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Abstract 
This paper presents export processing zones (EPZs) as a rent-seeking tool 
with the appearance of a development policy. My model of endogenous 
tariff formation illustrates how interest groups lobby for or against 
protectionism, which provides rents for the government. EPZs are a way to 
liberalize the economy while preserving some of these rents. They are 
therefore beneficial if their political alternative is more protectionism. The 
model indicates that EPZs do not benefit an economy via backward 
linkages but through marginal improvements to a country’s trade regime. A 
case study of the EPZs in the Dominican Republic confirms the theoretical 
discussions. 
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I. Introduction 
Most economists see rent-seeking as wasteful (Buchanan 1980, p. 
359; Tullock 2005, p. 9). Lobbying by businesses to influence 
government policy is an unproductive activity, but policy makers 
encourage it because they benefit from the rent-seeking (Hillman and 
Schnytzer 1986; Haber 2002; Rose-Ackerman 2006; Nye 2009; 
Buchanan, Tollison, and Tullock 1980; Acemoglu and Robinson 
2000, 2012, p. 84, chap. 8). A contrasting view of rent-seeking is that 
it can actually offer economic benefits. It can, for instance, encourage 
the provision of public goods (Cowen, Glazer, and McMillan 1994) 
or increase the wealth of a country when its government engages in 
trade protectionism (Bhagwati 1980; Bhagwati and Srinivasan 1980). 
This paper extends the insight that rent-seeking can be beneficial by 
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showing that a government can use export processing zones (EPZs) 
as a way to preserve the rents it earns from protectionism. A 
government can then be credited with liberalizing even though its 
intention is merely to maximize its rents. 

Trade protectionism is famously destructive for a country’s 
economy, but governments still consistently set up barriers to trade. 
The political economy explanation is that policy makers extract rents 
from businesses by giving them protection from competition. 
Therefore, policy makers readily manipulate the system to create rent-
seeking opportunities for businesses (Krueger 1974; Wallis 2006). 
Nevertheless, many countries have liberalized trade, in particular the 
many developing countries that have abandoned import substitution 
for export-oriented policies (Rodrik 1994; Frieden 2006). An often-
heard explanation for trade liberalization is that the sheer evidence of 
the failure of protectionism to promote growth convinces political 
leaders to do the right thing (Yergin and Stanislaw 1998, p. 391; 
Frieden 2006, p. 351). In contrast, I will argue that governments may 
liberalize trade even if their sole objective is to maximize their rents 
from lobbying. 

I study this dynamic by employing a model of endogenous tariff 
formation. While the literature on endogenous tariffs is well 
developed, it has not previously been applied to export processing 
zones. I show how a simple version of an endogenous tariff 
formation model can be applied to EPZs to help us understand their 
role in how rent-seeking can form trade policies. This article is also a 
development of the literature on the role of government incentives in 
zone policies (Moberg 2015, 2017; Farole and Moberg 2017). 

EPZs play an important role in a government’s decision to take a 
step toward trade liberalization. EPZs offer exporters tariff-free 
imports, lower or no taxes, and sometimes different regulations than 
the rest of the country. They often take the shape of industrial parks 
and host firms that export manufactured goods.1 With EPZs, 
governments can introduce free trade for exporters in particular areas 
without necessarily affecting a country’s protected domestic 

                                                           

1 The zone concept is an ancient idea, and governments’ objectives with 
introducing them have surely varied over time. In Ancient Greece, the island of 
Delos was appointed a free harbor to encourage imports (Farole 2011, p. 31). The 
zones have since evolved into hubs for manufacturing and even into whole cities. 
The first EPZ was established on Shannon Island in Ireland in 1958 (FIAS 2008). 
EPZs do not host residential property, in contrast to large and inclusive special 
economic zones like those in China. 
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industries. This setup has the great benefit of allowing for limited 
liberalization while preserving many of the rents that a government 
enjoys. 

Scholars see EPZs as tools for reform and even prescribe them as 
a development policy (Basile and Germidis 1984; Schrank 2001; FIAS 
2008; Lockridge 2012). However, EPZs rarely live up to the high 
expectations and mostly bring only limited improvements to an 
economy (Moberg 2017). To understand why EPZs tend to succeed 
on some margins but not on others, I study the EPZs in the 
Dominican Republic, where I conducted fifty-two interviews with 
EPZ company representatives, zone developers, agency officials, 
representatives of nongovernmental organizations, and academic 
experts. Rather than conducting surveys, I chose the interview format 
to allow for observations that contribute qualitatively with context 
and inspiration for the theoretical and logical discussions and 
conclusions. The questions I asked during the interviews depended 
on the context. I asked company representatives and zone developers 
about their history, their experience with the policy reforms that the 
EPZs have faced throughout the years, and their current challenges 
and future outlook. I met with agency officials and nongovernmental 
organizations to understand the nature of current regulations, how 
they have changed, and how the political process has influenced 
them. Dominican academics pointed me to relevant literature and 
helped me to analyze the economic and political implications of EPZ 
policies. To ensure frank discussions, I guaranteed all the sources 
anonymity. 

The Dominican zones exemplify a scheme with an appearance of 
success, with a diversified and sophisticated production and investors 
that employ over 160,000 people (CNZFE 2015). At the same time, 
the program has failed to spread this development and sophistication 
to the rest of the country. The EPZs have become “islands of 
excellence” that have remained secluded from an otherwise 
underdeveloped economy (Sánchez-Ancochea 2012). Several small 
Latin American countries, such as Honduras and Nicaragua, also 
have successful EPZs, while the rest of the economy lags (McCallum 
2011). The Dominican Republic makes a good representative case to 
understand this phenomenon. 

As I will explain, the divide between EPZs and the rest of the 
economy is a logical outcome of how EPZs work. The Dominican 
case exemplifies the theory of EPZs as rent-seeking schemes that 
often fail to generate more than marginal liberalization in a country’s 
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trade regime. The next section discusses why a government 
introduces and preserves EPZs. Section 3 presents a model of 
endogenous tariff formation in the absence and in the presence of 
EPZs. Section 4 explains how the framework illuminates the costs 
when EPZs are beneficial. Section 5 illustrates the theoretical 
discussions with the case of the EPZs in the Dominican Republic, 
and section 6 concludes. 
 
II. Why EPZs Emerge as Rent-Seeking Tools 
EPZs emerge as a way for the government to preserve rents in the 
face of pressure to liberalize trade. Because a government earns rents 
from interest groups seeking to influence trade policies, trade 
liberalization lowers its rents. As this section will show, the 
government can avoid this loss of rents by using EPZs to divide the 
economy into free-trade and protected sectors and target 
liberalization to those who benefit from it. 

Because governments can earn rents from the lobbying of 
interest groups, they want to encourage businesses to try to influence 
trade policy to their advantage. Lobbying can benefit the government 
through campaign contributions, kickbacks, or vocal support for the 
government’s trade policies (Krueger 1974; Rodrik 1995). To 
optimize its rents from lobbying, the government can reward interest 
groups with tariffs and other forms of protection that reflect their 
political influence (Krueger 1974; Baldwin 1982, 1989; Hillman 1982; 
Cassing and Hillman 1986; Alejandro 1967; Dixit and Londregan 
1995; Eichengreen 1989; Gallarotti 1985; Grossman and Helpman 
1996; Lee and Swagel 1997; Pincus 1975).2 

The conflict over tariff rates implies that some firms are selling 
the same goods that others use in their production. This discussion 
thus applies to those goods where there actually is a conflict over 
individual tariff rates. The rents a government earns from lobbying 
explain its reluctance to trade liberalization, which implies that the 
government either abolishes tariffs or caps them at low rates. If 
interest groups are virtually unable to influence tariffs, their lobbying 
becomes futile and the government loses much of its rents. 

A government benefitting from rent-seeking may nevertheless 
liberalize trade for two reasons. First, technological or economic 
changes make pro-trade interest groups more powerful than 

                                                           

2 For more references to literature related to endogenous tariffs, see Magee, Brock, 
and Young (1989, p. 32). 
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protectionist interests (Rodrik 1994; Tornell 1995; Acemoglu, 
Johnson, and Robinson 2005). By liberalizing trade, the 
administration in office can earn a one-off reward from pro-reform 
interest groups. The administration may liberalize trade if this reward 
is larger than the loss of political support from protectionists. Once 
trade is liberalized, the government will no longer earn any rents 
from lobbying over tariffs, but this loss may not matter if the one-off 
reward is high enough. The fact that future governments will not 
enjoy any rents from protectionism should not concern the people 
currently in power. Second, the government may liberalize if pressure 
for liberalization emerges from outsiders such as foreign 
governments, academics, independent opinion makers, and other 
interests. While the government cannot extract rents from such 
people, it may be politically compelled to adhere to their demands, 
especially in the case of a small and weak country. 

