right approach to transform the rigid “tyrannical peace” structure; at least they show better potential than the right-based counterparts.
 
The comparison of Buddhist and Christian transnational networks is founded on three basic arguments. First, “tyrannical peace” state-society structure creates a unique environment that demands “soft” transnational advocacy. Christian Davenport (2007) finds single-party regimes are the least repressive in terms of civil liberties and usually maintain relative “good” human rights records among autocracies. It means that these nations have relatively harmonized social and political orders that are less vulnerable to outside pressure. The “tyrannical peace” barrier creates a dilemma for foreign human rights activists. The legal protection of these nations’ civilians seems flawless and therefore hard to challenge; their repressors are less likely to use direct violence frequently because they are equipped with numerous unobvious means to repress the opposition. Cutting or constraining the interaction between INGOs and domestic communities with laws is an easy and costless way to do so. It is well known that political dissenters in Beijing or Shanghai often temporarily “cannot be reached” before important political gatherings or international events; nowadays authorities even have warrants to do so, or they simply “ask” dissenters to “self-restraint.” Most important of all, naming or shaming actions of this type of nations can produce unexpected backlash from locals toward dissenters. They either lack the information of what those INGOs are doing, or captivated by the nationalist propaganda of the state machine.

Hence, promoting human rights through transnational networks is particularly difficult in single-party, tyrannical peace nations, while the locals are either hostile toward foreigners or too organizationally immature to form a transnational coalition. Based on this condition, transnational networks focus on “soft” issues, such as humanitarian relief, cultural exchange, education, poverty, and health to have a better chance of penetrating the iron wall of tyrannical peace. After they gradually develop local organizations and spread the new culture and beliefs, they may begin to enjoy much more influence than the traditional civil and political rights networks.

Second, state capacity is a problem, but the problem is the rigidity rather than the insufficiency. Overemphasizing legal perspectives may increase the rigidity and then worsen the problem. According to current international laws, Beijing and Naypyidaw have no guilt at all; earthquakes and hurricanes are nature disasters, and governments have no means to prevent it. Checking personnel and cargo from foreign nations are the legitimate duties of sovereign states. It is sad when we see that many nations have developed and reserved necessary technologies, equipment, and resources for mass calamities; international organizations and various INGOs are prepared to address the needs of victims; however, without the permission of sovereign states, none of them can make any move. The limitation is manifest after atrocities, but the problem is essential for every human rights activity, even during non-disaster situations. Why can some organizations (e.g., Médecins Sans Frontières International in Myanmar and Tsi-Chi in China) bypass the rigidness of sovereignty when others cannot? This paper assumes the characteristics of organizations and their ideational adaptation to targeted societies decide their performance. The later sections will further discuss the details of what kind of institutional and ideational characteristics of the two networks make the differences.

Third, perpetrators and victims are sometimes the same groups of people. In terms of religious freedom, the overlooked fact of tyrannical peace countries is that freedom is repressed by the state and majority-dominant society as a whole; pushing strong democratic institutions or sturdy constitutional rights cannot save religions from exploitation, especially when they are minorities or lack of means to communicate with the majority. Unfortunately, dominant human rights discourse rarely discusses the inseparable relations between victims and perpetrators within the state legal framework. When speaking about “empowering local churches/temples,” for instance, should foreigners aid only the “undergrounds,” or support every organization without distinction?

 Consequently, legalism is not a solution because it cannot guarantee the equality of religions or eliminate the institutionalized discrimination. Promoting religious freedom is not about how many laws they should pass, not about acceptance of international norms, and not even about “religion” in a sense. It is excessively often that we hear the government say, “We have improved [Tibet’s] status to an unprecedented level,” “we have approved [religious or minority] laws to protect the rights of minorities,” and “we have to stop certain practices and religious activities because they violate the laws and common interests of society.”
 When authorities always have ways to repress minorities in the name of “society” (and often it is true that the society “agrees” to repress the minority) without any chance of objection, there is no hope of freedom.

The underline theme of this paper is against the capability thesis of the classic spiral theory and some INGOs; stronger international human rights regimes or local legal protection are insufficient. The low capability is a mask of the unwillingness of state elites to comply with international norms. Moreover, high state capacity, especially highly organized and legalized regimes, usually comes with the byproduct of delicate and informal forms of repression that is difficult to be addressed by outsiders. Some states with communist legacies (such as Russia and China) and autocracies (such as Saudi Arabia) have powerful central governments and rarely have large-scale abuses and mass killing; yet their human rights records are far from acceptable. Chinese legal reform since the 1990s, in this sense, grants more power to the state to intervene (legal arrest, court-permitted detention, and other lawful harassment) but cannot touch the center of the problem, selective enforcement from discrimination. The state capacity thesis also creates an illusion that increasing the ability and institutional structure of bureaucracy can improve the conditions of civil rights. Nevertheless, the literature of riots and ethnic violence has demonstrated that the abuses can occur in places where state power and institutions are strongest; ethnic violence often breaks out in the capital or nearby areas; state forces and local police are available to quell the violence but reluctant to respond due to electoral reasons (Horowitz 2001; Wilkinson 2004). It is a double-edged sword; repressive states and dominant groups can use its organizational power for relief and oppression. The close observation of religious groups in China, for example, demonstrates that a powerful local government and well-organized social organizations become a critical obstacle of promoting religious freedom. National laws detail the dos and don’ts of religious practices and overprotect the state-sponsored religious organizations that additionally hamper the freedom of faith.

