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Abstract The decision to deploy military assets and personnel onto the territory of 
another sovereign state is among the most enduring and widely studied aspects of 
international politics. Yet, the equally important and arguably more risky policy decision 
to host a foreign military presence has received comparatively little scholarly attention. 
To address this gap in the literature, this paper poses two questions. First, under what 
conditions are potential host state leaders more or less likely to agree to enter into 
strategic access negotiations and to host a foreign military presence? Second, once in 
negotiations, what do potential host state leaders bargain and negotiate for, and ultimately 
agree to? To gain traction on these questions, this article constructs a domestic politics 
model of foreign policy decision-making. Drawing on insights from selectorate theory, 
the model links the size of potential host state leadersÕ winning coalitions and the 
availability of preferred policy resources to the decision of whether to host a foreign 
military presence as a means to manipulate or adjust for unfavorable domestic political 
circumstances. Ultimately, the model will be tested on an original dataset that 
encompasses all strategic access negotiations between the U.S. and other states during the 
period 1946-2006. 
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Since the time of the ancient Greeks and Romans, powerful political actors have pursued 
access to strategic foreign and overseas territory primarily through the use of military 
force and the imposition of colonial rule.1 However, the end of World War II in 1945 and 
the onset of a new wave of decolonization shortly thereafter together brought the 
downfall of this traditional right of conquest, replacing it with a norm of territorial 
integrity and fixed borders for all existing states as well as for many former colonies.2 
Following this substantial norm shift at the international level, the primary legitimate 
means for gaining access to strategic foreign territory became negotiations and quid pro 
quos,3 such that Òthe second half of the twentieth centuryÉha s seen a steady growth in 
the number of formal and informal arrangements granting states access to military 
installations and facilities overseas.Ó4 Thus, while the forward deployment of military 
assets and personnel onto the territory of another sovereign state remains among the most 
critical and risky policy choices facing political and military leaders, such leaders can no 
longer choose their host states at will. Instead, they are obliged to bargain and negotiate 
for strategic access, which means that the leaders of potential host states now face an 
equally, if not more risky policy choice of whether to allow the passage and stationing of 
foreign troops and/or military matériel within their borders. 

While the decision to deploy military assets and personnel abroad is regularly 
addressed in the literature on grand strategy,5 the decision to host them receives 
comparatively little scholarly attention. Reflecting this fact, a recent study by the Atlantic 
Council observes that Òthe United States needs to understand how U.S. forces and bases 
are viewed through the eyes of current and potential future partnersÉi n order to 
maximize the U.S. ability to obtain and maintain bases and base access.Ó6 As the United 
States moves to expand its military presence in Eastern Europe (Bulgaria, Poland, and 
Romania), Africa (Algeria, Chad, Djibouti, Gabon, Ghana, Kenya, Mali, Mauritania, 
Niger, Nigeria, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Somalia, and Uganda), the Persian Gulf 
and the Middle East (Iraq), and Central Asia (Afghanistan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and 
Turkmenistan), it becomes increasingly important to understand the conditions under 
which the leaders of target host states choose or refuse to negotiate and ultimately grant 
strategic access to their territory for use by a foreign military. 

The conventional view from International Relations (IR) theory suggests that 
leaders should be most willing to host a (friendly) foreign military when their states lack 
the capabilities to deter external threats.7 While this perspective may be partly accurate, it 
is argued below that this view fails to provide a compelling explanation of the decision to 
negotiate and/or grant strategic access for two reasons. First, it does not adequately grasp 
the complexity of hosting a foreign military presence. More specifically, it does not 

                                                
1 For a general historical overview of overseas basing, see Harkavy 1982. For a history of imperial frontier 
policy, see Maier 2006. On the history of military globalization more generally, see Held, et al. 1999, 
chapter 2. 
2 Holsti 2004; Jackson 1990; 2000; Korman 1996; Pegg 1998; Zacher 2001. 
3 Harkavy 1982; 1989; Sandars 2004. 
4 Woodliffe 1992, 11. 
5 Recent examples include Art 1991; 2004; Cooley 2005; Desch 1993; 1996; Harkavy 1999; Kugler 1998; 
Kupchan 1994; Posen 2003; Posen and Ross 1996/97; Rosecrance and Stein 1993; Snyder 1991; Taliaferro 
2004. Also, from the literature on extended deterrence, see Huth 1994. 
6 Kramer and Nelson. 2005, 4. 
7 For instance, Huth 1988; Liska 1962; 1968; Walt 1987. 
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capture what is referred to here as the hostÕs dilemma: namely, the fact that a stateÕs 
decision to host a foreign military presence can simultaneously increase and decrease its 
security and economic well-being at either or both the international and domestic levels 
of analysis. Second, the conventional view incorrectly specifies the potential host leaderÕs 
principal incentives for granting strategic access. Though the decision to grant such 
access falls within the domain of foreign policy behavior, it is argued below that the 
decision-making calculus of host state leaders is likely to rest on an assessment of costs 
and benefits primarily at the domestic as opposed to the international level of analysis. 

ÒA foreign military presence is, for obvious reasons, almost nowhere welcome,Ó 
notes Harkavy. ÒBut, indeed, almost everywhere, both in the Third World and within the 
US orbit of Western democracies, governments are subject to pressures regarding a 
foreign presence.Ó8 This study examines this enduring but little understood feature of 
international politics: the decision to enter into strategic access negotiations and to host a 
foreign military presence. Existing scholarship is limited to descriptive snap-shots of base 
locations and to historical case studies of specific negotiations. Such studies describe 
what needs to be explained Ð namely, the decision by the leaders of potential host states 
to initiate, accept, or reject strategic access negotiations and to choose or refuse to host 
foreign military assets and personnel Ð but they do not adequately explain what is 
described. As an initial attempt to provide such an explanation, this paper conducts a 
theoretical (and eventually empirical) analysis of the policy choices of state leaders to 
enter into strategic access negotiations and to host U.S. military assets and personnel 
during the period 1946-2006. The first section below discusses the conceptual and 
empirical domain under investigation. The second section provides a more detailed 
critique of the conventional IR perspective and lays the foundations for an alternative 
theoretical model, which is then constructed in the third section. 
 
The Conceptual and Empirical Domain 
 
Several partially overlapping terms Ð for instance, foreign military presence, basing 
system, forward engagement, strategic access, leasehold empire, global reach, military 
geography, strategic depth, overseas presence, forward defense and deployment, power 
projection, strategic bases, foreign footprint, global cavalry, military commitments 
abroad, forward presence, and global defense posture9 Ð currently exist to capture what is 
essentially the defense policy of deploying military assets and personnel onto the territory 
of a foreign polity. Three of the above conceptualizations are particularly useful 
analytically. First, as currently used by the United States Department of Defense (DOD), 
the concept of global defense posture encompasses three general structures: main 
operating bases (permanent bases with robust infrastructure capable of supporting 
command and control facilities as well as joint training and security cooperation), 
forward operating sites (smaller permanent infrastructure capable of supporting pre-
positioned equipment for rapid deployment and sustained operations), and cooperative 