Wherever the pressure for change comes from, EPZs offer a way 
for the government to provide liberalization while still collecting 
rents. EPZs divide the country into areas with free trade and an 
economy that remains protected from international competition. 
They thus allow the government to grant trade liberalization to 
exporting manufacturing industries that rely on imports and maintain 
trade protection for import-substituting industries. EPZs thus make 
all interest groups better off by granting them trade policies closer to 
their preferences (Rodrik 1999, p. 46).3 

With EPZs, protected import-substitution firms still lobby the 
government for tariffs, because the government still faces the 
pressure to keep tariffs down from the country’s consumers. 
Consumers vote, so even if they do not organize to lobby, they exert 
some indirect pressure on the government to keep domestic prices 
down (Caves 1976; Grossman and Helpman 1994).4 The government 

                                                           

3 In the long run, firms in import-substituting industries should be neither better 
nor worse off with EPZs. As Tullock (1975) suggests, any benefit that they obtain 
from protectionism is eventually dissipated by the competition over their profits 
from other entrants to the industry. It matters little, therefore, if import-
substituting industries lose out due to higher tax bills. This may happen as domestic 
firms become EPZ exporters and contribute less to the government in taxes and 
tariffs, so that taxes need to rise elsewhere to compensate. Yet, even if the industry 
does not benefit from protectionism in the long run, the firms would in lose out in 
the short run from liberalization. 
4 Empirical support for these models is presented, for instance, by Gawande and 
Bandyopadhyay (2000), who show that the US government seems to weigh the 
interests of lobbying interest groups and consumers equally. Political economy case 
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thus enjoys both rent-seeking revenues and the fruits of liberalization. 
If the pressure to liberalize comes from domestic exporters, the 
government obtains a one-off reward from them. If the pressure 
comes from outsiders, EPZs can silence the criticism against the 
government. 

Pro-trade interests may accept EPZs as a step in the right 
direction, even though the zones are not everything they want. 
Domestic interest groups that rely on imports from abroad can 
purchase their production factors abroad tariff-free and are thus not 
affected by high domestic prices. Outside pressure groups may also 
accept EPZs as a satisfactory solution. The protectionist government 
can, after all, market the scheme as a policy for trade liberalization, as 
well as obscure to its voters that EPZs may impose costs on them in 
the form of higher tax rates. 

EPZs tend to persist for the same reason governments create 
them. Governments support the scheme for fear of otherwise having 
to liberalize the economy and lose their rents from the import-
substituting industry. The administration that would abolish EPZs 
would also suffer a loss of political support from the manufacturing 
exporters. This potential loss of support becomes an increasingly 
important reason to preserve the EPZs as the sector grows in size 
and political clout.5 EPZ programs thus persist for political reasons, 
independently of whether they actually are economically beneficial. 
 
III. A Model of Endogenous Tariff Formation 
To illustrate the role of EPZs in rent-seeking, I first consider the 
incentive of interest groups to lobby for tariffs in the absence of 
EPZs. Next, I examine the changes to the model that the presence of 
EPZs implies. 
 

                                                                                                                                  

studies on the formation of tariffs also include Marvel and Ray (1983), Mayer 
(1984), Pincus (1975), and Riedel (1977). Limão and Panagariya (2007) argue, by 
contrast, that tariffs promote equality, which could imply a preference for the 
median voter in favor of tariffs. Here, I will assume that this mechanism is 
sufficiently muted by the price effect imposed even on the voters benefiting from 
the tariffs on the income side. 
5 The reasoning supports the observation that lobbying creates increasing returns to 
factor endowments. An industry with more resources can devote these to political 
support for policies in favor of the industry (Choi and Magee 1997, p. 120). The 
price effect that results increases their return to capital in production. 
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A. Endogenous Tariff Formation without EPZs 
A model of endogenous tariff formation illustrates how tariff rates 
emerge as a result of the profit-maximizing behavior of different 
actors (Magee, Brock, and Young 1989, p. 31). As proposed by 
Findlay and Wellisz (1982), we may divide interest groups between 
two kinds of industries: (1) exporters, which are primarily 
manufacturers that rely on imports, and thus prefer lower import 
tariffs and export subsidies; and (2) import-substituting firms, which 
want higher import tariffs and other forms of trade protection to 
raise prices on the domestic market.6 Import-substituting firms lobby 
for import tariffs that protect their particular line of production, and 
exporters lobby against tariffs. 

Firms in import-substituting industries lobby for higher tariffs 
that raise domestic prices, and exporters lobby for lower tariffs so as 
to lower their input costs. I assume that industries can internally solve 
their collective action problems (Olson 1965), such that the firms can 
lobby as a group in a way that maximizes their aggregate profits. 

The world price for the good import-substitution firms produce 

is ��, but with tariffs in place, the domestic price is ��. The 

relationship between these prices is �� = ���, where � represents 
one plus the tariff rate. The tariff rate can be negative, which allows 
for import subsidies. The government maximizes its rents by setting 
tariffs to respond to lobbying. To keep the model simple, I propose 
the following function for the tariff: 
 � = (1 + 	
� − 	
 − �)  

where 	
� and 	
 are measurements of the degree of lobbying effort 

by the two interest groups and � is the pressure from voters. We may 

assume −1 < (	
� − 	
 − �), so that tariffs can be very high but 
never below –100 percent. Anything between –100 percent and 0 
percent signifies an import subsidy. Because lobbyists are a scarce 
resource, their price rises as more of them are employed. We may use 

a simple linear function for the price of lobbying, ��: 

�� = � + �(	
� + 	
) 
The profit, Π
�, of an import-substituting firm is: 

�
� = �
� ∗ �� ∗ (1 + 	
� − 	
 − �) − �� + �(	
 + 	
�)� ∗ 	
� 

where Q�� is production by import-substituting firms, which is 

treated as exogenous for simplicity. Thus, �
� ∗ �� = �
� ∗ �� ∗

                                                           

6 This is in line with the Ricardo-Viner model of endogenous tariffs. By contrast, 
the other class of models, the Stolper-Samuelson models, divides interest groups 
along factor lines, between capital owners and labor (Choi 1991, p. 2). 
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(1 + 	
� − 	
 − �) is the total revenue of import-substituting firms. 

The total cost of lobbying is �� ∗ 	
� = �� + �(	
 + 	
�)� ∗ 	
�. 
The import-substituting industry maximizes profits with respect to 
lobbying efforts: 

��
�

�	
�
= �
� ∗ �� − (� + 2� ∗ 	
� + � ∗ 	
) = 0 

	
� =
�
� ∗ �� − �

2�
−
	


2
 

This is the level of lobbying by the import-substitution industry as a 
function of lobbying by exporters and exogenous variables. The more 
the firms produce and the higher the international price for the 
products they make, the larger the impact of lobbying will be for their 
revenue, which incentivizes a higher level of lobbying. The steeper 

the cost curve of lobbyists, expressed by �, the smaller is the 
incentive to lobby. Finally, if exporters lobby more, the impact of 
lobbying by import-substituting firms is smaller, which compels them 
to scale down their lobbying. 

The profit for an exporter, �
, is 
 �
 = �
 ∗ �
 − �
 ∗ ! ∗ �� ∗ (1 + 	
� − 	
 − �)

− �� + �(	
 + 	
�)� ∗ 	
 

 

where �
 is the amount exporters produce and �
 is the 
international price of the exported goods, both of which are treated 
as exogenous. Production quantity and price constitute the total 

revenue of exporters. Exporters pay �
 ∗ ! ∗ �� ∗ � for their 

imported inputs, where ! is the share of produced goods that 
constitutes inputs they must either import or buy from domestic 

import-substitution firms. As previously noted, �� is the 
international price of the inputs, which are the same goods that 
domestic import-substitution firms produce. As a result of tariff 

levels, exporters must pay �� ∗ � for imports. Finally, �� ∗ 	
 is the 
cost of lobbying. The exporting industry maximizes profits with 
respect to lobbying. 