Furthermore, this paper tries to point out some inherent blank spots of current human rights discipline that overstress human rights laws, international regimes, and West-based nongovernmental organizations. These blank spots become obvious only when we have sufficient comparable alternatives. This is one reason why the paper chooses Buddhism as a critical case against dominant Western models. 
 A single case is insufficient to falsify a theory, yet through intensive interviews and participant-observation, Buddhist and Christian networks demonstrate patterns that are inconsistent with TAN literature. If this case can support an alternative way of thinking, it is valuable enough for researchers to consider revising the theory of transnational networking. 

The second theoretical significance for choosing Buddhism is to echo the appeal of “bringing religion back to IR” (Fox and Sandler 2007).
 The author rejects Huntington's “Clash of Civilizations” thesis but insists that religion plays a significant role in building autonomous civil society, especially through conflicts with the state on legitimacy. Right now there are few social groups in China qualified as independent entities. The term ‘civil society’ is difficult to use to describe a China where the communist party penetrates every group. However, through arguing legitimacy with government and party (e.g., rights to representation, selecting school leaders, and managing activities), the distinct social space can become wider and wider. Religious groups supported by external networks, can develop into another form of the 'war of movement' (Gramsci 1971) to challenge existing hegemony. The unwillingness of states to comply with international standards of religious freedom has many causes. This paper focuses on one of the ideological perspectives, which religious groups that stress human dignity and autonomy from state control have notable impacts on creating a distance between the state and the developing civil society. 
 Christians work less successfuly because state elites in post-colonial/communist society tend to treat West-based groups as a part of old imperialism and therefore refuse to comply with their ideas and influence through transnational advocacy. On the contrary, similar norms through Buddhist networks face fewer obstacles. Yet both religions successfully expose the hypocritical nature of legalist and hegemonic religious protection of repressive groups.

As mentioned in the beginning, if right-based, Western ways of advocating human rights is problematic in some tough cases, where is the alternative? In our observation, the problem is that not only human rights INGOs overuse “savages-victims-saviors” discourse on targeted states, but also the hegemonic groups are exploiting the normative bias of this discourse as a tool to legitimize their noncompliance. An effective approach has to be able to bypass this normative barrier of noncompliance. The next section will illustrate some philosophical and organizational advantages of Buddhism that make its ideas more attractive for Chinese elites.
Buddhist “Dun-Wu” vs. Christian “Enlightenment”
: How different is Buddhism? 
Surprisingly, modern Buddhism has more similarities than differences from its Christian counterparts: they are highly hierarchic, having great strengths on organization and finance, and using technology and media intensively. The major distinction is their beliefs and innate philosophical characteristics. Limited by the length, the paper cannot exhaust the philosophical features of two religions; instead, this section will explain three commonly shared principles of Buddhism that have grown to be institutional guidelines of most Mahayana (Pureland, Zen and Nichiren) Buddhist transnational organizations in Asia Pacific.
 These principles make Buddhist organizations “softer” in their relationships with the state, the dominant social groups, and other religions.
The easiest-noticed difference of two religions is the spiritual roots from distinct lives of Buddha and Christ. Buddha left his noble family around the age of thirty, and reached the supreme Dun-Wu after years of learning, austerity, and meditation under the Bodhi tree; Jesus was born with the burden of Resurrection in a needy family, and ended the mortal life in a criminal’s death on the Cross during his thirty.
 The narrative and mythic flavors of the origins deliver two divergent logics of salvation and viewpoints of human life. At the risk of simplification, Jesus saves humanity through his divine deeds and death; the sacrifice was crystallized by churches as moral compass of believers against original sins. On the contrary, Buddha did not “save” the humanity by himself; he saves people from their “Karma” by teaching the ways of self-salvation. The different logic between salvation through sacrifice and salvation through teaching produces dissimilar practices: for example, Catholic churches have much rigid forms of worship and astonishing infrastructures that can encourage beliefs to sacrifice: through material means or physical efforts.  Most churches demand customary attendance and donation. Traditional Mahayana Buddhist temples have much lesser sacrament decoration and magnificent structures in general.
 Family-centered worship requires no frequent temple attendance. Theoretically, Buddhist salvation is the Eightfold Path (ba-zheng-dao, “八正道”; a more common term in Mahayana Buddhism is the Dharma wheel, “大法輪”) that concentrates on self-awareness and deep meditation, which belivers do not have to practice inside the temples or contact with monks. 
 Some sects such as Zen Buddhism even have no statue or image inside the temples. Temple for Buddhists, closer to the concept of school, is a place of teaching and learning, not command centers of believers or earthen place for God. Indeed, Buddhism in places like Tibet and Sri Lanka is still full of numinous and politicized elements, yet the logic of salvation through sacrifice is secondary.