                                                
8 Harkavy 1989, 9. 
9 See, respectively: Harkavy 1989; 2005; Blaker 1990; Kramer and Nelson 2005; Harkavy 1982; Sandars 
2000; Harkavy 1999; Kemp and Harkavy 1997; Van Evera 1999; Kugler 1998; Hagerty 1977; Thompson 
1978; Weller 1944; Weigert 1949; Weller 1944; Campbell and Ward 2003; Serchuk and Donnelly 2003; 
Paul 1978; Davis 1995; Department of Defense 2004. 
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security locations (austere infrastructure capable of supporting pre-positioned equipment 
for logistics and reconnaissance purposes). Current examples of each type of structure 
include, respectively, Camp Humphreys in Korea, Soto Cano Air Base in Honduras, and 
a negotiated set of landing, logistics, and fuel contracting arrangements in Dakar, 
Senegal.10 Second, the concept of foreign military presence further separates out the 
specific defense related assets and activities that constitute Òon the groundÓ 
manifestations of a global defense posture: 
 
 1) Airfield Ð or any other site concerned with the operation of aircraft for military  

purposes; 
2) Naval Ð port or any other site concerned with the operation of ships for military 
purposes, such as repair dockyards, mid-ocean mooring buoys; 
3) Ground force Ð any site concerned with the conduct of land warfare, such as 
army bases, exercise areas, fortifications, fixed artillery; 
4) Missile Ð sites concerned primarily with the maintenance and launching of 
missiles, fixed artillery sites, etc.; 
5) Space Ð sites concerned with the operation or monitoring of military satellites 
other than communications satellites; 
6) Communications and control Ð sites concerned with military communications 
and the control of military systems; 
7) Intelligence and command Ð sites concerned with intelligence gathering by 
non-satellite means, and sites exercising command over military systems; 
8) Environmental monitoring Ð sites carrying out monitoring of environmental 
factors of military importance, such as military meteorological stations; 
9) Research and testing Ð sites associated with military research and with 
developmental testing of military systems; 
10) Logistic Ð sites not obviously assignable to airfield, naval or ground force, 
and concerned with production, storage and transport of military matériel, 
administration of military forces, and the housing, medical treatment, etc., of 
military personnel.11 
 

On the other hand, the third concept, strategic access, refers to the process of negotiating 
with the potential host state for its permission to place elements of a foreign military 
presence on its soil. Thus, for the purposes of this analysis, when a state formulates a 
global defense posture and then seeks to implement it by locating one or more of the 
aforementioned components of a foreign military presence on the territory of a foreign 
polity, it negotiates for strategic access with the potential host state.12 

                                                
10 Department of Defense 2004, 10-11. 
11 Harkavy 1989, 17.  
12 The theoretical and empirical focus of this paper is on sovereign-to-sovereign strategic access 
agreements. It does not encompass peacekeeping operations, whether in the context of the United Nations 
or various regional intergovernmental organizations. Furthermore, it does not encompass the foreign 
military presence of various non-state actors, such as multinational corporations and foreign private 
security f irms (see, for instance, Avant 2005, 2006; Leander 2005; Pegg 1999; Reno 1998; Singer 2004). 
While an extension of the theoretical model developed below to these additional empirical domains will be 
the subject of future research projects, the current paper focuses exclusively on sovereign-to-sovereign 
strategic access agreements. 
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 As a consequence of the aforementioned international norm shift during the latter 
half of the twentieth century, the passage and stationing of troops and military matériel 
on foreign soil ceased to be outgrowths of the traditional right of conquest and instead 
came to constitute, in the language of public international law, Òterritorial privileges by 
concessionÓ of the receiving state.13 According, notes Sandars:  

 
What was novel about the arrangements that the United States entered into after 
the war was the development of a worldwide system of military bases in, for the 
most part, independent sovereign states, where the role and status of American 
forces were subject to far greater political sensitivity than the garrisons 
established in traditional colonial possessions.14 

 
Consequently, Òthe second half of the twentieth centuryÉha s seen a steady growth in the 
number of formal and informal arrangements granting states access to military 
installations and facilities overseas.Ó15 
 Post-1945 strategic access relationships generally involve two types of 
agreements that often are negotiated separately: an access agreement and a status of 
forces agreement (SOFA). The decision to negotiate and grant strategic access is largely a 
political decision, whereas the process of negotiating a SOFA is primarily legal in nature. 
The decision to grant strategic access, according to Brownlie, Òdepends on the existence 
of agreement or ad hoc consent on the part of the receiving state and not on the operation 
of law. However, once the occasion has arisen by consent, in the absence of variations by 
special agreement, the law regulates the nature and extent of the privilege.Ó16 Similarly, 
as Woodliffe observes: 
 

The initial decision to admit the [foreign] force, as distinct from laying down the 
conditions that attach to the status of the force after admission, may be effected in 
such manner and form as the receiving state deems appropriate, unless fixed by 
some prior understanding. All that is required is sufficient evidence of the 
Ôconsent, invitation or licenseÕ of the host state.17 

 
Thus, strategic access agreements can take any variety of forms: formal or informal, 
explicitly stated or inferred from a general arrangement, bilateral or multilateral. Given 
that access agreements capture the politics of hosting a foreign military presence, this 
paper focuses exclusively on the decision to enter into this type of agreement. SOFAs, on 
the other hand, stipulate the legal rights and duties of the contracting parties once the 
access agreement has been negotiated. Unlike access agreements, SOFAs tend to follow a 
standard format modeled on the first such agreement between the member states of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), which was signed in London on 19 June 
1951 and came into effect on 23 August 1953. Though SOFA negotiations and provisions 
are equally as important as access negotiations, this type of agreement is not addressed in 

                                                
13 Brownlie 1998, 369-380. 
14 Sandars 2004, 318. 
15 Woodliffe 1992, 11. 
16 Brownlie 1998, 370. Emphasis in original. 
17 Woodliffe 1992, 35. 
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the theoretical (and eventually empirical) analysis presented below.18 Instead, the initial 
decisions to enter into strategic access negotiations and then to choose or refuse to serve 
as a host are here treated as the decisive points when leaders confront what is referred to 
in the second section below as the hostÕs dilemma. 
 
*[Once the dataset is completed, descriptive statistics will be presented here on the 
patterns of US access negotiations and agreements during 1946-2006 – that is, on the 
number of rounds of negotiations, the number of agreements, the different states 
involved, etc.]* 
 
The Limitations of the Conventional Perspective 
 

The conventional view from IR theory suggests that leaders should be most 
willing to host a (friendly) foreign military when their states lack the capabilities to deter 
external threats.19 This perspective, however, fails to provide a compelling explanation of 
the decision to negotiate and grant strategic access for two reasons: (1) it does not 
adequately grasp the complexity of hosting a foreign military presence, and (2) it 
incorrectly specifies the potential host leaderÕs principal incentives for granting strategic 
access. 