��


�	

= �
 ∗ ! ∗ �� − (� + � ∗ 	
� + 2� ∗ 	
) = 0 

	
 =
�
 ∗ ! ∗ �� − �

2�
−
	
�

2
 

More production by exporters, higher reliance on imports, and a 
higher import price raise importing costs, which makes lobbying 
aimed to lower that cost more impactful. As with import-substituting 
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firms, the steeper the cost curve of lobbyists, expressed by �, the 
smaller is the incentive to lobby. Finally, the more import-
substitution firms lobby to raise tariffs, the less exporters gain by 
lobbying themselves. Both import-substitution firms and exporters 
lobby more if their production is higher.7 
 
B. Endogenous Tariff Formation with EPZs 
We can now look at the effect on tariff competition of EPZs. The 
zones remove the incentive of exporters to lobby, by allowing them 
to import their factors of production tariff-free. Exporters can either 
buy inputs from import-substituting firms at domestic prices or 
import them from abroad at international prices. Assuming a negative 
equilibrium tariff in the absence of EPZs, they are now facing this 
profit function: 
 �
 = �
 ∗ �
 − �
 ∗ ! ∗ �� − �� + �(	
 + 	
�)� ∗ 	
  
Lobbying thus becomes a pure cost, and exporters are therefore 

better off not engaging in it at all. Thus, 	
 = 0.  
In the absence of lobbying by the export industry, the profit function 
of the import-substituting industry is: 

�
� = �
� ∗ �� ∗ (1 + 	
� − �) − �� + �(	
�)� ∗ 	
� 

The import-substituting industry derives its optimal level of lobbying 
thus: 

��
�

�	
�
= �
� ∗ �� − � − 2�	
� 

	
� =
�
� ∗ �� − �

2�
 

Since this is now the total amount of lobbying, the government’s 
stream of rents might be lower than with tariff competition. The 
government loses the rent-seeking revenue from the exporters but 
enjoys higher lobbying from import-substitution firms, who are 
encouraged by the weaker competition in setting tariffs. Without 
exporters competing for lobbyists, the price of lobbying is lower. 
Because the effect of lobbying on tariffs is assumed to be linear, 
lobbying is more attractive for domestic firms. Also, without 

                                                           

7 This statement coincides with the finding of Lee and Swagel (1997) that weak and 
declining industries tend to enjoy greater protection. 
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exporters’ lobbying, the tariff rate increases, both because exporters 
stop lobbying and because import-substituting firms lobby more.8 

We can derive the total lobbying in the absence of EPZs by 
substituting the level of lobbying by import-substituting firms in the 
expression of lobbying by exporters and vice versa. As a function 
only of exogenous variables, lobbying by import-substitution firms is: 

	
� =
2(�
� ∗ �� − �) − (�
 ∗ ! ∗ �� − �)

3�
 

And lobbying by the exporters is: 

	
 =
2(�
 ∗ ! ∗ �� − �) − (�
� ∗ �� − �)

3�
 

Total lobbying then becomes: 

	
 + 	
� =
�
 ∗ ! ∗ �� + �
� ∗ �� − 2�

3�
 

Recall that the total lobbying with EPZs is: 

	
� =
�
� ∗ �� − �

2�
 

If we compare total lobbying with and without EPZs, we see that 
lobbying will be higher without EPZs if: 

2�
 ∗ ! ∗ �� > �
� ∗ �� + � 
The more exporters purchase as inputs that the domestic firms 

produce, the more likely this is to be true. The opposite is the case 
for import-substituting firms’ production. Also, the price of lobbyists 
must be sufficiently low that the loss of exporters’ lobbying does 
make some difference. Import-substitution firms are unlikely to start 
lobbying as much as they and the exporters previously did together, 
so total lobbying with EPZs will likely be lower. From the 
government’s perspective, the uncertainly about whether EPZs will 
decrease or increase lobbying should in any case make it reluctant to 
introduce EPZs if it is not forced to. 

The likely loss of rents for the government due to the 
introduction of EPZs does not mean it is irrational to introduce 
them. In comparison to losing all its rents by liberalizing trade, 
introducing EPZs looks like a bargain. The table below summarizes 
which outcome is worst, better, and best for exporters, import-
substituting firms, the government, and the people. 

                                                           

8 This is in accordance with the endowment theory of endogenous tariffs of Magee, 
Brock, and Young (1989). After removing the exporters from the tariff-formation 
picture, those invested in import-substituting production have more political power 
and thus obtain a higher tariff rate. 
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Table 1. Summary of actors and outcomes 
 

 Protectionism With EPZs Liberalization 

Exporters 
Worst, as tariffs 
make inputs 
expensive. 

Better, as inputs 
are cheaper. 

Best, as inputs are 
cheaper and 
domestic suppliers 
are more efficient. 

Import-
substituting 
firms 

Probably best. 
Enjoy high tariffs 
and demand from 
exporters. 

Probably better. 
Enjoy higher 
tariffs but lower 
demand from 
exporters. 

Worst. No tariff 
protection; low 
demand from 
exporters. 

Government 

Best. Lobbying by 
both exporters and 
import-substituting 
firms. 

Better. Lobbying 
by import-
substituting 
firms only. 

Worst. Lose rents 
from lobbying. 

Voting public 
Worst, as domestic 
prices are high. 

Better, with 
more jobs in 
EPZs. 

Best, with lower 
prices and more 
jobs. 

 
IV. Understanding EPZ Benefits 
EPZs encourage businesses to produce more and invest less in 
lobbying. However, EPZs can also be used to avoid broader 
liberalization, which would further decrease misallocation of 
resources, lower rent-seeking, and force import-substituting firms to 
be more efficient (Baldwin 1969; Hamada 1974). This makes EPZs a 
second-best solution after more general trade liberalization (World 
Bank 1992; Rodrik 2013). 

We may recall that the government can have various reasons to 
move toward liberalization. Whether EPZs are good or bad for the 
economy depends on what the government might do if the pro-
liberalization interests find EPZs inadequate. If the government 
cannot use the EPZs to protect its rents, it may instead move toward 
either more or less liberalization. If the government introduces 
broader liberalizing reforms, the EPZs would have been a way to 
avoid liberalization. They would not have served the welfare of the 
people. If a rejection of the EPZs instead means that the government 
preserves protectionism and finds other ways to appease pro-trade 
interests, such as subsidies and bribes, then EPZs would have been 
better for the country as a whole. EPZs are beneficial if their political 
alternative is more protectionism.9 

                                                           

9 Larger and more inclusive zones, commonly labeled special economic zones, can 
bring about reforms by serving as showcases for more liberal policies, which can 
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The model also reveals how EPZs do or do not benefit the 
economy. They discourage some wasteful lobbying, which frees up 
resources. However, they also discourage EPZ exporters from 
purchasing material domestically.10 When exporters buy inputs and 
services from the domestic market, this encourages new investments 
countrywide. Such “backward linkages” are an often-cited benefit 
with EPZs (FIAS 2008, p. 37; Aggarwal 2007, p. 14).11 However, 
because EPZs discourage rather than encourage such linkages, they 
are unlikely to form. 

The expectation of EPZs to serve as locomotives for 
countrywide growth by creating backward linkages is rarely met 
because EPZ exporters obtain their production factors more cheaply 
from abroad than from the domestic market when they are exempted 
from tariffs (Subramanian and Roy 2001, p. 18). An exporter of shoes 
may, for instance, buy leather domestically as long as the tariff on 
leather makes up the difference between the lower foreign price and 
the domestic price. When leather is exempt from the tariff, the 
exporter turns to the international market for supplies.  

Though observers often expect backward linkages to bring about 
development, their absence of such linkages ends up dividing the 
economy. Because the regime guarantees import-substituting firms 

                                                                                                                                  

then spread in the country as a whole. The Chinese special economic zones 
allegedly served as showcases by proving false the ideological preconception of 
capitalism as a force that would cause “spiritual pollution” in socialist China (Crane 
1990, p. 94; FIAS 2008, p. 42; Madani 1999, p. 53; Van Wijnbergen and Willems 
2014). More importantly, when special economic zones can be initiated by local 
governments, they can be used as tools for pro-reformist political minorities to 
incentivize policy-makers to support liberalization through a bottom-up process 
(Moberg 2017). EPZs, by contrast, generally lack features promoting such dynamic 
benefits. As government-driven fiscal schemes, EPZs are generally introduced in 
the country at large to enhance national-level export statistics. A government may 
choose to introduce more zones if they prove successful, but it can easily control 
this expansion and thus prevent EPZ policies from spreading beyond zone 
borders. This control is further enhanced as EPZs take the form of isolated 
industrial parks with clearly defined area limits. 
10 Another form of linkage is technology transfers. They are supposed to occur 
when multinational firms collaborate with domestic companies. Yet, the prevalence 
of technological transfers may be small, and they are inevitably hard to measure 
(Basile and Germidis 1984; Schrank 2008, p. 1381; Rhee, Katterbach, and White 
1990, p. 3; Aggarwal 2007, p.13). 
11 This argument for EPZs rests on Albert O. Hirschman’s theory of the 
development potentials of “unbalanced growth,” where investment in one sector 
pulls the rest of the economy along by inducing investments elsewhere (Hirschman 
1958). 
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higher prices for their goods domestically than internationally, these 
firms lack the incentive to improve their quality and lower their prices 
to international levels. EPZ exporters, by contrast, must keep up with 
the growing sophistication of their international competitors. The 
result is a divide in sophistication between EPZ exporters and 
import-substituting firms. This gap in sophistication further 
diminishes the chance that EPZ exporters will turn to import-
substituting firms for inputs. 

