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 'paradox of success' of the interactionist framework. In fact, this framework,
 which has greatly contributed to our understanding of transitions from
 authoritarian rule, tends to be used also where (as in the case of the study of
 consolidation) it does not appear to be useful. The analysis of strategic choices,
 calculated interactions and contingent outcomes, typical of the interactionist
 approach, does not seem to add much to our understanding of democratisation
 in South America, because it tends to forget long-term historical factors, such as
 socio-economic inequalities on the one hand and values and political-cultural
 transitions on the other. This point is also well illustrated by O'Donnell, who, in
 his chapter, after a brilliant elaboration of a strategic perspective for the analysis
 of the 'two' transitions, concludes his observations on Brazil by noting that 'the
 principal challenge (in this country's compromised consolidation) is that of
 overcoming its high levels of patrimonialism and elitism' which have their roots
 in the pre-authoritarian period.

 Universita degli studi di Bologna GIORGIO ALBERTI

 Robert A. Packenham, The Dependency Movement: Scholarship and Politics in
 Development Studies (Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard University
 Press, 1992), pp. viii+ 362, ?33.95.

 This book has twelve chapters, half of which were partly published previously as
 articles in journals or chapters in edited books, the earliest in 1976 and the latest
 in 1987. This gives the book a somewhat dated character and may explain
 Packenham's failure to refer to major recent reflections on dependency studies
 such as those done by Jorge Larrain, David Lehmann and myself.1 More
 importantly, he fails to analyse the contributions of important dependency writers
 such as Ruy Mauro Marini, Franz Hinkelammert, Jose Nun, and Pablo Gonzalez
 Casanova, among others. Thus while the author has many interesting things to
 say about 'scholarship and politics' with reference to the 'dependency movement'
 his own account of it is partial, incomplete, and uneven. I do, of course, recognise
 the difficulties in providing a comprehensive and fair account of dependency
 studies, as during its heyday in the late i96os and the 1970S hundreds of scholars
 from various regions of the world participated in the dependency debate.
 Undoubtedly the fact that dependency studies were part of political struggles
 during a period of major social upheavals and political changes in Latin America
 contributed both to their relevance and originality but also to their limitations.

 Undoubtedly Fernando Henrique Cardoso is Packenham's bete noire par
 excellence. His focus on Cardoso verges almost on the obsessive as he devotes three
 entire chapters to criticising his ideas. Cardoso stands accused of being
 contradictory 'on a variety of levels and sublevels' (p. 82), ahistorical, ambiguous,
 inconsistent, intellectually eclectic, utopian, and accused of practising and
 championing nonfalsificationism and attacking falsificationism (p. 97). Fur-
 thermore, Cardoso is also indicted for using 'ambiguous words and phrases,

 J. Larrain, Theories of Development: Capitalism, Colonialism and Dependency (Cambridge:
 Polity Press, 1989), D. Lehmann, Democracy and Development in Latin America
 (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1990) and C. Kay, Latin American Theories of Development and
 Underdevelopment (London and New York: Routledge, i989), respectively.
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 nonsequiturs, nonparallel constructions, polemical appeals, strawmen, and like
 devices' (p. Io5). Cardoso's claim that his analysis is 'historical-structural' is
 revealed as hollow, and he is charged with making claims which he is unable to
 deliver, with leaving unanswered many important questions, for claiming to
 predict events which remain completely unrealised and which are 'so vacuous or
 elastic that they encompass virtually any imaginable outcome' (p. 80), and with
 taking two sides of an argument. In addition his famous concept of 'associated-
 dependent development' is dismissed as a catchy label (p. 79). Packenham's
 antipathy towards Cardoso does not derive solely from his supposedly objective,
 scientific and, dare I say, falsifiable critique of Cardoso's writings but is much
 influenced by the widespread appeal his ideas had on US academics and students.
 This influence is greatly lamented and resented by Packenham who by implication
 blames Cardoso for contributing to the politicisation and supposedly anti-
 scholarly behaviour of academia.

 However, Packenham does not limit his critique to Cardoso as he accuses
 'holistic dependency' in general for being antischolarly, antiscientific, and
 intolerant of dissenting or alternative views. Furthermore, he blames it for the
 crisis or impasse in development studies. But Packenham's critique is seriously
 weakened by his own biased and partial reading of dependency writings which
 are far richer, empirical and diverse than he is willing to acknowledge. Not only
 are key dependency writers ignored but, more significantly, dependency theory
 is largely reduced to its Marxist, neo-Marxist or marxisant versions thereby
 sidestepping structuralist and non-socialist variants like those of Raul Prebisch,
 Osvaldo Sunkel, Anmbal Pinto and Celso Furtado, among others.