Concerning the first limitation, political leaders sit at the interface of two political 
arenas: the international political system and their respective national political systems.20 
As such, the decision to host a foreign military presence is likely to produce 
consequences in both domains. In line with the conventional perspective, hosting a 
foreign military may enhance a stateÕs external security by increasing its ability to deter 
or defend against an external threat. This is suggested by the notion of foreign troops 
acting as a Òtrip wireÓ that guarantees their automatic involvement in the event of an 
attack against the host state,21 as well as by the apparent relationship between arms 
transfers and the acquisition and retention of strategic access.22 The presence of foreign 
troops and security assistance more generally also may enhance a regimeÕs ability to 
deter internal challengers.23 Similarly, serving as a host can be economically beneficial, 
whether due to access to increased economic assistance, improved trade relations with the 
sending state, the ability to divert scarce domestic funds away from defense spending and 
toward other economic or social programs, or the introduction of additional consumers 
(i.e., foreign troops and often their families), capital, and new jobs into local economies.24  

Serving as a host, however, is just as likely to yield negative consequences. While 
foreign troops and bases may function as a useful trip wire against external attack, the 
host state subsequently Òmay find itself on the target list of another power with which it 

                                                
18 For discussions of the standard SOFA format and the specific legal provisions contained therein, see 
Lazareff 1971; Stambuk 1963; Woodliffe 1992. 
19 For instance, Huth 1988; Liska 1962; 1968; Walt 1987. 
20 For example, Evans, et al. 1993; Milner 1997; Putnam 1988. 
21 Schelling 1966, 47. 
22 Harkavy 1979 1989, 324-356; 2005, 29-30. 
23 For instance, Blechman and Kaplan 1978; David 1987; Karabell 1999. 
24 Baker 2004; Fields 2004, 92-93; Sharp 1990. 
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has no direct conflict.Ó25 Similarly, hosting a foreign military presence may have negative 
economic and political consequences more generally. In reference to the possible 
repositioning of U.S. military bases from Western to Central and Eastern Europe, Fields 
notes: 

 
While Central and Eastern European states have little interest in aligning with a 
Europe intent on becoming a geopolitical counterweight to the United States, 
neither do they have an interest in siding with the United States in the 
establishment of an informal coalition against EuropeÕs leading powers. After all, 
their future prosperity is directly tied to their entry and integration into the 
European Union Ð a process heavily influenced by EuropeÕs dominant powers. 
Therefore, an American attempt to build [military] relations with these smaller 
states at the expense of Old Europe places the states in an untenable position.26 

 
Furthermore, foreign military assets and personnel often are very visible political and 
security targets for violent and non-violent social movements and terrorist organizations 
that may threaten the stability of host regimes.27 As Barnett observes: 
 

[T]he perception by society that the state has sacrificed its national autonomy to 
foreign actors Ð for example, through the presence of foreign troops, naval bases, 
and restrictive policies Ð can...generate substantial domestic opposition. This was 
evident in the concern that introducing U.S. ground forces in Saudi Arabia after 
the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in August 1990 might destabilize and delegitimize 
the Saudi regime.28 

 
Host states also risk directly compromising their sovereignty by opening themselves up to 
foreign meddling in their domestic affairs.29 For example, when the Labour Government 
of Gough Whitlam in Australia threatened to shut down the U.S. base at Pine Gap in the 
early 1970s, it was shortly thereafter removed from power with help from the CIA.30 A 
foreign military presence also can pose a threat to environmental and human security, 
whether from the storing, transporting, and testing of nuclear weapons,31 or from the 
spread of AIDS among foreign servicemen and local prostitutes.32  

Thus, while the conventional view correctly suggests that the existence of an 
external threat should increase a leaderÕs willingness to host a friendly foreign military, it 
overlooks the broader complexity of serving as a host. Essentially, it overlooks what can 
be called the hostÕs dilemma: namely, the fact that a stateÕs decision to host a foreign 

                                                
25 Handel 1981, 129. On the danger of entrapment in the context of alliances Ð that is, the danger of Òbeing 
dragged by oneÕs commitment into a war over interests of the ally that one does not shareÓ Ð see Snyder 
1997. For a discussion of the delayed and indirect effects of foreign policy choices more generally, see 
Jervis 1997. 
26 Fields 2004, 90. 
27 Baker 2004; Gerson and Birchard 1991; Harrison 2002; Johnson 2000; 2004; Pape 2005. 
28 Barnett 1992, 34. 
29 Blechman and Kaplan 1978; Cottam 1967; Evin 1985; Gerson 1991; Scott 1982. 
30 Gerson 1991, 16. 
31 Cornwell and Wells 1999; Wing 1991. 
32 Camacho de Schmidt 1991; Cornwell and Wells 1999; Enloe 1991; 2001. 
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military presence can simultaneously increase and decrease its security and economic 
well-being at a single level or across different levels of analysis. In other words, serving 
as a host can and often does yield a variety of positive and negative internal and external 
effects. The fact that many states still agree to be hosts despite the possible cross-cutting 
consequences within and between the international and domestic political arenas suggests 
that under some circumstances leaders calculate that the likely benefits of being a host 
outweigh the possible costs. By focusing exclusively on one level of analysis, the 
conventional IR perspective provides a possibly useful but ultimately incomplete 
explanation of those circumstances. 

The second limitation of the conventional view is its misspecification of the host 
leaderÕs principal game given the questions under consideration: namely, what are the 
conditions under which state leaders are more or less likely to enter strategic access 
negotiations and to host a foreign military presence, and what do these leaders bargain for 
or ultimately agree to once in the negotiations? To argue against a theory that focuses 
exclusively on a single level of analysis, when a multilevel analysis may be more 
appropriate for the topic at hand, is not to argue against a multilevel theory that 
designates one of the levels as the ÒprincipalÓ level of analysis. In other words, it is 
logically consistent to argue simultaneously (1) that Òonly the study of the whole network 
of games in which an actor is involved will reveal the actorÕs motivations and explain his 
behaviorÓ33 and (2) that each game in the actorÕs network is not equally consequential 
across different issues and problems.34 A properly constructed multilevel theory, then, is 
founded on the assumption that an actor plays multiple games, only one of which is his 
Òprincipal game.Ó This principal game is nested in and affected by the situation prevailing 
in the actorÕs other games.35 Determining which game is ÒprincipalÓ depends largely on 
the topic at hand and the questions posed by the analyst.36 Though the decision to grant 

                                                
33 Tsebelis 1990, 5. 
34 Lake and Powell 1999, 16. 
35 Tsebelis 1990. Dixit and Skeath (2004, 31-32) also suggest a distinction between Òsuperf icialÓ and 
ÒdeeperÓ games. See also Downs 1957 [1985], 7-8. 
36 On the Òpragmatic nature of theory,Ó see Lake and Powell 1999, 4, 13-16. More specif ically, examining 
the topic of foreign military presence from the perspective of host states raises three general questions. 

Q1: Under what conditions are state leaders more or less likely to agree to negotiate for and 
grant strategic access? This question examines leadersÕ micromotives for hosting a foreign military 
presence as well as the macro political and economic circumstances under which they are more or less 
likely to do so. While both international and domestic level factors affect this decision and must be present 
in any theoretical treatment of this question, the argument advanced below suggests that domestic level 
imperatives pack more explanatory power than international level factors. For the purposes of answering 
this question, the domestic level of analysis should be privileged, though not to the exclusion of the 
international level. Thus, an appropriate theoretical model would treat the domestic political arena as the 
principal game nested in a wider context of international concerns. 

Q2: Once in negotiation, what do potential host leaders bargain and negotiate for, and 
ultimately agree to? As discussed above, post-1945 strategic access relationships involve two types of 
agreements that often are negotiated separately: an access agreement and a SOFA. Consequently, this 
question encompasses two more specific questions. Q2.1: What goods do potential host leaders bargain 
and negotiate for, and ultimately agree to? Q2.2: What legal conditions do potential host leaders 
demand once they have agreed to host a foreign military presence? 

