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policies as well as the region’ s relations with the United States. (Liu Weiguang)

Can Latin America Realize the Millennium

Development Goal of Reducing Poverty (pp.16 -21)

Judged by the United Nations’ Millennium Development Goal of cutting poverty by half by 2015, Latin America has

realized 51% of the task in the past fifteen years. As different Latin American countries have reached different
deve}opment levels and populations sizes, the urgency of the problem is varied.

" . For most of the countries in the region, progress in reducing poverty is the result of increasing social expenditures,

cutting inflation, generating more remittance from abroad, and realizing higher growth rate in the years of 2004 and 2005.

However, there are still several factors that hinder the further progress of reducing poverty: low economic growth rate,

high unemployment rate, more poverty in the rural areas and worsening income distribution. (Su Zhenxing)

Brazil ’s land Problem and Economic Development (pp.28 -31)

Developing countries are faced with many challenges in their pursuit of transformation from rural societies to
industrialization. One of the major challenges is how to deal with the issue of land ownership. The Brazilian experience
shows that neglecting agricultural development or paying less attention to the aprrian issue in the process of

industrialization would further aggravate social inequality and arrest sccnomic developmment. . (Liu Ting)

Changes of Brazil 's Policy towards Genetically
Modified Bean and Lessons for China (pp.32 - 34)
f'Regauding genetically modified (GM) beans, Brazil is advanced in production and scientific research. It has laws
and regulations for the production and sales of the GM bean. However, due to lax law enforcement, farmers in Brazil 's
southem areas smuggled GM bean seeds from Argentina. Monsanto, the American company that holds the patent of GM
bean, tolerated the action first, but charged royalties when the farmers became heavily dependent upon the plantation of
GM bean. As the fourth largest bean producer and the largest bean consumer in the world, China should learn the

Brazilian lesson by strictly implementing the policies regulating GM bean production. (Chen Zhiwen)

Evolution of Mexico ’s Presidential System (pp.42-48)

Mexico ’s presidential system has been witnessing repeated changes since it was created in 1917. These changes

are particularly noted in choosing the presidential candidate and dealing with the relations between the president and the
congress on the one hand and between the president and the judiciary on the other. At first the presidential candidate was
decided without any set rules; then he was hand-picked by the president; and now he was elected by vote. The
relations between the president and the congress have evolved from confrontation to dependence and adjustment, whereas
the relationship between the president and the Supreme Court has also changed to such an extent that the supreme judges

have acquired more power and play a more important role in the nation ’s legal affairs. (Zhang Wei)