 Packenham's other target is the generation of left-wing US scholars (whose
 scholarly credentials he very much questions) whose view of the world was much
 influenced by the irruption of dependency studies in Latin America and by the
 various attempts of reformist and revolutionary governments at that time to
 overcome underdevelopment, exploitation and poverty. This new generation of
 teachers and students brought about a major paradigm shift in Latin American
 studies in the USA (and elsewhere) freeing it from its Cold War straitjacket and
 forging for the first time a genuine partnership between Latin American and
 North American scholars. While the 'consumption of dependency theory in the
 United States' (the title of an article by F. H. Cardoso) might have been
 problematic, it was in my view a step forward. This is not the position taken by
 Packenham who, in a similarly titled chapter, indicts dependency ideas for having
 politicised and eroded US scholarship. Furthermore he dismisses the 'dependency
 movement' as theatre, melodrama, and totem and taboo. As an example of this
 politicisation process of 'the Academy' in the USA he launches into an attack on
 the Latin American Studies Association (LASA). His railings against 'political
 correctness' and LASA reveal a deep hostility against progressive intellectuals as
 well as all those who are willing to view the problems of Latin America from a
 Latin American perspective largely through the influence of dependency studies.
 No doubt Packenham sees himself as a crusader fighting against the corrosive and
 evil influences of the 'dependency movement' and as a defender of, and
 campaigner for, scientific standards. All I can say is that I am glad the Cold War
 is over, although not everyone seems to realise this.

 Despite the book's flaws, and the author's obsessions and rancour, it should be
 read by all those interested in dependency studies as it delivers some instructive
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 critiques and asks some searching questions which should invite us to reflect on
 how best to advance our understanding of Latin America and overcome the
 impasse in development studies.

 Institute of Social Studies, CRIST6BAL KAY
 The Hague, Netherlands

 Pedro Nikken (ed.), America Latina: La democracia de partidos en crisis (San
 Jose, Costa Rica: IIDH Instituto Interamericano de Derechos Humanos,
 1992), pp. 145.

 Rodolfo Cerdas-Cruz et al. (eds.), Una Tarea Inconclusa: Eleccionesy Democracia
 en America Latina: I988-I99I (San Jose, Costa Rica: IIDH Instituto
 Interamericano de Derechos Humanos, 1992), pp. xxii+ 785.

 After years of neglect, the study of Latin American political parties is again
 flourishing. The democratising trend in the region - however fragile or transitory
 it may be - has predictably and properly stimulated a renewal of scholarly
 interest. Among the institutional responses has been that of the Instituto
 Interamericano de Derechos Humanos (IIDH), based in Costa Rica, which
 organised a seminar on 'Democracia y Partidos Politicos en America Latina'
 which was convened in September of I991 in Montevideo. Its papers appear in
 a slender volume edited by IIDH President Pedro Nikken. In addition, the IIDH
 was moved, through its Centro de Asesoria y Promoci6n Electoral (CAPEL), to
 initiate a special research project on elections and the transition to democracy in
 Latin America. More than two dozen papers were written, and comprise the
 volume centring on the electoral experience of I988-91.

 The Montevideo conference constituted a useful forum to engage broad
 support for and interest in both the CAPEL project and the specifics of its
 intellectual inquiry. However, the collection of papers is generally uneven, while
 the findings are modest at best. To be sure, Pedro Nikken's introduction is useful
 in setting forth a number of thematic concerns. These include a broad
 preoccupation with the prevailing crises of Latin American political parties. He
 also acknowledges the participation and backing of the German-based Fundaci6n
 Friedrich Naumann in developing the research agenda while explaining briefly
 the thinking behind the decision to devote particular attention to political parties
 as a means of examining democratic values and considering means for their
 preservation. Efforts to provide geographical coverage are represented by
 chapters by Rodolfo Cerdas, Gabriel Murillo, and Carina Perelli and Juan Rial
 respectively on Central America, the Andean region, and the Southern Cone. Yet
 these range from thirty-four pages by Perelli and Rial to a mere nine by Murillo.
 Additional chapters providing an overview of Latin American party systems as
 well as their juridical status recapitulate information which is readily available
 elsewhere.

 The massive collection coedited by Cerdas-Cruz, Rial, and Zovatto, in
 contrast, provides a wealth of electoral data and party-related information. As
 with the other volume, it is organised in a regional and country-based fashion.
 With the exception of the concluding chapter, it is divided into three sections:
 Central America, Mexico, and the Dominican Republic; the Andean region; and
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