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authority was eroded the radical party used the fuzziness of political opinions and
nationalist tactics to attract voters from different classes. In 1916 it succeeded in winning
the election and came into power. Consequently the rise of the early populism is not a
product of modernization but a form that political leaders adopt to reconstruct the political
authority during economic crisis.

Key words: Argentina immigrants land tenancy system Radical Civic Union

early populism

The Left—wing and Participatory Democracy in Latin America: A Case Study of Four Countries
Li Han

Abstract: Latin America is a pioneer in the practice of participatory democracy —which has
a wider presence in Latin America than other regions of the world. The practice of the first
generation of participatory democracy in Latin America was a product of the left—wing ruling
in local government in the 1980s and 1990s  which focused on participation mechanisms in
the management of cities. The practice of the second generation of participatory democracy in
Latin America started from the end of the 20th century to the beginning of the 21st century
which marked the peak of participatory experiments in the region. The left—wing governments
in Venezuela Bolivia Ecuador and Brazil have established various forms of participatory
democracy. Venezuela created a radical participatory democracy model seeking to replace
representative democracy. Brazil provided a pragmatic model that advocated expanding
participation to consolidate representative democracy. Ecuador and Bolivia both developed a
hybrid model that combined both. This article illustrates the participatory practices from the
perspectives of formality representativeness and scope-scale. It concludes that the left—wing
participatory democracy has achieved remarkable results in expanding political participation
enhancing democratic inclusiveness and improving government responsiveness. It has
injected new vitality into the democratic system of Latin American countries and
demonstrated the positive will of regional countries to independently explore the
development of democratic institutions. However the inherent complexity of participatory
democracy and the drastic political changes in the region pose great challenges to the
sustainability of relevant practices.

Key words: Latin America left — wing participatory democracy Brazil Venezuela

Ecuador Bolivia

101 An Empirical Analysis on the Trade Potential of Agricultural Products Between Latin

American and Asian Countries
Shi Peiran
Abstract: This paper analyzes the trade potential of agricultural products between Latin

American and Asian countries under the framework of the extended Gravity Model since
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the 21" century. Based on the data of agricultural exports to Asia from 31 Latin American
countries in the WITS database from 2001 to 2018 we find the following conclusions. Asia
has become the largest export destination for agricultural products of Latin America.
Though the total exports of agricultural products of LAC to Asia have continued to
increase there are great differences among the sub—regions. There still exists zero trade
flows in between certain countries. It’s evident that the two regions share huge trade
potential in agricultural products. Latin American countries have the greatest export
potential to Central and South Asian markets but they also face the highest trade
barriers. Geographical distance is no longer the main obstacle hindering bilateral trade.
The efficient infrastructure sound institutions and the degree of globalization participation

especially the economic development level of importing countries are the main factors
determining the potential of bilateral trade. The achievements and accumulated
experiences of Asian countries represented by China in the fields of infrastructure

e—commerce and international logistics have proved that Asian countries can help Latin
American countries improve their trade infrastructure and logistics systems through
infrastructure cooperation and the reduced trade costs may also bring greater trade and
non-trade benefits to both sides.

Key words: agricultural trade Gravity Model trade potentials trade costs PPML

The Energy Transition in Latin America Under the Influence of the COVID—-19 Pandemic
Zhang Rui

Abstract: The COVID-19 pandemic has caused a paradoxical influence on the global
energy transition. It means that the impact has conflicting results in different regions and
states as a result various countries face more complexity and uncertainty in the energy
transition. The pandemic has posed serious challenges to Latin America’s energy
transition such as shrinking of energy demand obstacles from social isolation and
government support for the fossil energy industry. Despite the impact of the pandemic
Latin America’ s energy transition in 2020 still maintained a good momentum. Concretely
clean electricity structure continues to consolidate the installed capacity of renewable
energy grows steadily some countries’ bidding and auctions continue. Remarkable
progresses have been made in fields such as offshore wind power hydrogen energy and
electric buses. Major regional economies except Mexico have maintained world—leading
investment appeal. In the short to medium term the opportunities for energy transition in
Latin America still outweigh the challenges. The region has a solid momentum of
development including the clean—led power development pattern and resource
development advantages as well as the positive impacts of the epidemic such as the
shrink of the fossil energy industry and the green recovery trend and new opportunities

for international cooperation in the context of the epidemic. In addition the United
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