Today the differences between practices are blurring. Mahayana Buddhist temples have learned those organizational techniques. The buildings become extraordinary, the meetings become regular, and the expanded missions demand more financial and physical participation. Taiwanese Chung Tai Chan Monastery spent billions to build the largest, palace-like temple in the aftermath of Chichi earthquake.
 Other Zen branches in Japan frequently use remodeling and reconstructing ancient temples as a way to increase the centripetal force of followers. Family-oriented worship has been replaced by more hierarchic, organized gathering. Most temples today are no longer working in the form of monastery. They usually contain (1) resident monastic unit: with different ranks of monks or nuns; serve as the administrative and training center; (2) secular institutes: regular followers act in common church sense; regular meetings and closer to followers’ residency; and (3) external organizations: charged with missionary, education, charity and other external affairs.
 
Nevertheless, the goal of modern Buddhism is still highly influenced by the logic of self-salvation. Evidences are plentiful. For example, the impermanent worldview (transmigration; Lun-Hui “輪迴”) occupies the center of Buddhist charity, and motivates believers to help others in a relatively passive and practical way. Second, the worship is still not the center of ritual practices. Mahayana Buddhism has more strict, ceremony-like worship than Theravadin, however, the meanings of “chanting” (Nichiren), “za-zen” (Zen) or “Buddha worship” (Pureland), although they perform differently from sects to sects, are very dissimilar to pray, fasting or church service in a Christian sense. In short, Buddhist worship is not a communication tool between God and self; it is mostly about self-training and meditation in order to walk on the Eightfold Path to a better stage. Christian worship also has the introspection and mediation (contemplation) meaning, but it is distinguishable in the perspective that there is no Divine spirit required in Buddhist worship. Therefore, the implication on organizational guideline is significant. Worship can be done in any place with or without the existence of “holy house.” In a very simplified sense, Buddhism viewpoints of ritual practice focus on improving the human dignity, not the rightful relationship with God. The concept of seeing Jesus or churches as the “Great Vehicle” is absent in Buddhism.
  
In terms of external relationship, Buddhism tends to not stress the distinction between “sinner” and “rightfulness;” heretic and orthodox. Robert Thurman describes Buddhist principle as “cultural notion of rights” (1988: 14). Karma is more like an index of spiritual development than “debts” that human beings owe to the gatekeeper of hell. There is no ultimate confrontation between good and evil because human nature cannot be fixed or universally defined; human beings are karmic in nature and live in distinct spiritual levels. The only proper thing to do, according to Dharma, is not to reverse the karma (or sins in Christian sense) but to self-promote and retrieve dignity. Peter D. Hershock (2000) calls this human dignity approach as “dramatic intervention”: a combination of individual freedom and communal flouring corrects the misleading right-based assumption of Western human rights approach.
 I interviewed some local members of few Buddhist temples and Christian churches in California and asked the same questions of why they would approach the nonbelievers. The answers from Christians are unified: to spread the Gospel because some have not heard of it, to demonstrate the power of God by saving the people in misery, and mostly “to retrieve the lost souls for God.” The reason for them to act is due to the theological rightfulness or the “truth”; that truth is the division between the savior and the savage. On the contrary, people from temples have less coherent ideas about why they want to share the wisdom of Buddha or to help the helpless. Some of them refer to more secular causes such as happiness, overcoming death or sickness, and personal philanthropism. None of them mentions a higher authority or Divine force. Living dignifiedly through happiness, releasing from pains, and helping other to retrieve dignity is the strongest impression I got from the interview. 
Historically, Buddhism does reveal great flexibility on adaptation to local culture. After Buddhism came into China in the 1st Century CE, it quickly adopted Taoism and Confucianism traditions and developed into eight sects in the past two thousand years. Chinese version of Buddhism becomes the basic for Japan, Korea, and Taiwan. 
 It is noteworthy that Buddhism was the “new” religion for those places and its prevalence does not rely on military conquest or foreign occupation.  All of above contributes to the second important institutional guideline: respecting otherness (inclusiveness). Unlike Christianity, Buddhist philosophy does not believe that the knowledge of truth inclusively comes from classic writing and masters within orthodoxy schools; learning and teaching can go through the contact with other religions and people as well. Since everyone is only a traveler of this life, and everyone has the equal chance to “become Buddha,” there is no reason to devaluate any idea and every chance of interaction. One of my Nichiren interviewees introduced a interesting concept of Japanese Buddhism: Dharmapala (direct translation: Protectors of the Law; “諸天善神” " or “しょてんぜんしん”). From The Lotus Sutra or Sutra, it originally means the various spirits, guardians and angels with different expertise in protecting the Lotus Dharma. In practice, it describes that anyone has the potential to act as a “protector” of the Dharma: even for a non-Buddhist researcher who is only interested in studying the organization.   
The third principle is the pursing human dignity through Dun-Wu (direct translation: sudden enlightenment; “頓悟”).
 It concerns how Buddhists interpret the awakening and readiness of promoting dignity and changes. “Dun” literally indicates to the very moment a learner “hit” by his/her enlightenment (not necessary a master), and “Wu” refers to the sudden understanding and readiness of moving into next phase.
 What should Buddhist way of human rights look like? Hershock says “our original nature is thus not an inherited or even achieved status but a liberating orientation of our conduct—the expression of unabridged virtuosity in ending suffering and realizing a truly enlightening world-realm, an intimately liberating pattern of interdependence.”
  Recognizing the patter of interdependence is the foremost step of Dun-Wu. Human beings cannot be forced to Dun-Wu; it requires time, space, and self-liberation. Grand masters or classics might not be able to enlighten us; we are ready to be enlightened only when we can recognize the patterns of interdependence and our conduct is rooted in them. It does not mean others have no influence on the personhood. For human rights advocates, preparing the Path is the most important task: the path involves (1) the freedom to reduce the ignorance about current situation, the ability to address this situation, and the dramatic nature of its interdependence; (2) the freedom to express individual understanding through intension or desires that are appropriate to previous situation; and (3) the freedom to speak and communicate in ways appropriate to our understanding.
 In short, Buddhist universal rights, if any, are the rights to guarantee everyone can have the freedom to cultivate and enjoy appropriate qualities of attention and focus on “whatever circumstances we find ourselves.”
 People should have the rights (and sufficient ability) to decide what is “right” for them, and can have the leisure to decide when they want to change. Putting it in a strategic sense, Buddhism asks all authorities to “back off” and lets the people organize their learning process, not making or enforcing the d for them.
In sum, modern Buddhism reveals three distinct tendencies: salvation through teaching, respecting otherness, and practicing human rights through preparing the path of Dun-Wu. How do these three principles affect the practice of Buddhist networks? And most important of all, how are they different from conventional spiral networks?
Comparing Evangelical Christian Churches with Mahayana Buddhist Temples: 
Spiral Model Revised

