
See	discussions,	stats,	and	author	profiles	for	this	publication	at:	https://www.researchgate.net/publication/315990662

Cooperative	Authoritarians	and	Regime
Stability

Article		in		New	Global	Studies	·	April	2017

DOI:	10.1515/ngs-2017-0009

CITATIONS

0

READS

17

1	author:

Some	of	the	authors	of	this	publication	are	also	working	on	these	related	projects:

Special	Economic	Zones	Data	Collection	View	project

Clay	R.	Fuller

American	Enterprise	Institute

2	PUBLICATIONS			0	CITATIONS			

SEE	PROFILE

All	content	following	this	page	was	uploaded	by	Clay	R.	Fuller	on	17	April	2017.

The	user	has	requested	enhancement	of	the	downloaded	file.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/315990662_Cooperative_Authoritarians_and_Regime_Stability?enrichId=rgreq-5912b4f135fed14356cea1a9f7f19f26-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxNTk5MDY2MjtBUzo0ODQxNjcxMzg5NzU3NDRAMTQ5MjQ0NTg0OTcyOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_2&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/315990662_Cooperative_Authoritarians_and_Regime_Stability?enrichId=rgreq-5912b4f135fed14356cea1a9f7f19f26-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxNTk5MDY2MjtBUzo0ODQxNjcxMzg5NzU3NDRAMTQ5MjQ0NTg0OTcyOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_3&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/project/Special-Economic-Zones-Data-Collection?enrichId=rgreq-5912b4f135fed14356cea1a9f7f19f26-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxNTk5MDY2MjtBUzo0ODQxNjcxMzg5NzU3NDRAMTQ5MjQ0NTg0OTcyOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_9&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/?enrichId=rgreq-5912b4f135fed14356cea1a9f7f19f26-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxNTk5MDY2MjtBUzo0ODQxNjcxMzg5NzU3NDRAMTQ5MjQ0NTg0OTcyOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_1&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Clay_Fuller?enrichId=rgreq-5912b4f135fed14356cea1a9f7f19f26-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxNTk5MDY2MjtBUzo0ODQxNjcxMzg5NzU3NDRAMTQ5MjQ0NTg0OTcyOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_4&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Clay_Fuller?enrichId=rgreq-5912b4f135fed14356cea1a9f7f19f26-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxNTk5MDY2MjtBUzo0ODQxNjcxMzg5NzU3NDRAMTQ5MjQ0NTg0OTcyOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_5&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/institution/American_Enterprise_Institute?enrichId=rgreq-5912b4f135fed14356cea1a9f7f19f26-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxNTk5MDY2MjtBUzo0ODQxNjcxMzg5NzU3NDRAMTQ5MjQ0NTg0OTcyOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_6&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Clay_Fuller?enrichId=rgreq-5912b4f135fed14356cea1a9f7f19f26-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxNTk5MDY2MjtBUzo0ODQxNjcxMzg5NzU3NDRAMTQ5MjQ0NTg0OTcyOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_7&_esc=publicationCoverPdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Clay_Fuller?enrichId=rgreq-5912b4f135fed14356cea1a9f7f19f26-XXX&enrichSource=Y292ZXJQYWdlOzMxNTk5MDY2MjtBUzo0ODQxNjcxMzg5NzU3NDRAMTQ5MjQ0NTg0OTcyOQ%3D%3D&el=1_x_10&_esc=publicationCoverPdf


Clay Robert Fuller*

Cooperative Authoritarians and Regime
Stability

DOI 10.1515/ngs-2017-0009

Abstract: This article assumes that the post-cold war unipolar global power
structure marked the beginnings of a two-level game of national survival invol-
ving an international process of “othering,” where the winning democracies and
their leaders (the “West”) view many non-democracies and their leaders as
threats that they must convert, subjugate, or eradicate. Using new data on
special economic zones (SEZs), I find that geographically restricting economic
liberalization and reducing competition from opposition parties increases
authoritarian stability and durability in this new environment.

Keywords: special economic zones, authoritarianism, regime stability

“Othering” is a widely observed and documented biological and sociological
process of group identification. This article assumes that the post-cold war uni-
polar global power structure marked the beginnings of a two-level game of
national survival involving an international process of “othering,” where the
winning democracies and their leaders (the “West”) view many non-democracies
and their leaders as threats that they must convert, subjugate, or eradicate.1 Non-
democratic leaders in this era face a choice to either signal a willingness to join
the internationally dominant group in some way or to not. International signaling
has domestic effects upon regime stability in non-democracies. Using new data on
special economic zones (SEZs), I find that geographically restricting economic
liberalization and reducing competition from opposition parties increases author-
itarian stability and durability.

Leaders of non-democracies can signal internationally through a variety of
mechanisms. They can signal awillingness to embrace democracy by holding formal
elections (free or fraudulent) – often in exchange for foreign aid (Wright 2009). They
can fill legislatures and add veto players in order to credibly commit to investors that
theywill not expropriate (Wright 2008; Boix 2013;Wilson andWright 2015). They can
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join international organizations (IOs) such as the World Trade Organization (WTO)
or other regional trade agreements (RTAs). However, the credibility of these signals
have been called into question. How can nominally democratic institutions credibly
signal anything other than the ruler’s desires when elections, legislatures, and
parties can be rigged, dissolved, and reshuffled without restraint? This article
presents evidence that the most credible signal is to “put your money where your
mouth is” – i. e. open up some portion of the state for international investment.

If a non-democratic regime can convince economic elites from powerful states
to physically locate within the non-democracy, little other signaling is necessary.
Non-democratic leaders in the post-cold war era that choose to signal a willingness
to be a part of the dominant group through attracting international investment and
elections are what I refer to as “cooperative authoritarians.” If non-democratic
leaders choose not to signal a desire to be a part of the dominant unipolar power
group, they become the “other” and face subjugation or possible eradication. I refer
to such non-democratic leaders as “noncooperative authoritarians.”

