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1983 1997 8 48.5 52.9
1980 1997 5 31.6 47.4
1985 1998 6 23.2 23.2
1989 1997 3 28.8 28.6
1945 1949
12 53.5 54.5
1974 1998
1953 1998 12 48.9 -
1978 1995 8 22.9 -
1980 1995 4 48.9 41.1
1984 1994 3 37.7 -
1958 1998 8 39.2 44.5
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Inter - American D evelopment Bank, D evelo-

pmentBeyond Econamics Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University
Press, 2000, p.185. Quoted in P. Snith, Democracy in Latin
America, Nev York, Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 203.

A. Lijphart,“ Constitutional ChoicesforNev Democracies’, in
L. Diamond andM. Platter (eds), The Global Resurgence of D enacracy,
Baltimore: JohnsHopkinsUniversity Press, 1993, pp. 162 - 174.

G. Philip, Democracy in Latin America, Camnbridge, Polity
Press, 2003, pp. 24 - 25.

A. Valenzuela, “ Latin America. Presidentialisn in Crisis”,
Joumnal of Denocracy, 4 (4), 1993, pp.3 - 16. Quoted in J. Foweraker
et al., Governing Latin America, Polity Press, 2003, p.112.

G O’ Donnell,* Delegative Democracy”, Joumal of Democracy,
Vol. 5, No. 1, January 1994, pp. 55 - 70.
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HopkinsUniversity Press, 1994, pp. 3 - 90.
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and the Deparment of Political Science of the University of Pittsburgh,
BuenosAires, Argentina, June7 - 8, 2001.
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S Mainwvaring, and T. R. Scully (eds ), Building Deno-
cratic Institutions Party Systens in Latin America, Stanford, Stanford Uni-
versity Press, 1995, pp.4 - 6, pp. 17 - 21.
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J. Foweraker et al., Goveming Latin America, Cambridge,
Polity Press, 2003, pp.76 - 91. See J. Hartlyn and A. Valenzuela,
“ Damocracy in Latin America Since 1930”, inL. Bethell (ed.), The
Cambridge History of Latin America, Vol. VI, Part2: Politics and Society,
Canbridge Cambridge University Press 1994, pp.99 - 162; and J.
Linzand A. Stepan, Problens of Denocratic Transition and Consolida-
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Baltimore, JohnsHopkinsUniversity Press, 1996, p. 7.

R. Munck, Contenporary Latin America, Nenv York, Palgrave
M aamillan, 2003, pp. 68 - 69.
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Deanocracy in Post - Transition Latin America, Coral Gables,
North - Suth Center Press at the University of M iami, 1998.

3 Jorge I. Daninguez and M ichael Shifter (eds ), Cons
tructing Democratic Governance in Latin America, Baltimore,
Johns HopkinsUniversity Press, 2003.

4 Joe Foweraker, ToddL andman and Neil Harvey, Gover-
ning Latin America, Cambridge, Polity Press 2003.

5 Soott Mainwaring and Timothy R. Scully (eds ),
B uil-ding Democratic Institutions Party Systens in Latin America,
Stanford, Stanford University Press, 1995.

6 SoottM ainwaring and M atthew Soberg Shugart (eds ) ,
Presidentialisn and Denocracy in Latin America, Cambridge,
Canbridge University Press, 1997.

G. Philip, Denocracy in Latin America, Canbridge, Polity
Press, 2003, pp. 33 - 35.

20 90 ,
( 1 )
( )
1
: : , 2002
2 : :

, 1999
3 Josph E. Stigliz,“ El Runbo de las Refomas Hacia
Una Nueva Agenda para América Latina”, Revista de la
CEPAL, No. 80, Agosio de 2003.

4 Jo%t Antonio Ocanpo, “* Mas Alla del Consno de

W ashington: UnaV ision de laCEPAL”, Revista de la CEPAL,
No. 66, Dicienbre de 1998.

5 Jo£ Antonio Ocanpo, “ Retomar la Agenda del Desa-
rollo” , Revista de la CEPAL, No. 74, Agosio de 2001.

6 Gregorio Vidal, “ Privatizaciones en América Latina:
Flujos Internacionales de Capital, Regionizacion  y
Desarticulacion Productiva, Consecuencias Financieras de la
Globalizacién, Universidad Nacional Autéhoma de M éxico,
Instituto de Investigaciones Econdnicas, M éxico, 2005.

7. Andrea C. Bandeira y Femando Garcia, “ Reformasy
Crecimiento en América Latina”, Revista de la CEPAL, No.
77, Agso de 2002.

8 Lourdes Maria Regueiro Bello,

Invesiones, N Ucleo
Duro del ALCA”, Cuademnos de Nuestra América, Vol. XV II,
No. 33, Ciudad deLaHabana, Ener - Junio de 2004.

9 M ichael Mortimore yW ilon Peres “ La Campetitividad
Empresarial en América Latina y el Caribe”, Revista de la
CEPAL, No. 74, Agsb de 2001.



80

a threat o their political stability Directed at relving those problams, Latin American scholars and international
organizations had made a seriesof suggestions, whichwere taken seriously by the goverrments Furthemore, L atin
American countries generally attach great mportance o establishing a set of political institutions asp recaution meas-
ures against ocial unrest They kegp on enhancing the managament of non-goverrmental organizations and taking
preventive actions against possible threats from abroad

('Yuan Dongzhen)

L atin America’ sDemocratization and Governability (pp. 33 - 40)

Since the 19905 the focal point of the study of L atin America’ s damocratization turns gradually from the transi-

tion  damocracy o the conlidation of deamocratic institutions, quality of damocracy, and governability To attain

governability after damocratization is heavily dependent on the design and operation of democratic institutions U su-

ally there exists a tension beiveen the democratic requirements like competition, participation and accountability

and the political demands like stability, order and efficiency. The analysisof these issues congtitutes a requisite for
the understanding of denocracy and governability in L atin America

(Zhang Fan)

Education and Social Injustices A Latin American Pergective (pp.53 - 58)
Education ispresented primarily asa cial invesiment necessary t makeL atin American countries competitive
in the global market Since the 1990s the education reform was conducted widely in the region, aimed at providing
a high-quality education However, it failed t do avaywith the inequality of education One of themain reansis
that local schools are greatly varied in quality and access o good education is till difficult formost students A nother
readn is that the right o education is not fairly enjoyed by all, which ismainly resulted fram racisn, enlarged
income gap and widegpread poverty.
(Zhao L ihong)

Russia’ s Relationswith L atin America (pp. 59 - 62)

Based on the recent econamic comeback, Russia ought © reestablish wam tieswith Latin America The

V ladimir Putin goverrment regarded some L atin American countries as strategic partners counterbalancing the

United Statespower Itmade an effort © promote Russia’ swegpon tradewith L atin America, o exand its share in

the regional energy market, and o boost its export of technology-intensive goods o the region Russia succeeded in

rejuvenating its traditional relationswith Cuba and Nicaragua, developed a strategic partnership with Brazil, and

boosted greatly the bilateral relationswith Venezuela However, it is definitely true that the US factor is still the
foremost factor which decisively influenced Russia’ spolicy towardsL atin America

(Sun Hongho)