Based on previous principles, Buddhist transnational networks are promoting local religious practices through limited cooperation with the state but embrace the preexisting, state-sponsored groups. The baseline is that successful protection of religious rights requires prosperous local practitioners and some level of state tolerance on transnational activities. Based on this predisposition, Buddhist networks deliver more progress than Christian underground churches because the latter usually refuse to work with the state and the preexisting status-quo groups. Their ways of practice human rights provide a seldom chance to review the dominant spiral “Gospel” model that highlights cooperation between INGOs and local NGOs against the state. After studying six TANs (3 Buddhist and 3 Christian; see Appendix), this paper suggests at least three places that need theoretical revision.
Major distinctions between two networks

·  The local work of Gospel networks focuses only on victims, while the Buddhists have much wider goals that target local community as a whole.
·  Buddhists does not amplify specific sin or action, and it does not use conventional shaming strategy on either the state or individuals. For them, states are all the same but the human dignity has various ways to pursue.
· The alliance of religious rights networks contains both the repressed (underground) and status-quo groups (legal temples/churches). The frontline is moving from against the state to transforming the local communities.
The fundamental principles of human rights movement, especially those tactics based upon “spiral model,” have a great similarity with Christian sense of Gospel: the less fortunate people have to be “enlightened” by advocacy (missionary) and human rights (Gospel) itself in order to be saved from the repression (both physically and mentally). Risse, Ropp, Sikkink (1999) and their contributors in The Power of Human Rights suggest that the “spiral model” facilitates the collaboration of domestic advocates and international networks by pushing legal reforms, shaming violation, and pressuring further recognition through both top to bottom and bottom to top (boomerang effect; figure 1). Therefore, the goal of “saving people” has to accompany with organized enlightenment activities on the ground. By this definition, the spiral model is less effective in highly repressive nations because the organized enlightenment is absent due to the lack of local advocacy and cutoff of transnational networking with Western world. In a sense, the push for religion or other individual rights in many autocracies has faced the similar obstacle: the state forbids direct connections between international and local advocates and local religious practices have been controlled or oppressed by existing social forces. The solution from spiral theory is difficult to do but straightforward: try to build the local opposition with the help of powerful transnational INGOs and Western governments.
The reality is far from optimistic. In China, releasing information or statistics about non-state sponsored religious practices to foreigners is treated as violation of national security and damaging national dignity. Exiles or foreign journalists have continued to reveal the abuses in Tibet, discrimination on underground Christian churches, and tortures on burgeoning new religions such as Falun Gong, but those locals who dared to expose the information have been put into jail or faced serious threats without help. TANs help little on them because there are neither local collaborators nor sufficient will of Western governments to sustain condemnation. The “tyrannical peace” mentioned before requires a revised view on how boomerang effect can happen based on the first Buddhist “salvation through teaching” principle:
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In order to let the “boomerang effect” happen, international advocates have to understand the diverse interests of local groups, including economic, organizational, psychological and cultural conditions of local communities. They have to continue to communicate with them in order to gain the full confidence from them and sufficient information about the situation. Buddhism asks activists to establish the comprehension of the path of interdependence. Teaching the state as well as other local groups to understand the Path is through building knowledge and confidence among local communities in the first place.