Cooperative authoritarians – those non-democratic leaders that signal some
level of openness to foreign direct investment and democracy – are perceived by the
dominant unipolar power – the West – as “convertible” or “conformist” and thus
less of a threat. Cooperative authoritarians can completely liberalize their econo-
mies by allowing geographically unrestricted investment into the country. This
strategy is dangerous because it can allow pockets of wealth to form and increase
the likelihood of a political challenge from a middle class or groups of elites.
Alternatively, cooperative authoritarians can geographically restrict investment in
a manner that will satisfy the concerns of the dominant unipolar power while
maintaining firm control over the private goods and domestic development brought
about by investment. Restricted investment economic institutions (RIEIs), such as
special economic zones (SEZs), are the dominant strategy used by modern coopera-
tive authoritarians to control or restrict investment. Conversely, “unrestricted
investment” in a strict sense does not exist anywhere. Here it can best be under-
stood as a general lack of geographical and elite control over the process and
placement of investment. Elections are now held virtually everywhere (Levitsky
and Way 2010). They can signal openness to democracy internationally, but if free
and fair they will likely destabilize the non-democracy and create a window for
transition to democracy. Fraudulent, fixed or unfair elections prevent the rise of
political opponents and thus limit the likelihood of challenges from civil society and
other elites (Gehlbach and Simpser 2015).

Most of the non-democratic leaders of the world today are cooperative author-
itarians. Table 1 outlines the different types of cooperative authoritarians, based on
how they choose to signal a willingness to join the dominant world order. Of these, I
theorize that those that geographically restrict investment and rig elections will be
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the most domestically stable. This strategy represents a “highly regulated” liberal-
ization process. At its most imaginative extreme, this process of experimentation is
something akin to “liberal democracy with authoritarian safety nets.” In practice it
generally looks like extreme capitalism for the chosen few in chosen areas and a
rigged electoral system. Cooperative authoritarians that geographically restrict
investment but allow fairly free elections will have more control over revenue and
development through restricted investment, but they will in turn have to use this
new revenue to repress growing challengers inmore andmore competitive elections.
Cooperative authoritarians that do not geographically restrict investment but rig
elections will inadvertently produce pockets of wealth through unrestricted invest-
ment2 and empower other elites to publically challenge the legitimacy of rigged or
one-sided elections. In the final category of cooperative authoritarian outcomes,
those that do not restrict investment and allow fair and free competitive elections
will be the most likely to democratize, and democratization does not generally
happen without initial political instability in the non-democratic regime.

Noncooperative autocrats that isolate their state from the dominant interna-
tional power will repress their society with violence through a small winning
coalition in an effort to survive domestically in the face of international threat
(by way of being the “other”). Direct Western intervention – or “eradication” –
depends on the strategic importance of the pariah state. Examples of these
othered “hermit kingdoms” slated for subjugation or eradication are relatively
rare, but include cases like North Korea and Syria. In recent history, Saddam
Hussein’s Iraq and Revolutionary Iran occupied this noncooperative red zone.
Saddam was “eradicated” – i. e. captured and executed – and Iran just signed a
historic nuclear deal with Western states. This exemplifies how difficult it can be
for a dictator to know exactly where he stands. Highly repressive dictatorships
face the “dictator’s dilemma” where it becomes impossible to objectively judge
the people’s or elite popular opinion (Wintrobe 1998). This dilemma easily

Table 1: Cooperative authoritarian domestic strategies and theoretical outcomes.

Restricted Investment Unrestricted Investment

Rigged Elections Stable Authoritarian Unstable
Free and Fair Elections Unstable Likely Democracy

Source: Author

2 The term “unrestricted investment” is an assumption of geographically opening the entire
country for foreign investment. In reality it is difficult to imagine any country, even a liberal
democracy, allowing completely unrestricted investment. In the geographic sense, a country
like Britain has more “investment space” than, say, Belarus.
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translates to international audiences as well and leaders can quickly move to the
red zone of eradication under special circumstances. There is no question that
the West still prefers to “subjugate” Iran to Western norms of nonproliferation,
eradication is simply too costly monetarily and diplomatically at the moment.

Muammar Qaddafi sold oil internationally in capital markets, was working
towards opening tourism, and was cooperating with Western authorities in the
hunt for al-Qaeda and denuclearization in 2011. He was signaling cooperation.
However, Western forces ousted Qaddafi after his security forces began openly
shooting protesters (Pargeter 2012) and then threatened to hunt down rebels in
the east “street by street, house by house, and wardrobe by wardrobe”
(Kawczynski 2011). Faced with a relatively weak state, a history of inciting
violence towards Westerners, a close proximity to Europe (refugees) and oil
wealth, the West did not hesitate in taking action against a formerly cooperative
Qaddafi. Arguably, a massacre would have created more regional instability,
stronger calls for an intervention (and criticisms for a late one), and it was
reasoned by some that oil wealth could pay for reconstruction. Consequently,
Qaddafi very quickly came to be viewed as noncooperative and was slated for
eradication.

In Syria, one could explain the Western flip flops over the subjugation v
eradication of noncooperative authoritarians like al-Assad as related to refugee
flows, a general lack of natural resources, and powerful neighborhood alliances.
North Korean refugees largely flow into China and the notably reclusive state
has no strongly committed allies. In these cases, continuous subjugation of the
“other” through subversion is a typical strategy in the othering process.
However, this article is about regime stability and durability, not regime
removal. In general, if the actions of a noncooperative autocrat are deemed to
directly threaten Western interests they will be eradicated directly if interna-
tional alliances will allow it. If the actions of a noncooperative autocrat cannot
be deemed as a direct threat to Western interests, then the dominant unipolar
power will work to subvert it through sanctions and funding of opposition
groups. The question of how Western states deem something a direct or indirect
threat is a question that is not addressed here. This article explains the domestic
outcomes of international signals to join the dominant world order.

In sum, all non-democratic regimes are considered to be the “other.”
“Others” can be further divided into cooperative and noncooperative authoritar-
ians. Noncooperative authoritarians will be designated by the West for subjuga-
tion or eradication based on a variety of reasons beyond the scope of this article.
The regime stability of cooperative authoritarians can be predicted based upon
the availability of geographically restricted international investment opportu-
nities and how open elections are to opposition parties.
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Empirically, this research examines the role of special economic zones
(SEZs) – geographically restricted investment areas with special benefits – and
formal electoral political party competition in non-democracies using a theory
developed through a two-level game metaphor. It lumps all non-democracies
together theoretically, but also tests regime type effects as well where possible. I
use an original set of data on SEZs alongside data from the World Bank, the
Worldwide Governance Indicators, Quality of Governance, and POLITY structured
as panel data covering 156 countries from 1995 to 2010. I use two different
measures of my outcome variable, regime stability, to test for robustness. Fixed
effects auto-regressive models are used to test for evidence of some of the implica-
tions of the theory. The evidence supports the theoretical contention that non-
democratic regimes that use SEZs and restrict the number of parties allowed to
compete in elections are the most likely to be stable authoritarian regimes.