The rest of this paper will look at the EPZs in the Dominican 
Republic as an illustration of zones instituted as a rent-seeking 
scheme and preserved thanks to their growing political importance. 
The Dominican case also shows how EPZs create a divided economy 
and therefore fail to promote economic development. 
 
V. Export Processing Zones in the Dominican Republic 
EPZs are popular in Latin America, where low wages, natural 
resources, and access to the United States market attract investors 
from all over the world (Jenkins Larrain, and Esquivel 1998; Farole 
and Kweka 2011; Farole 2012, p. 2). The prominence of Dominican 
EPZs makes them a good representative of EPZ schemes in Central 
America. In El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa 
Rica, and the Dominican Republic, EPZs generate 40 percent or 
more of national exports. Except for Guatemala, these EPZs employ 
4 to 7 percent of the countries’ active work force (Jenkins, Larrain, 
and Esquivel 1998; Rodríguez-Clare 2001; CNZFE 2014; Farole 
2012, p. 7). Along with Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic has also 
seen a wide range of products being produced in the zones (Farole 
2012, p. 4). 

Despite the apparent benefits, the Dominican EPZs also illustrate 
the less sanguine aspects of EPZs presented in this paper. The zones 
came about as a rent-seeking tool, and it seems as though the 
justification for their persistence is more political than economic. The 
Dominican case also exemplifies how EPZs form “pockets of 
excellence” that have failed to integrate with an otherwise 
underdeveloped economy (Kaplinsky 1993; Farole 2011; Sánchez-
Ancochea 2012).  
 
A. The Introduction of the Dominican EPZs 
President Joaquín Balaguer introduced the Dominican EPZs in the 
late 1960s. Before him, Rafael Trujillo had ruled the country for three 
decades until his assassination in 1961. Trujillo exploited his position 
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to become the country’s main investor, controlling over 80 percent of 
Dominican industrial production at the end of his reign (Haggerty 
1989; Pons 2010, pp. 362–65). He imposed high tariffs on protected 
sectors, which suffocated the emergence of many local industries. 
Dominican manufacturing thus grew slower than that in other Latin 
American countries. The only industry that clearly benefited from 
Trujillo’s liking was sugar, in which he concentrated much of his 
investment (Haggerty 1989; Betances 1995, p. 107; Pons 2010, p. 
364). 

At the end of the 1960s, the country was enjoying an economic 
upswing. This was largely due to US foreign aid and high prices for 
sugar, the country’s main export at the time (Black 1986, pp. 44, 63; 
Pons 2010, p. 399). However, it was also thanks to Balaguer’s backing 
away from many of Trujillo’s destructive policies. Balaguer’s 
industrial support went beyond the sugar industry, for instance, and 
he did not, like Trujillo, demand that domestic producers use 
domestic raw materials (Pons 1990, p. 561; Betances 1995, p. 120; 
Schrank 2003a, p. 95). With the economic upswing came higher 
incomes, and with them, increased demand for imported goods, 
which commonly leads to more protectionism (Trefler 1993). The 
Dominican import-substituting industries pressured Balaguer to 
protect them from the imported goods, and he responded by 
strengthening the import-substitution regime (Fiallo 1973, p. 162; 
Schrank 2003b, p. 423). Compared to the Trujillo-era concessions to 
individual import-substituting firms, Balaguer made trade 
protectionism more systematic (Hartlyn 1998, p. 104). 

Protectionist policies were, however, losing popularity in Latin 
America, and Balaguer faced pressure to liberalize trade. Critics at 
home protested ever-more loudly against Balaguer’s protectionism 
(Hartlyn 1998, p. 105). The United States also started pressuring 
Balaguer to liberalize, and Balaguer was in no place to refuse its 
demands. Not only was the United States a crucial trade partner and 
aid donor; the president owed the very existence of his regime to 
previous military interventions by the United States that made sure 
that the government would pursue its interests (Nanda 1966; 
Betances 1995, p. 118; Schrank 2003b; Pons 2010, pp. 398, 402). 
Trade openness would, however, lessen the rents that Balaguer 
enjoyed from the import-substituting industries (Schrank 2003a, p. 
95). 

The EPZs were Balaguer’s response to this situation. In 1968, he 
introduced a law that sorted import-substituting firms and exporters 
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into different benefit schemes. For the first time, import-substituting 
firms received substantial and systematic tariff protection, as well as 
additional benefits, which allowed them to monopolize the domestic 
market (Haggerty 1989; Betances 1995, p. 121; Schrank 2005, p. 46). 
Exporters, by contrast, could obtain tariff and tax exemptions if they 
invested in EPZs (Schrank 2003a, p. 97). Between the benefits of 
tariff protection and EPZ benefits, the former was considered more 
attractive. Protections from trade were therefore claimed first by the 
Dominican elite around the capital, while less-connected businesses 
had to make do with the EPZs (Schrank 2003a, p. 97). 

The EPZs saved Balaguer from having to introduce broad 
reforms. He could maintain his give-and-take relationship with the 
import-substituting industries while claiming that he was promoting 
economic openness. The United States did not get the level of 
liberalization it wanted but nevertheless accepted Balaguer’s policies 
(Schrank 2003a, p. 95). 

The scheme has the added benefit of pleasing the import-
substituting industries. Thanks to the increases in tariffs, domestically 
oriented producers were probably happy with the new scheme. The 
increased protection reflected Balaguer’s dependency on the support 
of the protected industries. As the EPZs divided the economy, 
import-substitution firms had more incentive to lobby for tariffs, 
which ultimately was reflected in the solid protectionism of the new 
law (Schrank 2003a, p. 95). 

The EPZs threatened import-substituting firms that supplied the 
inputs of domestic exporters, which could use the EPZs to obtain 
cheaper inputs from abroad. However, this would not have been 
obvious initially, as the first EPZs were focused on agriculture, which 
inevitably would use many domestic resources. Only later did 
disputes emerge with the rise of apparel manufacturing, with EPZ 
exporters accusing the import-substituting firms of rent-seeking 
(Schrank 2005, pp. 46–55). 

The Dominican zones thus came about in line with the 
framework of this paper. The government introduced them to avoid 
broader reforms. Exporters gained access to tariff-free imports. 
Import-substituting firms strengthened their protection, which may 
reflect their incentive to lobby for benefits in the absence of the 
lobbying competition from exporters. As a result, while the EPZs 
provided more openness, other parts of the country became more 
protected. 
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B. Dominican EPZ Persistence 
Any Dominican government that would try to return to the rent-
seeking regime of old by abolishing the EPZs would face two main 
problems. First, it would lose a lot of political support. While the 
EPZ sector was initially small and politically weak, it soon grew in 
both size and power. During their first decade, the zones hosted only 
a few, primarily foreign, companies (Schrank 2003a, p. 101). The 
sector began to grow in the 1980s. From 1981 to 1989, the number 
of EPZ companies grew from 89 to 317, the number of employees 
from 20,500 to 110,000, and the EPZ share of national exports from 
3 to 35 percent. In 2001, their share of exports reached a peak of 85 
percent. The number of employees was the highest in 2000, with 
195,000. By 2003, the EPZs contributed 7.5 percent to national GDP 
(Rhee, Katterbach, and White 1990, p. 14; Kaplinsky 1993, p. 1855; 
CNZFE 1992, 2013). 

Larger size brought more political influence.12 In 1988, to 
strengthen their political clout, EPZ firms and developers formed 
ADOZONA (La Asociación Dominicana de Zonas Francas), which 
became the main lobbying organization for EPZ companies and zone 
operators (ADOZONA 2014). Within a decade, ADOZONA 
became a powerful and popular voice in making the case for the EPZ 
model (personal interview). Figure 2 illustrates the growth of the 
Dominican EPZs and EPZ employment. 