Who have the potential to win more local friends? Buddhist Dun-Wu presents more inclusive approach than its Christian counterpart on promoting local enlightened practitioners. Indeed, foreign-based Christian and Buddhist groups focus on not only spreading faith but also broad community needs such as education, humanitarian relief, and cultural exchange in general, but the priority of Christian transnational advocacy is always Gospel. One of the most prominent Christian TANs is the Chinese Ministries International (CMI) and Christian Nationals' Evangelism Commission (CNEC).
 It has permanent training facilities in Taiwan, Hong Kong and the United States targeting on helping Chinese Christian churches and house (family) missionaries. Creator and former director of CMI, late Reverend Chao Twa-In had a long struggle with the state-sponsored Three-Self Patriotic Churches (TSPM).
 He and other colleagues had worked on the integration of Chinese underground and house churches until the late 1990s.
 At the peak of the movement, reportedly there were more than 20 million members in the newly formed underground coalition. In 1998, coalition declared two manifesto documents, “Statement of Faith of Chinese House Churches” and “Chinese House Churches’ Attitudes about Government, Religion Policy, and TSPM,” which are explicitly against the discrimination and calumniation from TSPM and communist party.
 The declarations provoked significant international attention among international communities and large amount of donation and energy had been sent into the movement during this period. Taiwanese and Hong Kong Evangelical communities especially concern their bothers in China. Partly because of their previous experience against authoritarian governments and partly because of the teaching from the Bible requests believers to protest injustice bravely, the confrontation between Evangelical TANs and the state is irreversible. Chinese state machine chose severer retaliation: CMI members have been forbidden to enter China; several Hong Kong residents were arrested just because they visited the house of the members. Underground participants have been expelled, constantly harassed, or imprisoned. In respond to the growing concerns on illegal arrest and imprisonment, Chinese government passed “The Regulation of Religious Activities of Foreigners in PRC” in 2000.
 Briefly speaking, the Regulation formally forbids any foreigner to participate in any local religious activity without official permission. It also illegalizes carrying religious text, audio, and video into China. The “Three-self principles” of the old “1994 Religious Affairs Regulation” have been further strengthened by the new “2004 Religious Affairs Regulation” in greater details.
 The legalization of Chinese human rights laws praised by some observers shows an ironic face here.
In addition to the hostile response from the government, the failure of Christian TANs is also related to their exclusive approach. Their primary targets are the “victims,” who are already suffering from the loss of religious freedom, not the general public with diverse faiths. Buddhists execute their humanitarian programs based on relatively “pure” motivation: they believe those charities are integrated parts of the belief, not an instrument to win the chance of spreading the belief to locals. No Buddhist group works on solely “Buddhist population,” which displays an indiscriminate feature that is more attractive.
Second, “Dun-wu” asks believers to tolerate any heresy or any format of enlightenment; Buddhism rejects any appeal to fixed or universal definitions of human nature
, so it allows more flexible practices and participation. On the contrary, Christian churches have various conflicts with the state and TSPM on the leadership and worship. TSPM becomes the major obstacle of TAN spiraling: they aggressively spy, report, and manipulate information in their favor and ultimately cut down any possibility of reconciliation. In return, TANs appeal to international communities for help, but it only pours more fuel into the flame because elites in Beijing is invulnerable to foreign pressure but highly irritable to shaming and naming. The organizational reason is easy to imagine: TSPM has monopolized the rights to beliefs for decades; it is intolerant for them (even more than for the state) to lose the control of some local communities. Similar dilemma also can be seen in the case of Tibet. When Beijing was trying hard to calm down the uprising peacefully for the sake of 2008 Olympic Game, Jampa Phuntsok, chairman of the “Self-Governance Government of Tibet Autonomous Region (TAR)” in Lhasa, openly accused the uprising as “a delicate international plot that directed by Dalai.” His attitude apparently is inconsistent with the official definition of the incident as a local, isolated disturbance.
 It is notable because Phuntsok’s government is mostly Tibetans and often be criticized as a “puppet government” of Hans. The main gap is between dominant Tibetans (communism-minded or enjoy the benefits of openness and industrialization) and the network of Tibet in Exile (mostly live in India with no citizenship) and angry marginalized Tibetan locals. The TANs of Evangelical churches and Tibet in Exile face the same institutional problem: their own people, organized by powerful tyrannical peace regime, refuse to accept their return for the reasons they cannot control.
Most important of all, spiral Gospel model request perpetrators to give up denial; the network demand everyone, including both “victims” and “inflictors,” to admit their sins and non-Biblical practices, and then they can follow the “better” and rightful practices of what outside Christians usually do. It surely is justifiable in terms of Christianity. However, for long-established hegemony, it is unbearable and the locals have to pay the price of further denial of other rights. Overlooking the cleavage between the inflictors and victims but not the gap between them and dominant group makes Gospel networks lose the chance of building strong hole on the ground. On the other hand, Dun-wu or Dharma demands only outsiders to self-sacrifice for them in order to exemplify the path to “enlighten” (Dian-Hua) the people who live in Karma without notice.
Shaming and naming without resolving the gap between local accomplice and TANs can facilitate denial rather than decrease it. Overcoming denial requires complex social and psychological processes that need not only the concession of the state but also genuine cooperation of locals.