Two-level games as a metaphor

This article uses Putnam’s (1988) two-level game metaphor to argue that inter-
nationally, cooperative authoritarians are in the “win-set” of the othering game
being played with the dominant unipolar power. Noncooperative authoritarians
are slated for subjugation or eradication. The domestic strategies that influence
whether or not a cooperative authoritarian is in the international win-set (and
thus not an enemy), simultaneously influence domestic regime stability.
Therefore, this article focuses on the actions and effects of cooperative author-
itarians on regime stability. Political stability is important for calculating busi-
ness risk and conflict propensity. Restricted investment economic institutions
(RIEIs), such as special economic zones (SEZs), and fraudulent elections are the
most important institutions in this two-level game. They allow cooperative
authoritarians to remain in the win-set of the international othering game
while staying as close as possible to their ideal-type autocratic political struc-
ture, thus safeguarding international and domestic stability for the regime.

In Robert D. Putnam’s seminal piece in International Organization (1988), he
argues that “[d]omestic politics and international relations are often somehow
entangled, but our theories have not yet sorted out the puzzling tangle. It is
fruitless to debate whether domestic politics really determine international rela-
tions, or the reverse. The answer to that question is clearly ‘Both, sometimes.’”
In Putnam’s piece he traces the intellectual development of domestic and inter-
national interactions from Rosenau’s “linkage politics” (1969) to Deutsch and
Haas’s (1957) work on regional integration and the notion of “spillover” (1958) to
the work of Nye and Keohane on interdependence (1977) to the work of
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Katzenstein (1978) and Krasner (1978). Since Putnam, this tradition continued
with the work of Milner (1997) where she formalized the two-level game between
domestic and international politics while giving a convincing argument against
the treatment of any state as a unitary actor. Others, such as Bueno De Mesquita
et al. (2003), have taken her argument and developed formal theories of domes-
tic politics and applied them almost deterministically to international relations.
In any case, as Putnam stated, clearly the causal relationships between interna-
tional and domestic phenomena can point in either direction, but “the more
interesting questions are ‘When?’ and ‘How?’” (1988).

This analysis speaks to the post-cold war unipolar world and the use of
internationally reaching domestic political and economic institutions employed
to stabilize non-democratic polities. Here, the international space that an
authoritarian regime occupies within a game of shifting global power structures
is explained through domestic policies regarding investment and elections. The
international effects of these domestic policies provide safe space for them to
influence regime stability amongst cooperative authoritarians. The two levels are
reviewed below in order to draw out the specific mechanisms of the theory. Next
the data are described before analysis and concluding remarks.

Othering: the international level

In the lead up to the 2003 invasion of Iraq, President George W. Bush was fond
of saying things like “You’re either with us, either you love freedom, and nations
that embrace freedom … or you’re with the enemy, there’s no in-between.”3 This
is a classic example of international othering in the sense used here. The
concept of othering has come to mean “the process by which a dominant
group defines into existence an inferior group” (Fine 1994); “this process entails
the invention of categories and of ideas about what marks people as belonging
to these categories” (Swelbe et al. 2000). It is thought that this process of
othering is innate in all social creatures, as it serves a distinct survival function
of clearly identifying potential threats in the social environment. In biology it
helps explain the behavior of primates, in sociology it helps explain racism, and
in psychology it helps to explain anxiety, depression, and anger. In political
science, however, this concept is largely overlooked, and it is used here to help
explain the choices of non-democratic states (and their leaders) domestically
and in the international system.

3 Watch video compilations of him saying this here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v = -
23kmhc3P8U
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Othering was present in international politics since the creation of the
nation-state in 1648 (Peace of Westphalia). European powers “othered” their
colonies, Hitler “othered” the Jews, the Japanese “othered” the Koreans and
Chinese, and so on. Humans fought many wars based on this process of othering
and eventually ended up with the current unipolar distribution of power in the
international system.4 When the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991 the cold war was
over and the bi-polar distribution of international power morphed almost over-
night to the unipolar system we live in and study today. Without the looming
threat of the communist “other,” the United States and her allies naturally
sought a new one and found it in all non-democracies.

The collapse of communism and central planning as a viable form of
economic development meant that non-democracies around the world began
to embrace varieties of capitalism as a dominant macroeconomic approach. At
the international game level, leaders of non-democracies made (and still
make) a choice to signal to the new dominant unipolar power (i. e. the
United States and her democratic allies) that they are either “with them” or
“against them.” There is a long (and still unresolved) literature on the relation-
ship between democracy and capitalism. Some have argued that there is little
difference between economic freedom and political freedom (Hayek 1944).
Rueschmeyer, Stephens, & Stephens highlight a more nuanced argument
that capitalism facilitates the formation of civic groups such as unions and
increases education levels (1992). Others point out that in places like Eastern
Europe capitalist reforms without requisite managing institutions can shock
regimes into undeterminable trajectories (Ramet 2007). Tsai (2007) argues that
China has been able to harness capitalism and use it make its authoritarian
state more durable.

However, most leaders in the United States (and other powerful allies) have
long been willing to accept the adoption of capitalist oriented policies as a first
step towards democracy and thus a credible signal that they are either not an
“other,” or at a minimum, a candidate for assimilation. Cooperative authoritar-
ians that chose to signal this acceptance of international capitalism have done

4 I introduce othering here in the international level only because it can more easily be parsed
out and examined at this level. Othering is a very complex and multifaceted phenomenon at the
domestic level and thus would be very difficult to theoretically parse out. For example, in the
United States, othering is primarily used to explain the subjugation of African-Americans and
women, but othering was also a key domestic political phenomenon during the cold war. The
House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC) made it their explicit duty to identify and
persecute “others” (i. e. alleged communist sympathizers). Watch video of committee hearings,
including testimony by Ronald Reagan on behalf of the Screen Actors Guild. http://www.
youtube.com/watch?v =nJzV6-wJ3SQ
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so either wholeheartedly or to limited degrees, but to Western audiences the
strength of the signal is not as important as the signal itself. Noncooperative
authoritarians that refuse market capitalism become the “other” targeted for
subjugation or eradication by the dominant unipolar power (although this
strategy is relatively rare in the twenty-first century). At the international level
some choose to hold elections as a signal of solidarity with the dominant power
(often times this is a necessary condition to receive foreign aid). But, this is a far
weaker strategy than economic liberalization policies because, as stated earlier,
domestic political institutions like parties and elections can – by definition – be
reshuffled, changed, or abolished on a whim in a non-democracy (Brancati
2014). Expropriation of international capital can carry far more complex and
damaging long-term consequences than dissolving a parliament or stuffing
ballot boxes.