Q3: Under what conditions do potential host states have more or less bargaining leverage 
vis-à-vis the sending state in negotiations for strategic access? This question concerns the relative power 
or bargaining leverage of the contracting parties in strategic access negotiations. Again, though both 
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strategic access falls within the domain of foreign policy behavior, the decision-making 
calculus of host state leaders is likely to rest on an assessment of costs and benefits 
primarily at the domestic as opposed to the international level of analysis. Thus, the 
theoretical perspective offered below works from the basic assumption that internal 
political circumstances and considerations fundamentally affect the selection of external 
policies.37 

This perspective is grounded in two contentions about the relationship between 
internal and external political domains. First, incumbent political leaders are primarily 
concerned with ensuring their continued political survival in office and therefore choose 
foreign (and domestic) policies with an eye to achieving this objective.38 An important 
analytical consequence of this assumption is the shift from the conventional IR approach 
of examining the behavior of unitary state actors39 to examining the behavior of state 
leaders. After all, Òstates donÕt make policies, people do.Ó40 Despite the analytical shift 
from state to leader, this first assumption is capable of bridging both the actorÕs principal 
domestic imperatives and the conventional concerns of the international arena. As Bueno 
de Mesquita and Siverson argue: 

 
[T]he leader Ð whether president, prime minister, or president-for-life Ð who 
adopts policies that reduce the security of the state does so at the risk of affording 
his or her political opponents the opportunity of weakening the leaderÕs grasp on 
power. Put differently, a leaderÕs search for the security of the state intertwines 
with the search for policies that will maintain the leader in power against 
domestic opposition. The desire to remain in power thus provides the linchpin 
between the threats and uncertainties of the international system and the 
inevitable imperatives of fending off the domestic opposition.41 

 

                                                                                                                                            
international and domestic level factors must be incorporated into an analysis of this question, international 
level variables are likely to pack more explanatory power here than domestic level factors. Thus, an 
appropriate theoretical model would treat the international arena as the principal game nested in and 
affected by the context of domestic political concerns and institutional constraints. 

This paper addresses Q1 and Q2.1. As noted above, Q2.2 is thoroughly addressed in the existing 
international legal literature on SOFAs. Q3 is considered in a forthcoming companion piece to the current 
paper. 
37 As such, this article f its into the trend in IR research that examines the relationship between domestic 
politics and foreign policy. In addition to the sources cited in the following footnotes, examples of this line 
of research include Abdelal and Kirshner 2000; Barnett 1990; 1992; Barnett and Levy 1991; Bueno de 
Mesquita and Lalman 1992; Evans, et al. 1993; Fearon 1994; Goemans 2000; Huth 1996; Huth and Allee 
2002; Lamborn 1991; Levy and Barnett 1992; Putnam 1988; Rosecrance and Stein 1993; Schweller 2006; 
Snyder 1991. 
38 Examples of recent IR research explicitly based on this assumption include Bueno de Mesquita and 
Siverson 1995; Bueno de Mesquita, et al. 2003; David 1991; Miller 1995; 1999; Reno 1998; Siverson 
1998; Van de Walle 2001. 
39 For instance, Waltz 1979; Mearsheimer 2001. 
40 Gilligan and Hunt 1998, 143. 
41 Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995, 853. 
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The second contention builds on the first by claiming that the domestic level is not only 
the principal game but also likely to be more threatening to the leaderÕs survival than the 
international game.42 Gilligan and Hunt capture this dynamic when they write: 
 

[I]n most cases external threats to regime survival are less constraining than 
domestic threats. Examples of states being consumed by other states are 
extraordinarily rare. Examples of politicians being deposed, constitutionally or 
otherwise, are obviously much more commonÉ. Given this distribution of threats, 
self-interested politicians seeking to preserve their regime are far more likely to 
be motivated by the next election or potential coups by domestic opposition 
groups than by the prospects of international conflict.43 

 
Essentially, then, whereas the conventional view holds that states host a foreign military 
presence to guard against an external threat to state survival, the perspective offered 
below contends that leaders may more often see the option of granting strategic access as 
a possibly useful means to help ensure the preservation of their regimes domestically. 
This alternative view not only captures the dynamics highlighted by conventional IR 
theory but also casts a wider analytical and theoretical net to encompass the broader 
complexity of being a host. 
 
The Theoretical Model 
 
This section develops a non-formal deductive model that links the size of leadersÕ 
winning coalitions and the availability of preferred policy resources to the decision of 
whether to host a foreign military presence as a means to manipulate or adjust for 
unfavorable domestic political circumstances. Deductive modeling is a method of 
generating testable hypotheses from a set of logically connected premises. As such, the 
argument below is presented in the form of general premises that are then used to deduce 
or derive a number of specific hypotheses concerning the research questions under 
consideration: namely, the conditions under which potential host state leaders are more or 
less likely to enter into strategic access negotiations and to serve as hosts, as well as the 
types of goods that potential host leaders bargain or negotiate for, and ultimately agree to. 
A number of auxiliary premises also are presented. The purpose of these premises is to 
capture the expected effects of international-level variables that are not directly deducible 
from the domestic-level model, but that constitute the wider network of games in which 
the leadersÕ principal domestic game is nested.44 

                                                
42 Holsti (1996, 24) observes that, since 1945, the ratio of intrastate to interstate wars is approximately three 
to one. On the dynamic of internal insecurity and external security more generally, see Buzan 1991; 
Clapham 1996; Jackson 1990; Job 1992. Evidence of the growing scholarly awareness of this trend can be 
seen in the emerging literature that seeks to apply insights from IR theory to internal conflict and 
instability. Examples here include Angstrom and Duyvestreyn 2001; David 1997; 1998; Fearon 1998; 
Hoddie and Hartzell 2005; Holsti 1992; 1998; Kasfir 2004; Kaufman 1996; 2001; Kaufmann 1996; Lake 
2003; Lake and Rothchild 1998; Melander 1999; Posen 1993; Roe 1999; 2000; 2004; Rose 2000; Snyder 
and Jervis 1999; Wagner 1993; Wilmer 2002. 
43 Gilligan and Hunt 1998, 144. 
44 This set of auxiliary premises serves to increase the falsifiability of the theory rather than to ÒprotectÓ or 
ÒsaveÓ it, in an ad hoc manner, from refutations related to the international effects that it does not 
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Premise 1: Incumbent executives sit at the interface of two political arenas – the 
international political system and their respective national political systems – and 
they possess a set of substitutable alternative policy options within and across these 
arenas for attaining their primary goal of domestic political survival. 
 Incumbent executives navigate national and international political systems 
simultaneously.45 To ensure their political survival, leaders must maintain the support of 
their Òwinning coalitionÓ Ð that is, the group of national (and/or international) political 
actors whose backing is essential for leaders to remain in power Ð by allocating goods to 
members of the coalition.46 The production and allocation of these goods constitute the 
leaderÕs policy objectives. Particular domestic and foreign policies are the inputs that 
produce these objectives, and the leaderÕs key policy decisions address the issue of Òhow 
to allocate the resources at the stateÕs disposal across these inputs.Ó47 To maximize their 
policy flexibility and to minimize the costs and difficulties of maintaining support, 
leaders seek to construct coalitions of the smallest size possible,48 though the actual sizes 
of different leadersÕ Òminimum winning coalitionsÓ vary across national political 
systems. What does not vary across states, however, is the anarchic, self-help nature of 
the international system, which means that each state Òdecides for itself how it will cope 
with its internal and external problemsÉ. States develop their own strategies, chart their 
own courses, make their own decisions about how to meet whatever needs they 
experience and whatever desires they develop.Ó49  