The government thus has a strong incentive to protect the EPZ 
model. A recent period of crisis shows just how important EPZs 
have become for the government. As figure 1 reveals, EPZ 
employment decreased rapidly after 2004. This was due to a decline 
in the all-important textile industry. It began with the introduction of 
NAFTA in 1996 and became acute with the end of the Multifibre 

                                                           

12 The growing government adherence to the EPZ sector’s interests is reflected in 
laws enacted in the EPZs’ favor. The government expanded their benefits in the 
1980s (Betances 1995, p. 128). In 1990, fiscal reforms abolished old tax exemptions 
to make the economic system less distortive, yet they exempted the EPZs from any 
changes (WTO 1996, p. xiii). In 1988, EPZ companies demonstrated their political 
influence in altering how the authorities allocated MFA textile quotas. The National 
Free Zone Council (CNZFE) practiced a discretionary quota allocation that was 
inherently corrupt and unpredictable. EPZ companies then managed to claim six 
seats on the council’s board, which allowed them to change the quota allocation 
system to one based on previous export performance. They thereby restricted the 
competition for export quotas to incumbent EPZ companies (Schrank 2003a, p. 
105). 
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Arrangement (MFA) (Hartlyn 1998, p. 140; Burgaud and Farole 
2011).13 

 
Figure 1. Number of EPZs (left-hand scale) and share of population 
employed in EPZs (right-hand scale) 

 
Source: CNZFE. 

 
Since 1974, the MFA had governed international trade in textiles 

and apparel with a system of import quotas. These quotas shielded 
Latin American textile producers from East Asian and Indian 
competition in the US market (Waglé 2005). Many Dominican textile 
companies could thank this artificial comparative advantage for their 
existence (Mortimore 2003). A decade of phasing out the quota 
system began in 1994. When it finally ended in 2004, many US textile 
companies, who had been outsourcing sewing to Latin America, 
turned to Asia instead (Waglé 2005; CNZFE 1995; personal 
interviews). 

From 2004 to 2010, the number of textile companies in the EPZs 
fell from 281 to 120, and the share of EPZ textile exports fell from 
45 to 23 percent (CNZFE 2004, 2010). In 2000, 142,000 people were 
employed in the EPZ textile industry in the Dominican Republic. 
Their number dropped to only 40,500 in 2011 (CNZFE 2000; 2011). 
Once the country’s main job creator, the EPZs became the center of 
rapidly increasing unemployment. Figure 2 illustrates the decline of 
the textile industry. 
 

                                                           

13 The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) saw the light of day in 
1994. The Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI) had shielded Caribbean countries from 
much Mexican competition on the United States market, but with NAFTA, they 
found themselves at a disadvantage to Mexico. Textile manufacturers throughout 
the Caribbean Basin closed as a result (Pregelj 2005; Schrank 2005, p. 54). 
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Figure 2. Index of the decline of the free-zone textile industry (2003: 100) 

 
Source: CNZFE. 

 
The government’s response reveals its imperative to save the 

EPZ sector. After a few years of the textile industry’s decline, the 
government started offering new benefits. In 2007, it granted 
subsidized loans to qualifying EPZ textile companies. For a period, it 
also extended subsidies to all EPZ companies of about $50 per 
worker per month, a sum equivalent to 30 percent of the Dominican 
minimum wage (personal interviews). The government also extended 
EPZ benefits to all the country’s companies in the textile, clothing, 
shoe, and leather manufacturing businesses (Congress 2007). The 
measure intended to induce domestic textile manufacturers to absorb 
laid-off EPZ workers and thereby mitigate the effects of the decline 
(personal interviews). Taken together, these new measures evidently 
aimed to save the textile industry, stem rising unemployment, and 
boost the EPZ program as a whole. 

The other reason for future Dominican administrations to keep 
the EPZs is that doing so would likely force the government to 
liberalize trade more substantially. Since joining the World Trade 
Organization (WTO) in 1995, the Dominican government has lost 
much wiggle room to use tariffs to collect rents. The country capped 
its tariffs at 40 percent, with higher tariffs on eight agricultural goods 
(WTO 1996, p. xv). These rates were significantly higher in the 
1980s, when some tariffs reached 350 percent. The government even 
introduced an import ban on one hundred agriculture products in the 
late 1980s (Haggerty 1989). The WTO tariff caps make it unlikely 
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that the government would attract much rent if it would again open 
up for tariff competition between interest groups. Its best strategy is 
therefore to stick with the EPZ model. 

The WTO threatens even the government’s current EPZ scheme 
in another way. The organization prohibits its members from 
engaging in export subsidies, a category of subsidies under which the 
EPZs fall.14 The Dominican Republic therefore had to stop giving 
fiscal benefits to its exporters by December of 2015. One way to 
comply and still avoid the loss of political support from EPZ 
exporters would have been to abolish the EPZs and introduce low 
tariffs and corporate taxes for all companies. That would, however, 
deprive the government of both fiscal revenues and the rents from 
the import-substituting industry. 

Instead, the government sought to find small changes to the fiscal 
rules that the WTO would consider sufficient changes to the EPZ 
model (personal interviews). It followed a similar path as several 
other countries in reconstructing the EPZ scheme to rely not on 
exports but instead on so-called “strategic sectors.” This means that 
the government grants subsidies based on industry, rather than 
exports (World Bank 2014). As long as the strategic sectors match 
those that are already exporting, such a scheme would likely preserve 
the rent-seeking structure of EPZs. 
 
C. Understanding the Benefits of the Dominican EPZs 
Studies on the Dominican EPZs praise them for creating jobs, 
increasing exports, and bringing about economic diversification. 
However, they also note that the Dominican Republic disappoints in 
its lack of backward linkages and they recognize a clear divide 
between the expanding and increasingly sophisticated EPZ sector 
and the rest of the economy (Kaplinsky 1993; Burgaud and Farole 

                                                           

14 See World Trade Organization, Uruguay Round Agreement, Agreement on 
Subsidies and Countervailing Measures. The Dominicans have already shown their 
reluctance to bow to WTO pressure to reform or abolish the EPZs, by postponing 
its deadline to meet its requirements. The WTO initially considered the Dominican 
Republic a “least developed country” and hence automatically exempted it from the 
rule to abolish export-subsidizing EPZs. The United Nations definition of a least 
developed country that was referred to at the time was a GDP per capita under 
$1,000 in 1995 dollars. Despite increasing its GDP per capita above that 
benchmark, the Dominican Republic later postponed its deadline, once in 2002 and 
later in 2007. See WTO, 2002, Document G/SCM/N/74/DOM, January 8; WTO, 
2007, Document G/SCM/N/163/DOM, September 14; WTO, 2007, Document 
G/SCM/N/160/DOM, July 5; WTO, 2007, Document WT/L/691, July 31. 
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2011, p. 177; Sánchez-Ancochea 2012). An early survey of EPZ firms 
found no EPZ firms that bought inputs domestically. The firms 
reported that these were either not available, of poor quality, or too 
expensive (Rhee, Katterbach, and White 1990). Trade protection 
meant that import-substituting firms lacked the incentive to keep up 
with international competition on quality. Meanwhile, the tariff 
exemptions of EPZ firms made available cheaper and higher-quality 
production factors on the international market. Lacking demand for 
their products from the EPZs, some import-substituting firms even 
lost all reason to produce them. 

The EPZs helped change the country’s export profile from 
agriculture companies dependent on domestic inputs to importing 
manufacturers. In the mid-1950s, sugar, cacao, coffee, and tobacco 
constituted more than 90 percent of exports (Johnston 1958, p. 22). 
By contrast, the EPZs are dominated by manufacturers, which are 
less dependent on the county’s natural resources. From 1996 to 2007, 
most EPZ sectors bought virtually all their prime material from 
abroad. Table 2 lists the share of domestic purchases by the current 
main sectors by export volume. It shows that only manufacturers of 
products derived from tobacco, which grows in the Dominican 
Republic, buy a significant share of their material from the domestic 
market. 
 
Table 2. Share of prime material that Dominican EPZ firms in different 
sectors buy from domestic, non-EPZ companies  

 1996–2007 average (%) 2007 (%) 

Tobacco products 18.4 20.0 

Shoes 5.7 7.0 

Electronics 4.9 2.4 

Jewelry 3.6 1.3 

Textiles and apparel 3.0 3.4 

Medical equipment 2.0 0.8 
Source: Central Bank of the Dominican Republic. 

 
The EPZ sector as a whole has become more sophisticated, 

primarily during the last two decades. In the 1990s, Dominican EPZ 
production still depended on cheap labor and was dominated by 
textile sewing companies (Kaplinsky 1993; Willmore 1995; Burgaud 
and Farole 2011; Godínez and Máttar 2008, p. 27; Sánchez-Ancochea 
2012; World Bank 2000, p. 25; Farole and Akinci 2011, p. 163). Since 
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then, EPZ production has gradually become more diversified, with 
higher-technology sectors and various services such as call centers. 