Therefore, in the post-cold war era at the international game level, non-
democratic leaders can strategically choose to try and signal cooperation with
the dominant order through some form of liberalization. For the purposes of
this article, these signals are economic and political. The signals determine
whether or not the regime resides in the international “win set.” I will revisit
this idea of win sets and present a model in the next section while explaining
the dynamics of the domestic-level game and the outcome of domestic political
stability.

RIEIs & formal electoral competition: the domestic level

Gates et al. (2006) theorize stability in autocracies and democracies, finding that
consistent institutional structures create self-enforcing equilibria that induce
elites to work together towards regime stability. In an ideal type democracy,
free and open electoral political recruitment and relatively unrestricted eco-
nomic investment make up the core of these consistent institutional structures.
In the ideal-type non-democracy closed political recruitment and a centrally
planned economy make up the core of consistent non-democratic institutional
structures. For a cooperative authoritarian, the domestic level game becomes
how to stay institutionally consistent enough to remain domestically stable
while continuing to credibly convince the dominant unipolar power that he is
in fact cooperative. The dominant strategy for a cooperative authoritarian there-
fore becomes a minimal sized win-set located just past the dominant unipolar
power’s threshold for acceptance as convertible or conformist and closest to an
ideal-type autocratic non-democracy. Figure 1 represents the game metaphor for
win-sets.

8 C. R. Fuller
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In Figure 1, XD represents an ideal-type unipolar dominant democratic power
and YN represents an ideal-type autocratic non-democracy described above
with consistent institutional structures and high stability. Both end points
represent regime stability, but XD represents the dominant unipolar power in
the post-cold war distribution of international power. The line between the
ideal type points represents a “liberalization space” where levels of liberal-
ization are signaled to the dominant power XD from some non-democracy “Y.”
Point X1 represents the minimal level, or threshold, of political and economic
liberalization that will convince the dominant unipolar power that the non-
democracy Y is capable of assimilation and not a dangerous “other.” Points Y1,
Y2, and Y3 on the line represent different strategic choices non-democratic
leaders can make about domestic institutions and policies. Y1 and Y2 represent
cooperative authoritarians and are in the win-set. The ideal-type democratic
power is assumed to view these regimes as candidates for assimilation.
Referring back to Table 1, Y1 is the cooperative authoritarian that has geogra-
phically unrestricted investment policies and relatively free and fair elections.
They reside closest to the ideal-type democracy and are most likely to transi-
tion to democracy. Y2 is the cooperative authoritarian likely to be the most
stable because it is in the win-set and secure internationally from the “othering
process,” yet it simultaneously remains closest to its ideal type by geographi-
cally restricting investment and limiting participation in elections. The other
two types of cooperative authoritarians – those that rig elections and have
unrestricted investment and those that have restricted investment and rela-
tively free elections – reside anywhere in the theoretical policy space between
Y1 and Y2.

Y3 represents the noncooperative authoritarian, is not in the win-set, and is
likely to be domestically stable because it is closest to the ideal-type. But,
noncooperative authoritarians face possible subjugation or eradication interna-
tionally from the dominant unipolar power. At Y3 a non-democratic leader
chooses to remain as close to their ideal point as possible, thus failing to meet
the expectations, or threshold (X1), of the dominant unipolar democratic power
(XD). In the othering two-level game, when a non-democratic leader chooses Y3,

Y1

XD

Y2 X1 Y3

YN

Figure 1: Win-sets in the othering two-level game for non-democracies.

Cooperative Authoritarians and Regime Stability 9

Brought to you by | University of South Carolina Libraries
Authenticated

Download Date | 4/17/17 6:13 PM



internationally they become the enemy of the dominant unipolar power and face
threats, sanctions, or invasion. Domestically, at Y3 the non-democratic leader is
free to maintain as small a winning coalition as possible and brutally repress
any and all challengers with whatever resources are available domestically. As
stated previously, in the post-cold war era, this strategy is rare, but is exempli-
fied by North Korea, Hussein’s Iraq, Qaddafi’s Libya in 2011, Castro’s Cuba, and
Assad’s Syria. These regimes exhibit remarkable resilience because of the
domestic consistency of their institutions, but ultimately they are the most likely
to be targeted for subjugation or eradication as through international pressures
in the post-cold war world.

The liberalization choices made to get the regime to point Y2 can have
either deleterious or beneficial consequences for domestic stability. If one
is not careful, institutional structures can become inconsistent, challengers
can be emboldened, and domestic instability becomes a real possibility.
If done correctly, the regime can achieve a very secure space in the global
order. Because of uncertainty as to where the dominant unipolar power’s
“othering threshold” (X1) is exactly at a given point in time, non-democratic
leaders will generally aim to place themselves somewhere past what they
perceive to be the X1. Strategies that move regimes along the liberalization
space consist of two types: economic investment institutions and electoral
institutions. Both of these send signals to the dominant unipolar power and
have domestic effects.

The placement of specific regimes on the model in Figure 1 is purely
subjective. I will give a few examples here for illustrative purposes only.
Venezuela and Zimbabwe represent non-democracies near or around Y1 at
given points of time. Each regime holds regular and relatively free elections
and allows lightly restricted international investment. Both have been described
as good candidates for democratization and both have experienced political
turmoil. China would likely represent a country somewhere around Y2 as they
cooperate economically and politically with the United States just enough to be
in the win-set yet heavily restricts her elections and investment. Iran could be an
example of a regime that “walks the line” between Y2 and Y3, constantly testing
to see where the threshold is.

Concerning the domestic effects of investment institutions, restricted
investment economic institutions (RIEIs), or sets of independent investment
rules, give leaders in non-democracies more control over the generation, dis-
tribution, and location of goods and generate self-enforcing equilibria among
elites through the preselection and screening of other elites. Examples of RIEIs
include special economic zones (SEZs) – geographically restricted investment
areas that offer special incentives to select investors and screen them through
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the negotiation of business contracts with government entities. In addition to
signaling internationally an intent to liberalize, these SEZs increase domestic
stability by allowing the leader more control over where and how investment
occurs, thus restricting the growth of pockets of wealth, civil society, a middle
class, or rising expectations. They also increase the amount of goods a leader
has to buy off his winning coalition and develop his country. On the other
hand, allowing completely unrestricted FDI to flow into a non-democratic
country can produce pockets of development and wealth that the leader can
lose control over, thus increasing instability.