In pursuing their policy objectives, state leaders must rely either on the resources, 
capabilities, and support they can extract and mobilize from their domestic base or on the 
resources, capabilities, and support they can access through political, security, and 
economic arrangements with the leaders of other states.50 Given the self-help nature of 
the international political arena as well as the preference for minimum winning 
coalitions, leaders prefer to rely on domestic resources, capabilities, and supporters 
whenever possible.51 Ultimately, though, the leaderÕs Òdecision contextÓ Ð that is, Òthe 
range of policies available to the governmentÓ52 Ð is largely determined by four concerns: 
(1) the relative importance or salience, for purposes of political survival, of producing 
and allocating particular types of goods; (2) the availability of the necessary resources (or 
ÒfactorsÓ) for producing these goods; (3) the relative Òfactor-appropriatenessÓ of different 
policy options for the production effort; and (4) the relative difficulty of substituting 
Òfactor-appropriateÓ for Òfactor-inappropriateÓ policies.53 Each of these concerns is 
developed below in a separate premise. 

                                                                                                                                            
encompass directly. On acceptable auxiliary premises Ð that is, ones that are independently testable and 
serve to increase rather than decrease a theoryÕs degree of falsifiability Ð see Popper 2002 [1959], 61-63. 
45 See, for instance, Evans, et al. 1993; Milner 1997; Putnam 1988. 
46 Bueno de Mesquita, et al. 2003. 
47 Morgan and Palmer 2000, 13. 
48 Riker 1962. 
49 Waltz 1979, 96. 
50 Lake 1999; Mastanduno, Lake, and Ikenberry 1989; Morrow 1993; Rosecrance and Stein 1993; Snyder 
1997. 
51 For instance, Waltz 1979, 107. 
52 Barnett 1990, 542. 
53 Morgan and Palmer 2000; Most and Starr 1989; Palmer and Morgan 2006; Starr 2000. 
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Premise 2: The size of a leader’s winning coalition directly affects his choice of 
whether to rely primarily on the production and allocation of private (excludable 
and rival) goods or public (nonexcludable and nonrival) goods as the principal 
means to garner and maintain the support of coalition members.  

Selectorate theory contends that leaders strive to maintain the support of their 
winning coalition by allocating various mixes of private and public goods to coalition 
members. Private goods essentially encompass all goods that can be consumed by only 
one individual, and are therefore excludable and rival in their allocation. Public goods, on 
the other hand, exhibit Òtraits of jointness of supply and nonexcludability. When a good 
exhibits jointness, consumption of that good by one person does not diminish the amount 
available for consumption by another person. If a good is nonexcludable and is provided 
for one person, it is impossible to prevent another individual from consuming the 
good.Ó54 The specific mix of private and public goods depends fundamentally on the size 
of leadersÕ winning coalitions. As Bueno de Mesquita, et al. argue: 

 
[T]he size of the incumbentÕs coalition effectively determines the price the leader 
must pay for private goods. Hence, as coalition size increases, so does the 
effective cost of private goodsÉ. Leaders who depend on only a few to keep them 
in officeÉe ngender loyalty among their backers by providing them with access to 
ample personal, private benefits they would not otherwise have if they were not in 
the coalition. All else constant, with many supporters demanding rewards, the 
costs of personal benefits required to keep their loyalty are just too highÉ . In 
response, leaders switch to more publicly oriented policies Ð that is, as the size of 
the winning coalition increases, leaders reduce their provision of private goods in 
favor of the now relatively cheaper public goods. Consequently,É those who rely 
on a large coalition emphasize the production of [public] goods that benefit 
everyone in society.55 

 
Therefore, guaranteeing access to or the provision of private goods is more important to 
leaders with small winning coalitions than to leaders with large winning coalitions. 
Conversely, guaranteeing access to or the provision of public goods is more important to 
leaders with large winning coalitions than to leaders with small winning coalitions. This 
logic suggests an important corollary about the behavior of leaders in international 
negotiations. 

Corollary 2.1: Leaders who rely on the production and allocation of a 
particular type of good to maintain the support of their domestic winning coalition 

                                                
54 Boyer 1993, 7. 
55 Bueno de Mesquita, et al. 2003, 37 and 91. It is important to note that selectorate theory recognizes the 
inherent ambiguity of the distinction between private and public goods. As Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003, 
58 and 487 endnote #4) note: ÒMany policies that yield public goods Ð perhaps all Ð also provide private 
benefits to someÉ. Focusing on the mixture of goods is important in this context to help distinguish 
private-production benefits from public-consumption benefitsÉ. It is not critical that any good meets the 
definition of a pure public good or a pure private good. We are concerned with how much a leader spends 
on each type of good. Equivalently, the selectorate theory can be thought of as addressing the allocation of 
a bundle of mixed goods, with the relative weighting of the mix between private benefits and public 
benefits being the estimated quantity in the theory.Ó 
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are more likely to bargain for access to the same type of good in international 
negotiations. 

As Clark argues, Òit seems logical that a president (or any executive) facing a 
domestic audience [or a winning coalition] in need of private goods will turn to private-
goods solutions, while if public goods will enhance electoral fortunes [or political 
survival], then public-goods solutions will be employed.Ó56 More generally, Bueno de 
Mesquita and Downs claim that Òleaders of democracies will be attracted to [a foreign 
policy] which will be perceivedÉ as directly tied to the provision of a public good or that 
is likely to effect a significant portion of the population. Leaders of autocratic states are 
more likely to focus on the acquisition of resources that can be converted to private 
goods.Ó57 Thus, given their reliance on the provision of private goods, leaders of small 
winning coalitions are more likely to bargain for access to private as opposed to public 
goods in international negotiations. Similarly, given their need to provide public goods, 
leaders of large winning coalitions are more likely to bargain for access to public as 
opposed to private goods in international negotiations. 
 
Premise 3: The size of a leader’s winning coalition affects the “factor-intensity” of 
his preferred policy inputs for the production and allocation of goods to coalition 
members. Leaders can choose to focus either on extracting resources from the 
general population (a “capital-intensive” strategy) or on mobilizing the general 
population to foster wealth and security expansion throughout society (a “labor-
intensive” strategy). 