Buddhism does not amplify specific sin or action, and it does not use conventional shaming strategy on neither state nor individual, so the resilience of locals to Buddhist advocacy is comparably lower. In the end, it might achieve better result on correcting state denial due to the help of true local coalition (bottom of Figure 2).
Third, the boomerang can happen when shaming no longer targets on locals (or while the state cannot make locals believe that shaming is targeting on them). Buddhism tends to see all secular regimes are the same: they are working on the same repressive fashion and limit the possibility of self-liberation. By emphasizing on cultural rights, as mentioned in previous discussion, Buddhist INGOs work on the general population as well as “victims” in order to form a coalition of transformation.  
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Figure 2 largely captures the new boomerang combination of Buddhist TANs in China. Contrary to the “Gospel” model, Buddhist TANs aim at state-sponsored temples, local believers, and nonbelievers all together and hope to form a collective force to “educate” secular governments. For example, Tsi-Chi Foundation has become the first foreign nongovernmental organization who has religious background legally registered in China.
 They reach this achievement by 17 years nonstop charity work even when the two sides of the Taiwan Straits went to the edge of war in the mid-1990s. Tsi-Chi faces pressure from both governments: Taipei questions its loyalty and taking too many welfare sources away from the poor in Taiwan. Mainland is reluctant to accept its “direct handover” strategy because of its Taiwanese background. Tsi-Chi insists on its philosophy and continues to work on direct contact with local communities. Besides, having a invisible wall blocking INGOs is a reality of tyrannical peace nations: there are only eleven INGOs have won the right to set up permanently local offices in China; it is a surprising number since so much attention has been put on Chinese human rights conditions. Only five of them are West-based and four of the five are dealing with very technical issues such as environment, heath and disease. Charity funds from overseas Chinese are exceptional; there are six organizations operated by overseas Chinese from the United States, Hong Kong, and Taiwan that allow having local connections. 
A notable feature of Tsi-Chi and other charity organizations is that they do not refuse to work with state-sponsored organizations. Since their operational objects are mainly cultural and humanitarian, the cooperation can only increase the chance of success.
 However, it is unfair to say charity organizations only dealing with emergency but not human rights norms implementation. The progress is gradual and slow but it definitely demands serious attention. For example, series nature disasters have showed the weakness of state system to address every aspect of the needs. The collaboration of local and foreign NGOs has taught the leading elites a valuable lesson that the NGOs can be necessary supplement to state capacity. The legalization and restricted openness on INGOs demonstrate that Beijing has begun to recognize the potential benefits.
 It is a very new issue for an authoritarian regime: how to make existing (and usually clumsy) social organizations work with small but more efficient NGOs or INGOs is a challenging task. There are two sides of the story. On the one hand, Hu Jintao government, which openly highlights the Confucian “People Foremost” concept, is working on improving the efficiency of existing social organizations as part of the “public reform” agenda.
 Central government has ordered government officials not to hold concurrent posts in social organizations, which are a very common practice and the major source of corruption. On the other hand, the policy is facing great obstacles. The heads of key originations such as “Chinese Human Rights Development Foundation” and “Tibet Development and Aid Foundation” are still occupied by high executive officials.
 Under this context, the breakthrough of Buddhist networking might provide an inspiring path of how government can “let go” in some areas. In a sense, leading elites “need” those successful cases to convince the party and the status-quo groups to give up the privileges they used to enjoy. By avoiding the sensitive “victim vs. saver” discourse, which often arouses unnecessary anti-imperialist backlash in may Third World nations (Mutua, 2001), Buddhist TANs display an opportunity that the win-win result can be expected. The alliance of religious rights networks should contain both the opposition and status-quo groups. In an authoritarian but economically stable country, the socialization of status-quo groups is as critical as the amplification of opposition movement underlined by spiral model. 
The advantages of transforming status-quo groups are apparent but usually ignored by human rights literature. Status-quo people (local churches/temples) occupy the majority of the local believers and possess great influence on political elites. Second, they are often the actual executors or facilitators of harmful practices and discrimination (spying, reporting, and defining heresy in underground church cases). It is practically unrealistic to empower the minority without changing the behavior of the majority. Most important of all, they are the indispensable components to sustain the legitimacy of current religious policies. Targeting them instead of aiming government officials is an indirect but effective way to influence policies.
Buddhism does not distinguish the powerful from powerless; they are all part of the Path. The powerful is harmful only when they are standing on the opposite side of Dharma. One of the Dramatic ways to avoid this situation, according to Hershock, is to see human rights as Path-building, not power struggle between rights. For Christians, good and evil have distinct faces, and men are ought to fight for their freedom by smashing the evil ones. The conflictual nature of the Gospel discourse that emphasizes on endless struggle and conquest over earthen authority and power is incompatible with Buddhist philosophy. The Asian way, at least according to Buddhism, sees authority and power as hurdles of self-improvement; they just need more cultural enlightenment that is available through Buddhist teaching.
Conclusion: Building New Thinking on Practicing Human Rights