While I argue that formal electoral institutions are slightly less important
internationally, the domestic implications of them are very important. Non-
democratic regimes that hold regular formal elections yet highly or completely
restrict the number of political parties will remain the most stable because they
formalize a system of goods distribution where challengers see no benefit in
pursuing a challenge against the ruling leader and his party. A party and
elections can also provide economic opportunities, giving elites a stake in
the system. These cooperative authoritarians are often called single-party
regimes or dominant party-regimes. Cooperative authoritarians can also exist
in the form of traditional monarchies that ban official parties. Even without a
political party, they still hold elections at the local level and rounds of
competitive appointments at the elite level. They will remain domestically
more stable for excluding potential challengers, but this means that they will
have to work harder through economic institutions to reach the international
win-set and avoid the othering.5

In the two-level game metaphor there are four core assumptions, listed and
explained below. The outcome of interest is domestic stability, which arises from
consistent domestic political institutions6 and acceptance by the unipolar power
in its win-set of cooperative authoritarians deemed not to be a threatening
“other.” Stability is defined here as the “perceptions of the likelihood that the
government will be destabilized or overthrown by unconstitutional or violent
means” (Kaufmann et al. 2010). For the purposes of this article, one may
substitute “durability” for “stability.”

Assumption 1: There is a “dominant unipolar power” that is democratic and
exists in the post-cold war international distribution of power. The dominant

5 Often natural resources in monarchies help keep them in the international win-set.
6 Gates et al. (2006) define institutional consistency as “a set of [political] institutions that are
mutually reinforcing” (894).
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unipolar power may be conceptualized as the United States or the United States
and its core democratic allies.

This assumption is not controversial. The international relations literature
widely accepts the fact that in the post-cold war era the United States and its
allies are the dominant holders of power (however defined – i. e. hard/soft,
economic, political, military, or social). There is speculation of other rising
powers like the BRIC countries (Brazil, India, Russia, and China), but no
consensus exists that any single state or groups of states hold enough power
to successfully challenge the US and her democratic allies in a similar manner
that existed during the bi-polar era in which the US and the Soviet Union
balanced the system.

Assumption 2: Liberal (capitalist) economic institutions are the dominant
form of goods acquisition in this power system. These institutions can be either
geographically restricted or geographically unrestricted.

One can scarcely argue that a purely communist economic system exists in the
post-cold war economy. Even nominally communist countries (i. e. China and
Vietnam) have embraced free-market liberal economic principles to some degree
and have largely abandoned centrally planned economies. This assumption
exists to degrees – hence the restricted or unrestricted nature of liberal economic
institutions in non-democracies. A “restricted” liberal economic institution
means that there are vastly different economic rules for some geographic areas
as compared to others. One may call them “capitalist enclave economies.” In
essence, the rules of liberal economics – low taxes, low regulation, contractual
exchange, market prices – apply only to specific spaces. In this sense the term
“unrestricted” refers to institutions that apply to the entire state.

In the quickly globalizing world economy, many goods are only acquirable
through international trade and investment (such as some technologies, foods,
and natural resources), thus making the use of these institutions influential both
internationally and domestically. Internationally, these institutions can deter-
mine whether or not the non-democracy is a cooperative authoritarian (possible
friend) or a noncooperative authoritarian (dangerous “other”). Domestically,
restricted institutions (RIEIs) increase stability by 1) allowing for the preselection
and screening of elites and 2) providing goods to the leader to distribute to a
small winning coalition and 3) control over the location of development.
Unrestricted investment institutions (i. e. unrestricted FDI) contribute to instabil-
ity by allowing uncontrolled pockets of development to occur and potential
challengers to amass resources that can be used to overtake the leader.

12 C. R. Fuller
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Assumption 3: Formal elections (whether free or fraudulent) are held virtually
all over the world. These elections can be free and fair or rigged, unfair, and
even fake.

This assumption rests on the fact that all governments employ some formal
selection mechanism (termed an election here) to select persons for important
decision-making positions within the regime. For example, in most of the United
Arab Emirates and other traditional Gulf monarchies, the Emir selects a consti-
tuency that then elects members of the legislature or council. I argue that this is
a formal election, albeit completely rigged.

Assumption 4: The level to which non-democratic leaders restrict or not restrict
liberal economic institutions and hold free or rigged formal elections determines
their location on the unidimensional liberalization space.

The unidimensional space is represented in Figure 1. The conceptual space is the
product of assumptions 1, 2, and 3. Location in the space is based upon choices
concerning the application, restriction, or non-restriction of liberal economic
institutions and formal elections. For non-democracies, a location past the
dominant unipolar power’s “othering threshold” (X1) places it in the win-set
and secures its ability to focus on domestic stability (because they are not an
enemy). The smaller the win-set (i. e. the closer the non-democracy is to the
actual “othering threshold”), the more stable the non-democracy will be because
it is closer to the ideal-type institutionally consistent non-democracy. Using the
win-sets from Figure 1 and the above assumptions about the two-level game
metaphor, I posit one implication for testing.

H1: Cooperative authoritarians that use higher levels of restricted investment
economic institutions (RIEIs) – here, they are special economic zones (SEZs) (see
next section) – and have fewer political parties in formal elections will have
greater regime stability.

In sum, all post-cold war non-democracies are “others.” Cooperative authoritar-
ians are “safe” from international intervention due to some signaling of a will-
ingness to work with the West.7 Of these cooperative authoritarians, the ones that
exert the most “order” over economics and politics will be the most durable. Order

7 This model does not predict the exact points at which regimes become a noncooperative
authoritarian.

Cooperative Authoritarians and Regime Stability 13

Brought to you by | University of South Carolina Libraries
Authenticated

Download Date | 4/17/17 6:13 PM



is assumed to be imposed by restricting the space within which liberal economics
can be applied and restricting the participation of regime challengers in elections.

The data

Stability (outcome variable):

The primary outcome variable, domestic political stability, comes from the World
Governance Indicators (WGI) (Kaufmann, Kraay, & Mastruzzi 2010).8 The indicator
is defined as “capturing perceptions of the likelihood that the government will be
destabilized or overthrown by unconstitutional or violent means, including poli-
tically-motivated violence and terrorism” and is created by using “a statistical
methodology known as an Unobserved Components Model to (i) standardize the
data from these very diverse [31] sources into comparable units, (ii) construct an
aggregate indicator of governance as a weighted average of the underlying source
variables, and (iii) construct margins of error that reflect the unavoidable impreci-
sion in measuring governance” (Kaufmann, Kraay, & Mastruzzi 2012).