As the importance of producing and allocating a particular type of good increases, 
leaderÕs Òwill devote more resources to those policies better suited to the production of 
[that good], necessitating a reduction in resources devoted to those policies that produce 
[other goods].Ó58 As Olson notes, a coalition leadership Òcan in principle serve its 
members either by making the pie the society produces larger, so that its members would 
get larger slices even with the same shares as before, or alternatively by obtaining larger 
shares or slices of the [existing or shrinking] social pie for its members.Ó59 Put 
differently, leaders can choose between two domestic factors for the production of goods: 
ÒlaborÓ (national resources that can be mobilized) and ÒcapitalÓ (national resources that 
can be extracted).60 The Òfactor-intensityÓ of a particular strategy refers to the relative 
contribution of either capital (extraction) or labor (mobilization) to the production of the 
desired goods. For the purposes of this analysis, then, a Òcapital-intensiveÓ strategy refers 

                                                
56 Clark 2001, 645. 
57 Bueno de Mesquita and Downs 2006, 630. 
58 Morgan and Palmer 2000, 16. 
59 Olson 1982, 42. 
60 These terms serve the purpose of conceptual placeholders and are meant only to differentiate the relative 
factor intensities of alternative policy strategies Ð namely, those that seek to extract material resources 
(what is here referred to as ÒcapitalÓ) and those that seek to mobilize society (what is here referred to as 
ÒlaborÓ). Though these strategies are not mutually exclusive in principle, it is assumed for analytical 
purposes that they are substituted in a zero-sum process. In other words, more attention devoted to 
extracting capital means less attention to mobilizing labor, and vice versa. The use of the concepts of 
ÒcapitalÓ and ÒlaborÓ in this way is suggested by the literature on (in)dependent militarization (e.g., Barnett 
and Wendt 1992; Wendt and Barnett 1993; Wulf 1979). 
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to policies designed to extract resources from society, whereas a Òlabor-intensiveÓ 
strategy refers to policies designed to mobilize resources in society. 

Leaders with small winning coalitions Ð what Olson calls Òdistributional 
coalitionsÓ Ð are Òoverwhelmingly oriented to struggles over the distribution of income 
and wealth in society rather than to the production of additional outputÓ and therefore 
Òcan best serve [their] membersÕ interests by striving to seize a larger share of a societyÕs 
production for them.Ó61 Though actual extractive capacity is unrelated to regime type,62 
leaders who rely on a small winning coalition seek to tax at higher rates than do leaders 
who rely on a large winning coalition.63 Conversely, leaders with large or encompassing 
coalitions Òhave an incentive to make sacrificesÉf or policies and activities that are 
sufficiently rewarding for the society as a wholeÓ and are therefore more concerned about 
mobilizing resources to foster widespread wealth, prosperity, and security than are 
leaders of small or distributional coalitions.64 By creating more efficient property rights, 
providing an atmosphere conducive to innovation, dismantling rent-seeking coalitions, 
and enforcing compliance with the law, leaders of large winning coalitions are Òclarifying 
their role in producing and promoting contributions to valued collective goodsÓ and 
thereby enhancing their value to the members of their winning coalition as well as to the 
society in general.65 Put differently, leaders with small winning coalitions seek to extract 
resources from the general population rather than mobilize and expand them throughout 
society, whereas leaders with large winning coalitions seek to do the opposite. As Bueno 
de Mesquita, et al note: 

 
High taxes make sense when a leader needs to redistribute substantial resources 
from one set of people [read: the general population] to another [read: the winning 
coalition]. When a leader returns tax revenues to the populace in the form of 
public goods, it makes sense only to tax enough to provide beneficial services that 
individuals find difficult to provide for themselvesÉ. In small-coalition systems 
leaders tax at close to income-maximization rates. Although this high level of 
appropriation discourages economic activity, the revenues enable the leader to 
adequately compensate her small coalition with private benefits and retain 
resources for herself. Such a tax policy is political suicide in a large-coalition 
system. Taxing at high levels discourages economic activity that residents would 
otherwise have undertakenÉ. As a result, large-coalition systems encourage 
economic activity, and, by extension, economic growth, through their relatively 
low tax rates and provision of public goods. 66 
 

In sum, leaders who have a small winning coalition focus on capital-intensive strategies 
and therefore place great importance on having a high extractive (or tax) capacity. 

                                                
61 Olson 1982, 44. 
62 For example, see Cheibub 1998; Organski and Kugler 1980. 
63 This relationship was f irst demonstrated in Olson 1993; McGuire and Olson 1996. 
64 Olson 1982, 48. 
65 Levi 1988, 67. See also Lake and Baum 2001. In this regard, it is useful to think of public goods as 
mobilizers of society in the sense that Òtotal output [ is] a function of the level of provision of public goodsÓ 
(McGuire and Olson 1996, 74). 
66 Bueno de Mesquita, et al. 2003, 94, 105-106. 
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Conversely, leaders who have a large winning coalition focus on labor-intensive 
strategies and place great importance on having a high mobilization capacity. 
 
Premise 4: The likelihood that a leader either will choose “factor-appropriate” 
policies at the start of his tenure in office or successfully compensate for “factor-
inappropriate” policies during the course of his tenure is a function of his 
“willingness” and “ability” to do so. 

As suggested above in Premise 3, leaders select initial policies based upon the 
size of their winning coalition. In other words, policies are structurally induced by 
coalition size. However, leaders may attempt to change such policies for at least three 
reasons: (1) an exogenous shock renders current policies inefficient, (2) a change of the 
leaderÕs preferences renders such policies undesirable, or (3) current policies simply are 
Òfactor-inappropriateÓ given available resources. The auxiliary premises developed 
toward the end of this section address the effects of exogenous shocks. As suggested in 
Premise 1, the present theoretical model holds leaderÕs preferences constant Ð that is, it 
assumes that leaders are motivated solely by the preference to remain in office rather than 
by ideological preferences for certain types of policies. As Downs famously remarked, 
ÒpoliticiansÉf ormulate policies in order to win elections, rather than win elections in 
order to formulate policies.Ó67 Therefore, the second reason is not addressed in this 
model. The current premise, then, focuses on the implications of the third reason why 
leaders adjust current policies: factor-inappropriateness. 

The concept of Òfactor-appropriatenessÓ captures the balance between the factor-
intensity of a particular policy and the factor endowments available for implementing that 
policy. Factor-appropriateness represents a situation where intensity and endowment are 
in relative balance, meaning that there is sufficient capital to pursue a capital-intensive 
policy or, alternatively, there is sufficient labor to pursue a labor-intensive policy. When 
appropriateness exists, leaders possess, respectively, high extractive capacity or high 
mobilization capacity. Factor-inappropriateness, on the other hand, occurs when intensity 
and endowment are unbalanced Ð that is, when a leader seeks to employ a capital-
intensive policy in a capital-poor environment or a labor-intensive policy in a labor-poor 
environment. When this occurs, leaders possess, respectively, low extractive capacity or 
low mobilization capacity. In the event of factor-inappropriateness, a leaderÕs survival is 
threatened by his inability to effectively allocate resources across preferred policies so as 
to produce the goods that ensure the continued support of coalition members. Such 
leaders should therefore be motivated to pursue new policy strategies designed to prevent 
the erosion of their coalition membersÕ support. For the purposes of this analysis, leaders 
can choose among three such strategies: accommodational, restructural, or international.68 
The first two options are internally-oriented, while the third is externally-oriented.69 
 An accommodational strategy involves working with existing policy instruments 
and within existing institutional arrangements to address the issue at hand. As such, this 
strategy involves very little or marginal policy change. Essentially, then, this strategy 

                                                
67 Downs 1957 [1985], 28. 
68 Barnett 1990, 542-546. 
69 Following Barnett (1990, 542 footnote 35), these policy options are assumed to be noncomplimentary for 
reasons of analytical simplification, though in reality they can be complimentary. 
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represents Òan effort to keep the lid down on a boiling potÓ70 Ð that is, an unwillingness to 
change factor-inappropriate policies.  