Medical equipment manufacturing exemplifies an important 
point: with increased diversification of the EPZ sector into more 
capital-intensive and sophisticated production, it is increasingly hard 
for domestic firms to sell to EPZ firms, causing the gap between 
EPZ producers and the domestic economy to widen. This sector 
took hold in the 1990s and overtook textiles in export value in 2009. 
These two leading sectors have since constituted around 25 percent 
each of EPZ exports, with medical equipment manufacturing 
overtaking textiles in 2014 (CNZFE 2012, 2015).15 Because medical 
equipment manufacturing is technically advanced, the quality 
requirements for their production factors are high, and this EPZ 
sector purchased only 0.8 percent of inputs domestically in 2007. 
Another growing sector, telecom services, reported no backward 
linkages that year (nonpublic Central Bank data). 

The decline in the textile industry also made EPZ production 
more sophisticated, partly as textile firms went out of business, but 
also because Dominican textile manufacturers became more 
sophisticated to survive. Many textile companies took on more 
advanced tasks, performing more of both the early and late stages of 
production in-house for foreign clothing brands. The Dominican 
Republic has an advantage over Asian manufacturers in offering such 
full-package solutions thanks to its attractive geographical location 
(personal interviews). While observers generally see it as a positive 
trend, this increasing sophistication in apparel has promoted the 
divide between EPZ and import-substituting firms. 

The evident lack of linkages between the EPZs and the protected 
domestic economy is a logical outcome of the EPZ scheme and 
should therefore not be a surprise. Willmore (1995, p. 533) stresses 
the great potential of Dominican domestic firms to meet the demand 
of EPZ firms, “if only local products were competitive in price and 
quality with imported goods.” Such observations reveal a 
misunderstanding about EPZs. The gap between what EPZ firms 
want and what domestic firms supply is not an anomaly but a logical 
result of trade protection. Import tariffs allow import-substituting 

                                                           

15 Medical equipment production in the Dominican Republic has become more 
sophisticated internally. Intravenous sets, which administer solutions into patients’ 
veins, used to dominate production. Now, multinational medical equipment 
companies rely on Dominican workers for increasingly complicated tasks, including 
metal grinding and equipment sterilization (interviews). 
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firms to charge a higher price and offer a lower quality than their 
international competitors. If they lived up to the EPZ requirements, 
they would not need the trade barriers. As the EPZ exporters do not 
rely on domestic producers for inputs, they do not need domestic 
firms to keep up with their increasing sophistication. Rather than 
encourage domestic firms to upgrade, EPZ firms move further away 
from them. 

Professionals at the Dominican export-promotion agency (CEI-
RD) bear witness to this logic. They work to encourage and train 
domestic producers to venture out on the international market. They 
tell of a widespread reluctance of domestic firms to make the 
necessary investments to become exporters. The firms are simply 
“too comfortable” on the Dominican market (personal interviews). 
The domestic firms’ protected status explains why they lack the 
incentive to upgrade and why they prefer to stay in the home market 
(Schrank 2005, p. 55; Burgaud and Farole 2011, p. 178).  

While the EPZs have generated jobs and exports, there are few if 
any signs that they spread economic development beyond their 
borders. The rise of the EPZs in the 1980s happened at a time of 
economic stagnation in the country, with the government turning to 
the International Monetary Fund for loans (Betances 1995, p. 129; 
Black 1986, p. 143). Socioeconomic trends were no better. 
Unemployment stayed consistently between 19 and 25 percent in the 
1980s and 1990s. While 18 percent of the population was classified as 
poor in 1986, that figure rose to over 20 percent in 1992 (Hartlyn 
1998, pp. 143–44).16 Also, while the Dominican EPZs grew 
increasingly sophisticated, the country at-large remained fairly 
underdeveloped. By 2014, 62 percent of the non-EPZ workforce 
remained in the sectors classified as low productivity: agriculture, 
trade, and simple services (Central Bank 2014; Sánchez-Ancochea 
2012, p. 222). 

The best case to be made for the Dominican EPZs is that their 
best political alternative would have been worse. Recall the situation 
faced by President Balaguer in the late 1960s. He relied heavily on the 
import-substituting sector for much of his support, and may never 

                                                           

16 The dismal effect on the economy at large may in part be due to EPZs’ growing 
at the expense of the domestic economy. The EPZs were initially dominated by 
American companies, but many Dominican firms left the domestic market to 
become EPZ exporters (Kaplinsky 1993, p. 1856; CNZFE 2013). As the EPZs 
started to expand in the 1980s, the rest of the economy lost 11,000 manufacturing 
jobs (Hartlyn 1998, p. 139). 
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have allowed broader liberalization at their expense. Had his 
domestic critics and the US government not accepted the EPZs as a 
sufficiently liberal reform, Balaguer may have come up with another 
way to please them that would entail less liberalization. Therefore, the 
EPZs did possibly bring about more trade liberalization than would 
otherwise have been possible. 
 
VI. Conclusion 
EPZs illustrate how rent-seeking schemes can promote liberalization. 
A government collecting rents through its protectionist policies can 
use EPZs to benefit from liberalization while preserving much of its 
rent from domestic protected firms. Import-substituting firms and 
manufacturing exporters have the incentive to lobby the government 
over tariffs. With EPZs, exporters will no longer do so, but import-
substituting firms will. Because EPZs offer governments an 
alternative to protectionism, they may benefit a country by 
introducing more liberalization than would otherwise be politically 
possible. 

Compared to a highly protectionist regime, EPZs are a step in the 
right direction. But they will disappoint those expecting a 
government to use EPZs to pursue broader reforms.17 Because EPZs 
encourage exporters to buy their inputs from abroad, they also tend 
to disappoint those who expect EPZs to bring economic 
development via backward linkages. The benefit of EPZs is that they 
bring marginal improvements to a country’s trade regime by 
improving conditions for exporters. Still, the EPZs do not benefit the 
country if they are used to avoid liberalization. In contrast to EPZs, 
broader liberalization incentivizes import-substituting firms to 
become internationally competitive. A government with a genuine 
interest in broad economic reform is therefore unlikely to use EPZs. 

                                                           

17 In many countries, the timing of EPZ introduction has coincided with the rise of 
export manufacturing. Several East Asian countries introduced zones in the 1960s 
and 1970s as their industrialization took hold. Most African countries only 
introduced theirs in the 1990s, and have also increased their export manufacturing 
much later (Young 1994; Farole 2011, p. 68; World Bank data, WB Indicators). 
This correlation promotes EPZs’ reputation as drivers of industrialization and 
export diversification. Economic diversification and industrialization have also 
taken place in the absence of EPZs, however. The framework presented here 
suggests that the cause of the simultaneity of EPZs’ introduction and economic 
diversification is different. Governments have the incentive to introduce EPZs as a 
response to political pressure for liberalization that results from export-
manufacturing growth. 
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Beyond its discussion of trade protectionism, this paper may 
illuminate the effects of other rent-seeking policies. For instance, 
many governments use fiscal benefits to particular firms to reward 
them for their lobbying efforts (Coyne and Moberg 2015). Akin to 
EPZs, such schemes may look like liberalizations as they promote 
some new business activities. Yet they may also be a way for the 
government to nurture rent-seeking by avoiding less distortive 
general tax cuts and reforms. One should never be too quick to judge 
the intention of a government by the outcome of its policies. 

 
References 
 
Acemoglu, Daron, Simon Johnson, and James Robinson. 2005. “The Rise of 

Europe Atlantic Trade, Institutional Change, and Economic Growth.” 
American Economic Review, 95(3): 546–79. 

Acemoglu, Daron, and James Robinson. 2000. “Political Losers as a Barrier to 
Economic Development.” American Economic Review, 90(2): 126–30. 

Acemoglu, Daron, and James Robinson. 2012. Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power, 
Prosperity, and Poverty. New York: Crown. 

ADOZONA (Dominican Association of Free Zones). 2014. “About Us.” 
Adozona.org. 

Aggarwal, Aradhna. 2007. “Impact of Special Economic Zones on Employment, 
Poverty, and Human Development.” Indian Council for Research on 
International Economic Relations Working Paper No. 194. 

Alejandro, Carlos F. Díaz. 1967. “The Argentine Tariff, 1906–1940.” Oxford 
Economic Papers, New Series, 19(1): 75–98. 

Baldwin, Robert E. 1969. “The Case against Infant-Industry Tariff Protection.” 
Journal of Political Economy, 77(3): 295–305. 

Baldwin, Robert E. 1982. “The Political Economy of Protectionism.” In Import 
Competition and Response, ed. Jagdish N. Bhagwati, 263–92. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press. 

Baldwin, Robert E. 1989. “The Political Economy of Trade Policy.” Journal of 
Economic Perspectives, 3(4): 119–35. 