There is no reason to believe that any Eastern philosophy or religion can sustain a totally new, holistic, and self-reliant approach to replace liberalism, legalism, and other dominant Western beliefs, but it is inspiring to see that transnational groups with the same faith but distinct cultures can work together more effectively than national groups that have similar cultures but slightly different faiths. Many points of comparison can be made through the religious rights of China. By simplifying Christian advocacy as the prototype of a spiral network, this paper compares Evangelical and Mahayana Buddhist transnational networks and finds out that faith can be a powerful tool in promoting human dignity, but the type of institutional and ideological cultures they highlight may contribute to how much the breakthrough can be made in a tyrannical peace nation. However, this might not be the only explanation; the two networks are only a small part of the whole enterprise. Those limitations leave room for further discussion.

Limitations: 

The first limitation is the role of ethnicity. Two networks are not culturally distinct in terms of race; a majority of them are ethnic Chinese, who have connections across the Pacific (Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, Hong Kong, Hawaii, and the United States). The critical differences have narrowed down to institutional features and action guidelines mandated by their religious faiths. This similarity makes it easier for comparison, but this choice of narrative opens an area for criticism: is the success of Buddhism due to the historical root of this religion in China? A valid counterevidence for this is the failure of Japanese SGI to enter mainland China. My answer to this critique is twofold. First, yes, the penetration of Buddhism is largely due to the historical familiarity and ethnicity, but the historical and racial credits cannot guarantee continuing success unless the organizational features produce sustainable relations with others. The emergence of Buddhist INGOs is a very recent phenomenon, and the advocates from abroad are absolute “foreigners” for Chinese locals. From my perspective, the different levels of penetration among Buddhist groups are a good criterion to prove that the level of internalization of Buddhist principles matter. Tsi-Chi probably is the best in terms of implementing Buddhist teaching; while SGI is the weakest due to its extremely secular culture of institutions (SGI has no resident monk unit, which makes it less religious). 

Second, SGI is not necessarily a “failed” case. On the contrary, its political success in Japan is an interesting practice of Buddhism that may provide some insights for future comparison.
 The founder of SGI, Josei Toda (1900-1958), was a human rights advocate in jail for opposing imperial policy before the outbreak of Sino-Japan war. After World War I, he became a renowned figure of the peace movement and his organization created the New Komeito Party (NKP). Today, the NKP remains the third largest political party in Japan and becomes the key minority with veto power in growing right wing politics. Can China someday have a Buddhist party? Considering the political influence of monks in another Han majority nation, Taiwan, it might be an interesting clue to evaluate future Chinese democratization.
 
The second possible critique is that social penetration is not equal to political change or human rights protection. Our assessment on Buddhism is based upon the relatively weak performance of Christian churches. Skeptics may argue that the “major league,” right-based TANs, especially those with powerful human rights INGOs in the networks, can have immediate results on pushing Beijing to comply certain norms. It is a valid argument and this paper has no intention to oppose the necessity of mainstream INGOs. However, considering the nature of tyrannical peace, the compliance to coercion is superficial and very difficult to internalize. Even from the classic spiral perspective, mainstream INGOs have no permanent office, no constant surveillance, and no domestic support except a tiny group of opposition elites. Their current achievements highly rely on the self-interest of sovereign states (information from government agencies, hostility of certain congressional politicians, and diplomatic bargaining that is uncontrollable for TANs). The “hostage diplomacy” during the Clinton administration is a vivid example of how INGOs’ goodwill can end up with unexpected misuse and backlash.
 How can this kind of effort be sustainable for long-term change? The true spiral spirit is the diffusion of values and norms. Buddhism and its followers, in terms of value sharing and consensus building, have significant ideological and institutional advantages. Our discussion has identified (1) salvation through teaching, (2) respecting otherness, (3) practicing human rights through preparing the path of Dun-Wu, (4) working on firsthand information and dedication to mutual understanding, (5) collaborating with locals without shaming and naming, and (6) tolerating the status quo groups and focusing on long-term cultural change. There are some other important issues that require explanation.
First, why will the “other-worldly” temple-goers become more active and devoted in secular engagements than theologically “inner-worldly” Christians? Judging from the amount of money and activities devoted to humanitarian efforts in China, Evangelical churches are disproportionate to Buddhist temples in general. Carolyn Chen (2002) studies two local church and temples in the LA area and concludes that Christian exclusive salvation leads to personal evangelism, while Buddhist public charity encourages collective engagement.
 This research has reached a similar conclusion from a different starting point, yet detailed mechanisms need further clarification.