I use the State Fragility Index as an alternative measure of regime stability
and a robustness check. It is taken from the Polity IV Project data (Marshall and
Cole 2009). The index measures fragility by looking at effectiveness
and legitimacy on four different levels: political, security, economic, and social.
It is an additive scale with three to four categories within each of the four levels
underneath either legitimacy or effectiveness. It ranges from 0 to 25.9 For both of
these outcome variables the data are limited from 1995 to 2010.10

Special economic zones (explanatory variable 1):

The term ‘special economic zone’ here is “a generic expression to describe the
broad range of modern economic zones” (Farole and Akinci 2011: 3).11 In 1986,

8 See a table of summary statistics for all variables in the appendix. Read about or download
the WGI data here < http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.asp>
9 See how the State Fragility Index is constructed and how I treat it in the appendix, including
Table 5 located there.
10 These two stability measures significantly and positively correlate at the .788 level, but take
widely varying approaches to the measurement of domestic stability.
11 “Free zones” of all sorts existed to promote geographically restricted economic activity
around the world for centuries. A few examples of early free zones include Gibraltar (1704),
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there were 176 special economic zones (SEZs) in 46 countries. During the
following twenty years the number of zones grew by a factor of twenty and
nearly tripled in the number of countries with them (Farole and Akinci 2011;
Boyenge 2007). Figure 2 displays the exponential growth in the use of SEZs.12

Figure 3 displays the distribution of SEZs among democracies and non-
democracies. One might immediately notice the increase in the use of SEZs in
the post-cold war era. Most of the countries that began using them post-1990
were non-democracies, providing evidence that there are more cooperative
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Figure 2: Growth in SEZs (1976–2006).
Source: International Labour Organization, Boyenge (2007).

Singapore (1819), Hong Kong (1848), Hamburg (1888), and Copenhagen (1891). Modern SEZs –
thought to first appear in the early 1980s – are more diverse, but still perform the same
functions (Ge 1999). There are Free Trade Zones (FTZs) that support the re-export business,
Export Processing Zones (EPZs) for onsite manufacturing and export of goods, Hybrid EPZs to
support local economies, Freeports that are much larger and comprehensive and thus resemble
historical free zones, and Enterprise Zones to spur on urban revitalization (FIAS (Foreign
Investment Advisory Service) 2008). The term ‘special economic zone’ can also include
Petrochemical Zones, Airport Based Zones, Tourist Attractions, Logistics Parks, Education
Cities, Health Care Zones, Technology or Science Parks, Financial Services Zones, Media
Cities, and Internet Zones.
12 Special economic zones (SEZs) exist in all regime categories. The British were one of the
first to begin using SEZs. The United States embraced the idea of using geographic areas with
little or no tax barriers in order to increase foreign trade in 1934 with the passage of
the Foreign Trade Zones Act. In 2010, US zones imported over $500billion worth of goods.
China was the one of the first non-democracies to adopt a SEZ strategy in the late 1970s,
followed by the United Arab Emirates in the mid-1980s, and then a large “wave” of countries
in the 1990s.
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authoritarians moving into the win-set than there are autocrats going at it alone.
The World Bank identifies four key characteristics that all modern SEZs have: 1)
a geographically delineated area, 2) a single management/administration, 3)
eligibility for benefits based upon physical location within the zone, and 4)
a separate customs area (duty-free benefits) and streamlined procedures (FIAS
2008). All four characteristics represent an effort to boost investment while
simultaneously restricting who domestically will benefit.13

No complete or partial dataset with temporal observations of the establish-
ment or size and quality of special economic zones (SEZs) exists. There is no
centralized source for data and the few sources that do exist publish contra-
dictory information.14 This is likely because 1) SEZs are very diverse and new
and 2) there has been little if any theoretical development concerning SEZs over
the past few decades.15 This article utilizes the results of a solo effort over the
past few years to collect such data by gathering it from a number of sources. I
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13 SEZs provide those that create them with benefits. For an explanation of how and what kinds
of benefits SEZs provide, see Table 3 and a brief explanation in the appendix.
14 Currently the most used sources are the FIAS World Bank 2008 report on SEZs and the ILO
2007 report. However, large portions of data are missing from each and some shared data are
contradictory. I have tried contacting the authors of each, but neither have responded. Several
other different “institutes,” such as the Flagstaff Institute or WEPZA, have sprung up and then
disappeared over the past few decades. Reporting is extremely sporadic.
15 Anthropologists and geographers use intensive case studies of specific zones. None that I
know of examine SEZs from a global structural point of view. Farole and Akinci (2011) make a
direct call for political scientists to theoretically and empirically address SEZs in the final
chapter of their edited volume.
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crosscheck the International Labour Organization (ILO) report of 2003 and 2007
(Boyenge 2007) and the World Bank Foreign Investor Advisory Service (FIAS)
report (2008) when coding the SEZ program for each country. Neither of these
sources contain complete temporal data, so I then search for a SEZ website in
each country or the actual SEZ law in pdf format. There are also several other
SEZ descriptive data aggregators out there that I consult.16 Finally, I consult
secondary online news sources and governmental websites for further confirma-
tion.17 The explanatory variable that results from this effort, special economic
zone (SEZ) program, is a scale that ranges from 0 to 6 where 0 represents the
absence of a SEZ program and 6 represents an extensive SEZ program. Table 4 in
the appendix outlines the coding scheme.18

Formal elections (explanatory variable 2):

The effective number of parliamentary parties (ENPP) is used to estimate the
level to which formal electoral competition occurs within each country. This
variable comes from the Quality of Governance data. To fill in missing values
(because these data are not collected for many non-democracies) I use the
data handbooks on elections by Nohlen et al. (2002), the African Elections
Database, and Wikipedia elections, to calculate the ENPP using the Laasko &
Taaperga (1979) formula. I assume that as the number of parties increases, this
indicates that the elections are freer and less restricted. For example, a military
junta that bans parties but holds elections among the generals for office scores a
zero. In this situation the election occurs, but is completely fixed and completely
restricted. In a single-party regime like China (with a score of “1” as the effective
number of parliamentary parties (ENPP)), formal elections are very regular and
very competitive, but they are not open to competing parties. There is only one
(1) effective political party. Therefore, elections are restricted but not to the same
extent as in the military junta example. Some personalist regimes allow formal
competition from other parties, but the playing field is so uneven that they rarely
win more than a seat or two in the legislature, resulting in an ENPP score of

16 A blog called “Living Offshore” is a good example of one of the many different SEZ “data
aggregators” I used to crosscheck and add to the ILO and FIAS data. See it here http://
livingoffshore.com/free-trade-zones.htm
17 A fifty-page codebook of these sources by country is available upon request. Anyone should
be able to replicate my results by following the instructions, links, and reports contained within
it.
18 Please see the appendix for a detailed description of and examples of each category of SEZ
program.
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something around 1.1 or 1.2. As this number increases, this means there is
greater formal competition among parties in elections. Increasing numbers
represent a movement up in the freeness of an election (i. e. less restriction),
but not necessarily in how fair it is. In this example the elections are slightly less
restricted: as the measure reaches 2 and higher we see fewer and fewer restric-
tions upon party participation in elections.