A restructural strategy involves an attempt by state leaders to reconfigure the 
current political environment as a means to arrive at more factor-appropriate policies. 
This strategy can take one of two forms: (1) leaders with large winning coalitions can 
increase centralization and direct state control over national resources by shrinking the 
size of their minimum winning coalition and shifting toward a more capital-intensive 
strategy; or (2) leaders with small winning coalitions can decentralize and increase 
indirect state facilitation of wealth and security expansion by increasing the size of their 
minimum winning coalition and shifting toward a more labor-intensive strategy. 
Understandably, this approach involves significant political risk for the leader, as it 
constitutes a long-term policy strategy designed to renegotiate the domestic social 
contract by making it either more exclusive or more inclusive. A restructural strategy 
therefore implies the adoption of alternative policies rather than additional, substitutable 
policies to compensate for the factor-inappropriateness of current policies. 

An international strategy, on the other hand, involves seeking external sources of 
needed resources by entering into arrangements with the leaders of other states, and thus 
implies the adoption of additional, substitutable policies that are suited to produce the 
desired goods that cannot be produced domestically. This approach essentially involves 
adding one or more new (international) members to the existing (domestic) minimum 
winning coalition by negotiating an externally-dependent status in exchange for access to 
relevant resources and/or goods. 

The likelihood that a leader will choose any of the above policies is a function of 
two domestic political variables: what are referred to below as the leaderÕs ÒwillingnessÓ 
and Òability.Ó Of more specific interest given the empirical focus of this paper Ð that is, 
the foreign policy choice of whether or not to host a foreign military presence Ð it is 
argued below that these two variables significantly affect the propensity of leaders to 
pursue an international strategy as a means to manipulate or adjust for unfavorable 
domestic political circumstances.71 

Willingness: As Lamborn notes, Òthe impactÉof  relevant resources on outcomes 
is contingent on the ability and the willingness of policy coalitions to make and sustain 
strategically wise policies.Ó72 The concept of a leaderÕs ÒwillingnessÓ to change or adjust 
policy captures the institutional policymaking dynamics within a regime as a direct 
function of winning coalition size. As the essential supporters of the incumbent leader, 
members of the winning coalition are what Tsebelis refers to as Òveto playersÓ Ð that is, 
Òactors whose agreement is necessary for a change of the status quoÓ policy.73 As the 
number of veto players increases (or decreases), the size of the Òwinset of the status quoÓ 
Ð that is, Òthe set of outcomes [or policies] that can replace the status quoÓ Ð decreases (or 
increases).74 As the size of the winset decreases (or increases), the likelihood of policy 
change decreases (or increases) as well. This relationship between the number of veto 

                                                
70 Rothstein 1987, 144. 
71 For a similar argument concerning the effects of domestic political institutions and levels of available 
policy resources on the diversionary use of force abroad, see Miller 1995; 1999. 
72 Lamborn 1991, 51. 
73 Tsebelis 2002, 19. 
74 Ibid. 
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players or coalition members and the likelihood of policy change is a direct result of Òthe 
intersection of restrictions that each [additional] participant imposes on the set of 
outcomes.Ó75 Given that the process of formulating and implementing policies designed 
to maintain the support of coalition members entails bargaining among those members, 
such bargaining becomes easier as the number of members becomes smaller. Not only is 
the likelihood of change from the status quo policy (SQ) to its replacement policy (SQ«) 
affected by the size of the winset Ð and thus by the size of the winning coalition Ð but so 
too is the possible extent or degree of such changes: 

 
When the winset of the status quo is small, the distance between SQ and SQ« 
(which is represented by |SQ Ð SQ«|) will be small. When the winset of SQ is 
large, |SQ Ð SQ«| can be either small or large. Aggregating across many cases will 
therefore present the following picture. On average,Él arge winsets will present 
bigger |SQ Ð SQ«| than small winsets. In addition, large winsets will present 
higher variance of |SQ Ð SQ«| than small winsets.76 
 

Thus, the likelihood of policy change increases (or decreases) as the size of a leaderÕs 
winning coalition decreases (or increases). A Reno observes, Òrulers of slimmed-down 
political networksÉc an make decisions quickly and reverse course with relatively little 
encumbrance.Ó77 Conversely, Van de Walle notes that Òdemocratization makes reform 
[i.e., policy change]Éha rder because of the additional constituency pressures on decision 
makers.Ó78 Moreover, the likelihood that such change is significant increases (or 
decreases) as the size of a leaderÕs winning coalition decreases (or increases), though the 
variance of change is likely to be greater (or lesser) as the winning coalition decreases (or 
increases) in size. Before moving on to a discussion of a leaderÕs Òability,Ó the above 
logic suggests an important corollary about the behavior of leaders in international 
negotiations. 
 Corollary 4.1: The size of the win-set of the status quo (and thus the size of a 
leader’s winning coalition) affects the likelihood that international agreements will 
be successfully negotiated. 

As Putnam notes, Òany successful [international] agreement must fall within 
theÉw in-sets of each of the parties to the accord. Thus, agreement is possible only if 
those win-sets overlap, and the larger each win-set, the more likely they are to overlap. 
Conversely, the smaller the win-sets, the greater the risk that the negotiations will break 
down.Ó79 Thus, given their larger win-sets, small-coalition leaders are more likely to 
successfully negotiate international agreements than large-coalition leaders. 

Ability: The concept of a leaderÕs ÒabilityÓ to make and sustain strategically 
appropriate policies, on the other hand, captures the political and policymaking dynamics 
between the state and its society.80 Essentially, ÒabilityÓ is a gauge of the stateÕs 
legitimacy relative to its society, and it is reflected in either the stateÕs extractive capacity 

                                                
75 Ibid., 9. 
76 Ibid., 32. 
77 Reno 1998, 226. 
78 Van de Walle 2001, 15. 
79 Putnam 1988, 437-438. 
80 For instance, see Migdal 1988. 
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or its mobilization capacity. Given that both extractive and mobilization capacity also are 
affected by the availability of resources (holding legitimacy constant), ÒabilityÓ is 
constrained by societyÕs factor endowment as well as regime legitimacy. 

For leaders with a small winning coalition, Òrevenue extraction is an unambiguous 
and continuous derivative of political capacity. Few governmental operations are pursued 
so vigorously, few depend so heavily on popular support or fear of punishment, and even 
fewer affect so directly the lives of all individuals in society. Without a steady flow of 
revenue, there is no national unity, no control, no organization; in sum, there is no 
government.Ó81 Accordingly, as Zakaria notes, Òstate power is that portion of national 
power the government can extract for its purposes and reflects the ease with which 
central decision-makers can achieve their ends.Ó82 When a state has high extractive 
capacity (or factor-appropriateness), the leader is likely to be primarily internally-
oriented toward opportunities to buttress his survival, for he possesses the capacity to 
extract a large fraction of domestic resources for the production and allocation of private 
goods to maintain the support of coalition members. As noted above, when a state has 
low capacity (or factor-inappropriateness), the leader can attempt to adjust for this by 
pursuing either an accommodational, restructural, or international strategy. 