Second, even though many scholars and this paper praise the inclusiveness and great flexibility on adapting to local culture and values, Buddhism is not free from controversy. Bernard Faure (2003) criticizes Buddhism leaving very little room for gender concepts to develop. Thus, “women can find little in the Buddhist teaching they could apply to normal life.”
 Buddhism is misogynist because it denies the necessity of recognizing gender differences. This indifference brings us to worry about the denial nature of inclusiveness and flexibility. Since it can make friends with anybody, there is a risk that it cannot propose strong criticism to repressors. We observe that the institutional benefits of Buddhist TANs can address the denial problem better than Evangelical groups due to solid local coalition, and we are optimistic about the potential of Buddhism on facilitating future Chinese civil society. But Buddhism in theory seems to have an overfriendliness issue with authority. The distinction between philosophy and practice needs further attention.

 Third, the picture of Buddhist advocacy is less “excited” than the modern advocacy described in Bob or Hertel’s book: glamourous INGOs skillfully use new technology and media to create an advanced form of domestic insurgency. Monks in Tibet or Myanmar did sustain internationally notable insurgency, but the future is less promising. Nevertheless, Bob and Hertel remind us that the actual significance of the insurgency or the severity of the abuse is less relevant in this “intranetwork competition;” the point is that NGOs will do anything to get attention from the “gatekeepers” in order to be empowered.
 It is questionable to argue that “intranetwork competition” matters in Buddhist advocacy since they usually have stable financial support and self-reliant programs. Tsi-Chi, for instance, has a half-commercial TV station and satellite channel to support its mission. However, the problem seems to matter for Christian networks due to the constant competition for parishes and donation. Many follow-up researches need to be done. Is Buddhism a qualified “alternative” to dominant Western human rights approach? 
 Can Buddhist INGOs work well in countries without notable Buddhist populations? Our understanding suggests that the answer is yes: SGI, BLIA, and Tsi-Chi all have South America, Africa, and South Asia branches, but the analytical framework needs to be expanded to issues other than religious freedom in China.

Similarly, the continuing but politically forbidden relationship between Tibetan Buddhism and Mahayana Buddhism is a curious subject. Observers can see them both in meetings and religious ceremonies, but how they interact politically is still unknown. 

Last but not least, Finnemore and Sikkink’s norm cascade evaluation is missing in this research. The theoretical scope of this paper, similar to Hertel, focuses on clarifying deliverer processes: the spiral model assumes the sender and receiver will work together automatically under certain rational conditions, but the middle path is never clear.
 I hope that this paper illustrates a promising way of delivering human rights norms to a repressive nation. It does not have to be the only way. Nonetheless, the analysis shows Buddhism works better in internalization. Where are the norm emergence and tipping point? Assuming Buddhist TANs use only Buddhist concepts and norms is impractical. There must be cross-network learning, multilevel networking, and related cascades among different TANs that wait for discovering.

Perspectives for the Future: 

It is still too early to tell if those religious INGOs can produce effective human rights improvement. Most work is on education, culture, charity, emergency relief, and pushing for policy or legal reform for NGO activities. It is more reasonable to believe that they are playing complementary roles of facilitators rather than human rights fighters. Religion freedom remains subordination to communist antitheism and nationalism. Yet evidences have shown positive signs. “Soft-INGOs” have their special strengths. If Chinese “tyrannical peace” continues, they might be the few groups that can penetrate the political barriers and deliver alternatives in Chinese society. Besides, Buddhism has played critical roles in protecting civil liberties and promoting democratization in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan with the help of other transnational networks in the past 50 years. Why can’t this happen in China? This paper argues that by understanding these religious alternatives, researchers of human rights may find some inspiration to cross the unnecessary theoretical boundaries of cultural relativism and pursue a meaningful, constructive bottom-up advocacy.

Contrary to most people’s impression, Buddhists in East Asia are not passive and individually oriented. Based on the concepts of “dramatic intervention” and salvation through teaching, Mahayana Buddhism demonstrates some Evangelical and Protestant tendencies in overseas development.
 Most importantly, due to their institutional and ideological characteristics, they obtain more potential to overcome the supra-stability of “tyrannical peace” constructed by governments and old social organizations. After almost a year, all foreign teams have withdrawn from Sichuan; international attention is moving to other “interesting” subjects (how pandas are happily relocated to other cities for instance). Who still cares about the future of the earthquake refugees? Similar things also happen in the Katrina aftermath. So far, Tsi-Chi and other Buddhist INGOs are still organizing volunteer workers to Sichuan, as long as other continued programs on Myanmar (hurricane), Indonesia (rebuilt project in Bandung), Philippines (big fire in a shantytown of Manila), and other places. It is by no means perfect or better, but we do see an available alternative here.
Appendix:

Table of Major TANs 

	Name of Organization
	Major bases

	Tsi-Chi Foundation
	Taiwan, USA, China

	BLIA (Buddhist Light International)
	Taiwan, USA

	SGI (Soka Gakkai International)
	Japan, USA

	EFC (Evangelical Formosa Churches)
	USA 

	CMI (Chinese Ministries International)
	Taiwan, USA

	CNEC (Christian Nationals' Evangelism Commission)
	USA, Hong Kong
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Figure 1: Boomerang Effect of “Gospel”
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Figure 2: Alternative Buddhist Boomerang 
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