Basile, Antoine, and Dimitrios A. Germidis. 1984. Investing in Free Export Processing 
Zones. Paris: OECD. 

Betances, Emilio. 1995. State and Society in the Dominican Republic. Westview. 
Bhagwati, Jagdish N. 1980. “Lobbying and Welfare.” Journal of Public Economics, 14: 

355–63. 
Bhagwati Jagdish N., and T. N. Srinivasan. 1980. “Revenue Seeking: A 

Generalization of the Theory of Tariffs.” Journal of Political Economy, 88(6): 
1069–87. 

Black, Jan Knippers. 1986. The Dominican Republic: Politics and Development in an 
Unsovereign State. Allen & Unwin. 

Buchanan, James M. 1980. “Reform in the Rent-Seeking Society.” In Toward a 
Theory of the Rent-Seeking Society, ed. James M. Buchanan, Robert D. Tollison, 
and Gordon Tullock, 359–67. College Station, TX: Texas A&M University 
Press. 



 L. Moberg / The Journal of Private Enterprise 33(4), 2018, 61–89     85 

Buchanan, James M., Robert D. Tollison, and Gordon Tullock, eds. 1980. Toward a 
Theory of the Rent-Seeking Society. College Station, TX: Texas A&M University 
Press. 

Burgaud, Jean-Marie, and Thomas Farole. 2011. “When Trade Preferences and Tax 
Breaks Are No Longer Enough: The Challenge of Adjustment in the 
Dominican Republic’s Free Zones.” In Special Economic Zones: Progress, Emerging 
Challenges, and Future Directions, ed. Thomas Farole and Gokhan Akinci, 157–82. 
Washington, DC: World Bank. 

Cassing, James H., and Arye L. Hillman. 1986. “Shifting Comparative Advantage 
and Senescent Industry Collapse.” American Economic Review, 76(3): 516–23. 

Caves, Richard E. 1976. “Economic Models of Political Choice: Canada’s Tariff 
Structure.” Canadian Journal of Economics, 9(2): 278–300. 

Central Bank. 2014. National Account Statistics and the National Survey of Labor 
Force. Bancentral.gov.do. 

Choi, Nakgyoon. 1991. “Essays in International Trade Endogenous Tariff Theory.” 
PhD diss., University of Texas at Austin. 

Choi, Nakgyoon, and Stephen P. Magee. 1997. “Estimates of US Trade Lobbying 
from an Endogenous Tariff Model, 1958–87.” In An Empirical Analysis of 
International Trade Policy, ed. Nakgyoon Choi. New York: Garland. 

CNZFE (Consejo Nacional de Zonas Francas de Exportación). 1992; 1995; 2000; 
2004; 2010; 2011; 2012; 2013; 2014; 2015. Informe Estadístico: Sector Zonas 
Francas. Cnzfe.gob.do. 

Congress (Congreso Nacional). 2007. Law 56–07 (Ley No. PI-56–07, que declara 
de prioridad nacional los sectores pertenecientes a la cadena textil, confección 
y accesorio; pieles, fabricación de calzados de manufactura de cuero y crea un 
régimen nacional regulatorio para estas industrias). Cnzfe.gob.do. 

Cowen, Tyler, Amihai Glazer, and Henry McMillan. 1994. “Rent Seeking Can 
Promote the Provision of Public Goods.” Economics and Politics, 6(2): 131–45. 

Coyne, Christopher J., and Lotta Moberg. 2015. “The Political Economy of State-
Provided Targeted Benefits.” Review of Austrian Economics, 28: 337–56. 

Crane, George T. 1990. The Political Economy of China’s Special Economic Zones. 
Armonk, NY: ME Sharpe. 

Dixit, Avinash, and John Londregan. 1995. “Redistributive Politics and Economic 
Efficiency.” American Political Science Review, 89(4): 856–66. 

Eichengreen, Barry. 1989. “The Political Economy of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff.” 
In International Political Economy: Perspectives on Global Power and Wealth, ed. Jeffry 
A. Frieden and David A. Lake, 37–46. New York: Routledge. 

Farole, Thomas. 2011. Special Economic Zones in Africa: Comparing Performance and 
Learning from Global Experience. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

Farole, Thomas. 2012. “Competitiveness and Regional Integration in Central 
America: The Role of Special Economic Zones.” Mimeo, World Bank. 

Farole, Thomas, and Gokhan Akinci, eds. 2011. Special Economic Zones: Progress, 
Emerging Challenges, and Future Directions. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

Farole, Thomas, and Josaphat Kweka. 2011. Institutional Best Practices for Special 
Economic Zones: An Application to Tanzania. Washington, DC: World Bank. 

Faole, Thomas, and Lotta Moberg. 2017. “Special Economic Zones in Africa: 
Political Economy Challenges and Solutions.” In The Practice of Industrial Policy: 
Government-Business Coordination in Africa and East Asia, ed. John Page and Finn 
Tarp, 234–54. New York: Oxford University Press. 



86 L. Moberg / The Journal of Private Enterprise 33(4), 2018, 61–89 

Fiallo, Fabio Rafael. 1973. “Alternativas de política industrial en la República 
Dominicana.” Trimestre Económico, 40(157): 159–72. 

FIAS. 2008. Special Economic Zones: Performance, Lessons Learned, and Implications for 
Zone Development. Washington, DC: World Bank Group. 

Findlay, Ronald, and Stanislaw Wellisz. 1982. “Endogenous Tariffs, the Political 
Economy of Trade Restrictions, and Welfare.” In Import Competition and 
Response, ed. Jagdish N. Bhagwati, 223–44. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press. 

Frieden, Jeffry A. 2006. Global Capitalism. New York: W. W. Norton. 
Gallarotti, Giulio M. 1985. “Toward a Business-Cycle Model of Tariffs.” 

International Organization, 39(1): 155–87. 
Gawande, Kishore, and Usree Bandyopadhyay. 2000. “Is Protection for Sale? 

Evidence on the Grossman-Helpman Theory of Endogenous Protection.” 
Review of Economics and Statistics, 82(1): 139–52. 

Godínez, Victor, and Jorge Máttar. 2009. “La República Dominicana en 2030: 
Hacia una nación cohesionada.” Mexico, DF: Economic Commission for 
Latin America and the Caribbean (CEPAL). 

Grossman, Gene M., and Elhanan Helpman. 1994. “Protection for Sale.” American 
Economic Review, 84(4): 833–50. 

Grossman, Gene M., and Elhanan Helpman. 1996. “Electoral Competition and 
Special Interest Politics.” Review of Economic Studies, 63(2): 265–86. 

Haber, Stephen, ed. 2002. Crony Capitalism and Economic Growth in Latin America: 
Theory and Evidence. Hoover Press. 

Haggerty, Richard A. 1989. Dominican Republic: A Country Study. Washington DC: 
Federal Research Division of the Library of Congress. Countrystudies.us. 

Hamada, Koichi. 1974. “An Economic Analysis of the Duty-Free Zone.” Journal of 
International Economics, 4(3): 225–41. 

Hartlyn, Jonathan. 1998. The Struggle for Democratic Politics in the Dominican Republic. 
Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press. 

Hillman, Arye L. 1982. “The Declining Industries and Political-Support 
Protectionist Motives.” American Economic Review, 72(5): 1180–87. 

Hillman, Arye L., and Adi Schnytzer. 1986. “Illegal Economic Activities and Purges 
in a Soviet-Type Economy: A Rent-Seeking Perspective.” International Review of 
Law and Economics, 6: 87–99. 

Hirschman, Albert O. 1958. The Strategy of Economic Development. New Haven, CT: 
Yale University Press. 

Jenkins, Mauricio, Felipe Larrain, and Gerardo Esquivel. 1998. “Export Processing 
Zones in Central America.” Harvard Institute for International Development 
Working Paper 646. 

Johnston, Martin O. 1958. “Dominican Republic: The Development of a Tropical 
Agrarian Economy.” MA thesis, Boston University. 

Kaplinsky, Raphael. 1993. “Export Processing Zones in the Dominican Republic: 
Transforming Manufactures into Commodities.” World Development, 21(11): 
1851–65. 

Krueger, Anne O. 1974. “The Political Economy of the Rent-Seeking Society.” 
American Economic Review, 64(3): 291–303. 

Lee, Jong-Wha, and Phillip Swagel. 1997. “Trade Barriers and Trade Flows across 
Countries and Industries.” Review of Economics and Statistics, 79(3): 372–82. 



 L. Moberg / The Journal of Private Enterprise 33(4), 2018, 61–89     87 

Limão, Nuno, and Arvind Panagariya. 2007. “Inequality and Endogenous Trade 
Policy Outcomes.” Journal of International Economics, 72(2): 292–309. 