Control variables:

I use standard economic controls in each model: gross domestic product (GDP)
(natural log), foreign direct investment (FDI) (as a percentage of GDP), and then
I use the total labor force (natural log) because of its affect upon the usage of
SEZs (correlated at the .357 level). It is likely that countries with very large labor
forces are more likely to set up SEZs regardless of a concern for political
stability. I also estimate models using the total natural resource rents (percen-
tage of GDP) as a robustness check to account for alternative theories of resource
curses and blessings.

The empirical models

Because the data are panel data, I use a fixed effects model with country as the
unit and country years from 1995 to 2010 as the time period. Because the time
period is relatively small and the number of units is relatively large (156
countries), I examine both fixed effects and random effects models using the
same variables outlined above. A Hausman test, in every model, tells me that the
estimated coefficients differ systematically. This means we can better trust the
fixed effects model. The fixed effects model helps to account for spatial concerns
across units, but does not account for all possible temporal concerns. The
“xtserial” command in Stata conducts “a test for serial correlation in the idio-
syncratic errors of a linear panel-data model” (Wooldridge 2002). Drukker (2003)
published evidence from simulations that this procedure is effective in larger
size samples. The test confirms that a first order autoregressive process (AR(1)) is
present in the data. Therefore, I also estimate autoregressive fixed effects mod-
els. To show the effects of omitting the role of time on coefficients, Table 2
displays regular OLS coefficients (model 1), then regular fixed effects coefficients
(model 2), and then the autoregressive (AR(1)) fixed effects coefficients (model
3). All the models use interaction terms to examine the interaction of non-
democracies with the two institutional variables.
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Results

The estimates in Table 2 include 155 countries from 1995 to 2010. It includes
democracies and uses dummies and interaction effects to parse out non-
democratic domestic stability because in the theoretical model democracies
and non-democracies are deeply intertwined in their strategies and institu-
tions. Because I use interaction terms, individual coefficients are relatively
difficult to interpret directly, but before presenting some graphs of the coeffi-
cients in the best-fit model (model 3), it is helpful to note a few points about
trends in the coefficients. Following the advice of Barambor et al. (2005)
concerning interaction terms, I include all the constitutive terms, interpret
them correctly, and provide a range and measure of uncertainty. Looking
Table 2, the constitutive term “Special Economic Zones” only captures the
effect of SEZs when the dummy variable non-democracy is equal zero.
Therefore, the insignificant and positive effect in model 3 (and very small
coefficient of 0.017) reported there only refers to the effect of SEZs on the
reference category of democracies.

For the constitutive term “Number of Parties (ENPP),” the coefficients
represent the effect of parties on stability when non-democracy equals zero.
For the constitutive term of non-democracy, the coefficients represent the
effect of non-democracy on political stability when SEZs and parties equals
zero. It makes little sense to directly interpret the interaction coefficients, but
some trends can be noted. Looking at the interaction terms between non-
democracy and SEZs in Table 2, the interaction flips direction and remains
statistically significant in all models using the Worldwide Governance
Indicator of political stability. The interaction becomes insignificant when
using the State Fragility Index, but follows the same directional trend. Models
4 and 5 include total natural resource rents to test for the effects of natural
resource curses or blessings (Dunning 2008). This variable hardly changes
anything no matter which measure of political stability is being used. None of
the political party interactions are significant. However, a relationship exists
that is more apparent in a graph.

Figure 4 plots the predicted values of domestic political stability (WGI –
World Bank) against levels of SEZs program size and quality (coded by the
author) for all countries as compared to just non-democracies with 95% con-
fidence intervals. Figure 5 plots the predicted values of domestic political
stability against the number of effective political parties (ENPP) for all countries
as compared to just non-democracies with 95% confidence intervals. Because
there may be an overall global trend towards political stability in the post-cold
war era (although I do not find a unit root in these variables), it makes more
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sense to compare the predicted values of non-democracies to those of the all
regimes. In Figure 4, we see an overall trend towards more stability, but a
stronger and steeper trend for non-democracies. In Figure 5, we see a downward
trend in stability for non-democracies as the number of parties goes up, but an
upward trend towards more stability for the whole world. The effects in Figure 5
are not statistically significant, but combined with the significant effect in
Figure 4, these results provide strong support for the two-level game hypothesis

Figure 4: Predicted political stability by SEZs (1995–2010).
Note: Political stability ranges from –3.3 to 1.6.

Figure 5: Predicted political stability by political parties (1995–2010).
Note: Political stability ranges from –3.3 to 1.6.
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that non-democratic leaders that pursue restricted investment and restrict elec-
tions will be in the win-set and the most stable domestically.19

Conclusion

The theory presented in this article uses Putnam’s (1988) two-level game meta-
phor to build a theory about how non-democratic regimes use internationally
reaching domestic institutions to pursue domestic political stability. I find
evidence that geographically restricting foreign direct investment through the
use of special economic zones and limiting the number of parties allowed to
formally challenge while still holding elections is the winning strategy for these
cooperative authoritarians. This article introduces new data and special eco-
nomic zones in non-democracies as a political tool with international and
domestic effects. However, the question of causation remains open. The causal
linkages between domestic and international levels are endogenous. One should
not take away from this analysis that the end of the cold war caused non-
democracies to build SEZs or hold elections. Likewise, one should not assume
that SEZs and elections caused Western states to cooperate with authoritarian
ones. What I have shown is that there is a correlation between the use of SEZs
and regime stability in dictatorships. The causal mechanism is likely a mix of
international and domestic interactions. It is hoped that these findings and new
data will spur on further research into the effects of SEZs in dictatorships.
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Appendix

Benefits provided by SEZs
Table 3 lists the potential direct and indirect benefits generated from SEZs

(the list is not exhaustive). SEZs boost foreign direct investment (FDI) by enticing
preselected international investors with prefabricated or impressive infrastruc-
ture, low or absent import/export duties, and large labor pools. Because inves-
tors are preselected and zones are built specifically to needs, elites are able to
screen potential political challengers. Elites can also restrict the employment
and foreign exchange earnings generated by SEZs to other trustworthy elites or
even outsource labor to less threatening neighboring populations. Indirect

Table 3: Potential direct and indirect benefits of special economic zones.