Lockridge, Richard. 2012. “Something of Value for the Party and the People: The 
Political Economy of China’s Decision to Create Special Economic Zones.” 
Honors distinction thesis, Davidson College. 

Madani, Dorsati. 1999. “A Review of the Role and Impact of Export Processing 
Zones.” World Bank Policy Research Working Paper No. 2238. 

Magee, Stephen P., William A. Brock, and Leslie Young, eds. 1989. Black Hole 
Tariffs and Endogenous Policy Theory: Political Economy in General Equilibrium. 
Cambridge University Press. 

Magee, Stephen P., and Leslie Young. 1987. “Endogenous Protection in the United 
States, 1900–1984.” In US Trade Policies in a Changing World Economy, ed. Robert 
M. Stern, 145–95. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Marvel, Howard P., and Edward J. Ray. 1983. “The Kennedy Round: Evidence on 
the Regulation of International Trade in the United States.” American Economic 
Review, 73(1): 190–97. 

Mayer, Wolfgang. 1984. “Endogenous Tariff Formation.” American Economic Review, 
74(5): 970–85. 

McCallum, Jamie K. 2011. “Export Processing Zones: Comparative Data from 
China, Honduras, Nicaragua and South Africa.” ILO Working Paper no. 21. 

Moberg, Lotta. 2015. “The Political Economy of Special Economic Zones.” Journal 
of Institutional Economics, 11(1): 167–90. 

Moberg, Lotta. 2017. The Political Economy of Special Economic Zones: Concentrating 
Economic Development. New York: Routledge. 

Mortimore, Michael. 2003. “Illusory Competitiveness: The Apparel Assembly 
Model of the Caribbean Basin.” United Nations University, Discussion Paper 
Series, No. 2003–11. 

Nanda, Ved P. 1966. “United States Action in the 1965 Dominican Crisis: Impact 
on World Order — Part II.” Denver Law Journal, 44: 225–74. 

Nye, John V. C. 2009. “Why Do Elites Permit Reform?” In The Annual Proceedings of 
the Wealth and Well-Being of Nations 2008–2009. Vol. 1, ed. Emily Chamlee-
Wright, 53–61. Beloit, WI: Beloit College Press. 

Olson, Mancur. 1965. The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of 
Groups. United States: Harvard Economic Studies.  

Pincus, J. J. 1975. “Pressure Groups and the Pattern of Tariffs.” Journal of Political 
Economy, 83(4): 757–78. 

Pons, Frank Moya. 1990. “Import-Substitution Industrialization Policies in the 
Dominican Republic, 1925–61.” Hispanic American Historical Review, 70(4): 539–
77. 

Pons, Frank Moya. 2010. The Dominican Republic: A National History, 3rd ed. 
Princeton, NJ: Markus Wiener. 

Pregelj, Vladimir N. 2005. “Caribbean Basin Interim Trade Program: CBI/NAFTA 
Parity.” Congressional Research Service, Brief for Congress, Order Code 
IB95050. 

Rhee, Yung W., Katharina Katterbach, and Janette White. 1990. “Free Trade Zones 
in Export Strategies.” World Bank Industry and Energy Department, PRE, 
Industry Series Paper No. 36. 



88 L. Moberg / The Journal of Private Enterprise 33(4), 2018, 61–89 

Riedel, James. 1977. “Tariff Concessions in the Kennedy Round and the Structure 
of Protection in West Germany: An Econometric Assessment.” Journal of 
International Economics, 7(2): 133–43. 

Rodríguez-Clare, Andrés. 2001. “Costa Rica’s Development Strategy Based on 
Human Capital and Technology: How It Got There, the Impact of Intel, and 
Lessons for Other Countries.” Journal of Human Development, 2(2): 311–24. 

Rodrik, Dani. 1994. “The Rush to Free Trade in the Developing World: Why So 
Late? Why Now? Will It Last?” National Bureau of Economic Research 
Working Paper No. 3947. 

Rodrik, Dani. 1995. “Political Economy of Trade Policy.” In Handbook of 
International Economics, vol. 3, ed. Gene M. Grossman and Kenneth Rogoff, 
1457–94. Amsterdam: Elsevier Science B. V.  

Rodrik, Dani. 1999. The New Global Economy and Developing Countries: Making Openness 
Work. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Rodrik, Dani. 2013. “When Ideas Trump Interests: Preferences, World Views, and 
Policy Innovations.” National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 
No. 19631. 

Rose-Ackerman, Susan. 2006. “Introduction and Overview.” In International 
Handbook of the Economics of Corruption, ed. Susan Rose-Ackerman, xiv–xxxviii. 
Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar. 

Sánchez-Ancochea, Diego. 2012. “A Fast Herd and a Slow Tortoise?” Studies in 
Comparative International Development, 47(2): 208–30. 

Schrank, Andrew. 2001. “Export Processing Zones: Free Market Islands or Bridges 
to Structural Transformation?” Development Policy Review, 19(2): 223–42. 

Schrank, Andrew. 2003a. “Luring, Learning, and Lobbying: The Limits to Capital 
Mobility in the Dominican Republic.” Studies in Comparative International 
Development, 37(4): 89–116. 

Schrank, Andrew. 2003b. “Foreign Investors, ‘Flying Geese,’ and the Limits to 
Export-Led Industrialization in the Dominican Republic.” Theory and Society, 
32(4): 415–43. 

Schrank, Andrew. 2005. “Entrepreneurship, Export Diversification, and Economic 
Reform: The Birth of a Developmental Community in the Dominican 
Republic.” Comparative Politics, 38(1): 43–62. 

Schrank, Andrew. 2008. “Export Processing Zones in the Dominican Republic: 
Schools or Stopgaps?” World Development, 36(8): 1381–97. 

Subramanian, Arvind, and Devesh Roy. 2001. “Who Can Explain the Mauritian 
Miracle: Meade, Romer, Sachs, or Rodrik?” International Monetary Fund 
Working Paper No. 01. 

Tornell, Aaron. 1995. “Are Economic Crises Necessary for Trade Liberalization 
and Fiscal Reform? The Mexican Experience.” In Reform, Recovery, and Growth: 
Latin America and the Middle East, ed. Rudiger Dornbusch and Sebastian 
Edwards, 53–76. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Trefler, Daniel. 1993. “Trade Liberalization and the Theory of Endogenous 
Protection: An Econometric Study of US Import Policy.” Journal of Political 
Economy, 101(1): 138–60. 

Tullock, Gordon. 1975. “The Transitional Gains Trap.” Bell Journal of Economics, 
6(2): 671–78. 

Tullock, Gordon. 2005. The Rent-Seeking Society. Vol. 5 of The Selected Works of Gordon 
Tullock. Indianapolis: Liberty Fund. 



 L. Moberg / The Journal of Private Enterprise 33(4), 2018, 61–89     89 

van Wijnbergen, Sweder J. G., and Tim Willems. 2014. “The Learning Dynamics 
and Support for Economic Reforms: Why Good News Can Be Bad.” World 
Bank Economic Review, 30(1): 1–23. 

Waglé, Swarnim. 2005. “International Trade in Textiles and Clothing and 
Development Policy Options: After the Full Implementation of the WTO 
Agreement on Textiles and Clothing (ATC) on 1 January 2005.” UNDP 
Center in Colombo, Policy Paper. 

Wallis, John Joseph. 2006. “The Concept of Systematic Corruption in American 
History.” In Corruption and Reform: Lessons from America’s Economic History, ed. 
Edward L. Glaeser and Claudia Goldin, 23–62. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press. 

Willmore, Larry. 1995. “Export Processing Zones in the Dominican Republic: A 
Comment on Kaplinsky.” World Development, 23(3): 529–35. 

World Bank. 1992. Export Processing Zones. Washington, DC: World Bank. 
World Bank. 2000. “Dominican Republic: Social and Structural Policy Review,” 

vol. 2, Poverty Reduction and Economic Management Unit, Latin America 
and the Caribbean Report No. 20192. 

World Bank. 2014. How to Sustain Export Dynamism by Reducing Duality in the 
Dominican Republic: A World Bank Trade Competitiveness Diagnostics. Washington, 
DC: World Bank. 

World Trade Organization (WTO). 1996. “Trade Policy Review: Dominican 
Republic.” Report by the Secretariat, WT/TPR/S/11. January 3. 

Yergin, Daniel, and Joseph Stanislaw. 1998. The Commanding Heights: The Battle 
Between Government and the Marketplace That Is Remaking the Modern World. New 
York: Simon & Schuster. 

Young, Alwyn. 1994. “Lessons from the East Asian NICs: A Contrarian View.” 
European Economic Review, 38(3): 964–73. 