Direct Indirect

Foreign Direct Investment X
Employment Generation X
Government Revenue X
Export Growth X
Foreign Exchange Earnings X
Upgrade in skills X
Testing Field for Wider Economic Reforms X
Technology Transfer X
Demonstration Effect X
Export Diversification X
Enhancing Trade Efficiency of Domestic Firms X

Source: World Bank Policy Research Working Paper #5583 by Douglas Zhihua Zeng 2011.
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benefits include training from multinationals, technology transfer, demonstra-
tion effects, and a restricted environment for testing wider economic reform
policies among other things. These indirect effects are clearly apparent in
China where the Chinese government uses the training provided in SEZs and
copies technologies to build their own versions of everything from green
technology, transportation systems, cars, and smart phones to their own ver-
sions of Facebook (Renren) and Twitter (Weibo).

Explanation of coding scheme for SEZs

A score of 1 = “In Name Only” and represents the passage of a SEZ law. The SEZ
program categories range accordingly; 2 = “Isolated,” 3 = “Small,” 4 =
“Medium,” 5 = “Large,” and 6 = “Extensive.” Each of these categories repre-
sents a significant step up in the size and quality. In the large and extensive
categories, this coding implies that a significant amount of wealth and power is
being restricted to a screened group of regime supporting elites. According to the
theory we should expect that the interaction between higher levels of SEZ
program and the inconsistent institutional environment of anocracies will posi-
tively and significantly correlate with regime stability is such regimes, ceteris
paribus.

Isolated zone programs typically contain a small EPZ, industrial park, or
single factory program with mostly local investment. Cameroon is an example
of this type of zone system; it has one small EPZ, a single-factory, and mostly
local investment (FIAS (Foreign Investment Advisory Service) 2008). Small zone
programs have moderate size EPZs or FTZs with at least one foreign investor and
a limited number of production sectors. Belarus is an example; its Brest
Economic Zone set up in 1996, is of a moderate size and boasts investment
from three neighboring countries.

Table 4: Coding scheme for the explanatory variable, special economic zone program.

Value Name Description of observation

 Absent SEZs and SEZ laws are absent, nonexistent
 In Name Only SEZ exist only in official law, no zones completed during FY
 Isolated Small EPZ, industrial park, or single factory, mostly local investment
 Small Moderate size EPZ or FTZ, one main production sector
 Medium Moderate size EPZs, FTZs, and a Freeport
 Large Large EPZs, FTZs, Freeports, multiple sectors
 Extensive SEZs are a foundation of macroeconomic development policy
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Medium zone programs have several moderate sized EPZs, FTZs, and a
Freeport. Venezuela illustrates this category; it has a Freeport (Isla Margarita)
and three moderate sized FTZs (Paraguana Peninsula, Santa Elena de Uairen,
and Merida). Large zone programs have multiple EPZs, FTZs, or Freeports with
multiple sectors and multiple foreign investors. Russia and Singapore fall in the
large category. Russia has over 25 SEZs that are ambitiously expanding and
Singapore has 8 large freeports and SEZs spread over its territory. Honduras, a
country that declared the entire country a SEZ in 1998, falls in this category as
well (Farole and Akinci. 2011). Extensive zone programs are essentially large zone
programs that represent a larger portion of the state’s macroeconomic outlook
and contain “specialized zones” such as Education Cities, Media and Internet
zones, or other purposeful zones. The U.A.E., China, Egypt, and Jordan are
examples of this category. The U.A.E. and Jordan have every type of known
zone, China creates zones for very narrow purposes, Egypt has what are called
QIZ (qualified industrial zones) that have been set up by the U.S. in order to
foster trade and peace between Egypt, Jordan, and Israel (FIAS (Foreign
Investment Advisory Service) 2008).

Explanation of the state fragility index

Political effectiveness measures regime durability, leader years, and total coup
events and political legitimacy measures factionalism, ethnic discrimination,
and the salience of elite ethnicity. Economic effectiveness is GDP per capita
and economic legitimacy is the share of export trade in manufactured goods.
Social effectiveness measures human capital development and social legitimacy
measures the infant mortality rate. Security effectiveness measures the total
residual war and security legitimacy is a measure of state repression. In the
original data a zero represents a lack of fragility and a 25 represents extreme
fragility. I reverse the score, so that a zero equates to extreme instability
(fragility) and a 25 equates to strong stability, in order to make the results
more readily interpretable. Taken together, the levels of effectiveness and legiti-
macy in the political, economic, social, and security realms provide a broad and
general picture of regime stability. For a detailed look at the coding rules for all
eight levels, see the State Fragility Index Codebook here http://www.system
icpeace.org/inscr/SFImatrix2009c.pdf. See the 2011 Global Report from the
Center for Systemic Peace here http://www.systemicpeace.org/
GlobalReport2011.pdf. Many analysts use infant mortality to proxy for state
“well-being” or sometimes government stability. The State Fragility Index corre-
lates with infant mortality very strongly at the .864 level, but it has better
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coverage of a wider range of indicators. Table 5 shows what each additive
indicator measures.

Plotted state fragility index (alternative outcome
variable)

Table 5: Breakdown of the additive indices of the dependent variable “State Fragility”.

Level Measures Range

Political Effectiveness Regime durability, leader years, total coup events  – 

Political Legitimacy Factionalism, ethnic discrimination, salience of elite ethnicity  – 

Economic Effectiveness Gross Domestic Product per capita  – 

Economic Legitimacy Share of export trade in manufactured goods  – 

Security Effectiveness Total Residual War  – 

Security Legitimacy State Repression  – 

Social Effectiveness Human Capital Development  – 

Social Legitimacy Infant Mortality rate  – 

Note: State Fragility Index = Effectiveness Score + Legitimacy Score (25 points possible);
Effectiveness Score = Security Effectiveness + Political Effectiveness + Economic Effectiveness
+ Social Effectiveness (13 points possible); Legitimacy Score = Security Legitimacy + Political
Legitimacy + Economic Legitimacy + Social Legitimacy (12 points possible).

Figure 6: Predicted political stability by SEZs (1995–2010).
Note: State fragility ranges from 0 to 25. It is reversed so that a higher score indicated more
stability.
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Figure 7: Predicted political stability by political parties (1995–2010).
Note: State fragility ranges from 0 to 25. It is reversed so that a higher score indicated more
stability.
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