Small-coalition leaders are unlikely to pursue an accommodational strategy Ð one 
that simply attempts to intensify efforts to extract resources Òfrom a society that is 
already economically stretched and politically alienatedÓ83 Ð for intensified extraction in 
an already capital-poor environment will inevitably deplete the pool of latent resources 
and ultimately force leaders to pursue one of the other strategies. Similarly, small-
coalition leaders are unlikely to pursue a restructural policy Ð one that renegotiates the 
domestic social contract by making it more inclusive (that is, increasing the size of the 
winning coalition) and shifting toward more labor-intensive means to acquire resources. 
As noted in Premise 1, leaders seek to construct a minimum winning coalition, one that is 
just large enough to retain power. Furthermore, as argued above in the current premise, a 
small winning coalition increases a regimeÕs ÒwillingnessÓ to change policy. Taken 
together, a small-coalition leaderÕs greater ÒwillingnessÓ to change policy and his 
preference to maintain the smallest coalition possible is likely to make the international 
strategy more attractive than the restructural strategy, for the former is likely to increase 
the size of the winning coalition less than the latter. Consequently, small-coalition leaders 
who face a situation of factor-inappropriateness (or lack the capacity to extract domestic 
resources) often are motivated Òto search for outside resources to maintain domestic 
power structures.Ó84 
 For leaders with large winning coalitions, an essential aspect of state power is the 
ability Òto mobilize their nationÕs human and material resources behindÉpol icy 
initiatives.Ó85 A stateÕs mobilization capacity is highly constrained by societyÕs factor 
endowment. Though the purpose of mobilization is to maximize the potential of this 
endowment, a state cannot mobilize beyond the upper bounds of this potential. When a 

                                                
81 Kugler and Domke 1986, 45. 
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83 Barnett and Levy 1991, 370-378. 
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85 Christensen 1996, 11. 



Brown 20 

state has high mobilization capacity (factor-appropriateness), the leader is likely to be 
primarily internally-oriented toward opportunities to buttress his survival, for he 
possesses the capacity to mobilize a large amount of domestic resources for the 
production and allocation of public goods to maintain the support of coalition members. 
When a state has low capacity (factor-inappropriateness) Ð that is, when societyÕs growth 
potential is naturally small, its latent resources have been exhausted through previous 
mobilization efforts, or the regime is perceived as illegitimate and therefore cannot 
mobilize existing resources Ð the leader can choose one of the aforementioned strategies 
as a means to compensate for this inappropriateness. 

A large-coalition leader faced with factor-inappropriateness is more likely to 
pursue an accommodational strategy than a restructural or an international strategy. An 
accommodational strategy is perhaps most likely for the simple reason that, as argued 
above, the winset of the status quo shrinks as the size of the coalition increases, thereby 
decreasing the likelihood of a change from the status quo policy. Ceteris paribus, when 
domestic institutional constraints are high, aiming to maintain the status quo Ð that is, Òto 
keep the lid down on a boiling potÓ Ð is simply easier than seeking to alter it in a 
significant way. A restructural strategy is therefore unlikely, for the low popularity of the 
redistributive consequences from increased efforts to extract resources from society likely 
will lead opposition elites to propose an alternative accommodational strategy: one that 
claims to be more effective than the incumbentÕs current policy, but one that does not 
involve an increase in extraction as proposed in the incumbentÕs restructural strategy. 
Foreseeing this development, the incumbent leader will simply seek to accommodate Ð 
that is, to change current policies only at the margins.86 

An international strategy is unlikely for similar reasons. When leaders entertain 
the possibility of entering into a cooperative relationship with the leader of another state, 
they must consider both the likely positive Òhome country benefitsÓ as well as the 
possible negative externalities of pursuing such a relationship.87 When the negative 
externalities of an international relationship appear to outnumber the home country 
benefits Ð that is, when such a relationship holds the possibility of creating more Òpublic 
badsÓ than public goods for the home country Ð a large-coalition leader will be 
constrained from pursuing such an international strategy in the same manner as he was 
with regard to the restructural strategy. This is especially the case for large-coalition 
leaders faced with factor-inappropriate policies. States that possess low mobilization 
capacity confront an external environment that presents few opportunities for 
independent action. Given these constraints, such states are capable of exercising only 
very limited, if any, influence in the international arena, which suggests that an 
international strategy would likely develop into a situation of dependence or Òinformal 
empire,Ó where the interests and policies of the external patron ultimately take 
precedence.88 As Barnett notes, ÒAlmost invariably conditions and stipulations 
accompany foreign assistance that restricts the recipientÕs employment of these borrowed 
resourcesÉ. In other words, there is a paradox: while the recruitment of a foreign 
benefactor can increase the amount of resources availableÉ,  the resources may be 
accompanied by restrictive conditions that undermine the very reason for which these 
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resources are requested.Ó89 Accordingly, such situations often give rise to Òrival agency 
problems.Ó As Bueno de Mesquita and Downs argue: 
 

The elected leader of [a] democracy is preeminently the agent of his or her 
domestic winning coalition and can only survive by implementing something 
close to its preferred policy agendaÉ. To the extent that the leaderÉoperates as 
an agent of [another] stateÕs winning coalition, the leader undermines his or her 
survival unless the goals of the two constituencies are identical, which they are 
unlikely to be because each is primarily interested in the provision of public 
goods within its borders.90 

 
Foreseeing this scenario, such leaders often tend to pursue lower levels of overall 
involvement on the world stage91 as well as foreign policies that emphasize maintenance 
rather than change.92 Ultimately, then, a large-coalition leader faced with factor-
inappropriate policies is better situated to pursue an accommodational as opposed to 
either a restructural or an international strategy. Figure 1 below summarizes the 
relationship between winning coalition size, willingness, factor-appropriateness, and 
ability. 
 
Figure 1: Host State Typology 
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Auxiliary Premise 1: The presence of an external threat increases the likelihood that 
state leaders will negotiate for and/or host a foreign military presence, but this 
positive effect varies in magnitude with the size of the leader’s winning coalition. 
Thus, the effect of an external threat on the likelihood that leaders will negotiate for 
and/or host a foreign military presence is likely to be one of differing magnitude 
rather than direction.  
 [Please note: the argument behind this premise is in the process of being 
developed and is therefore not presented in this draft.] 
 
[Please note: additional auxiliary premises will discuss the effects of strategic 
interaction at the international level, such as alliance membership, trade levels, etc. 
However, the arguments behind these premises are in the process of being 
developed and are therefore not presented in this draft].  
 

Initial Hypotheses 

 Three groups of hypotheses are presented below. The first group of hypotheses 

(HN) addresses the decision to enter into and engage in strategic access negotiations. For 

added clarity, references to Figure 1 are placed in parentheses. 

HN1: Leaders of with factor-inappropriate policies (column 1) are more likely 
than leaders with factor-appropriate policies (column 2) to enter into negotiations 
for granting strategic access. 
 
HN2: Small-coalition leaders (row 2) are more likely than large-coalition leaders 
(row 1) to enter into negotiations for granting strategic access. 
 
HN3: Small-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 2.1) are 
more like than large-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 1.1) 
to enter into negotiations for granting strategic access. 
 
HN4: Small-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 2.1) are 
more likely than small-coalition leaders with factor-appropriate policies (box 2.2) 
to enter into negotiations for granting strategic access. 
 
HN5: Large-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 1.1) are 
more likely than large-coalition leaders with factor-appropriate policies (box 1.2) 
to enter into negotiations for granting strategic access. 
 
HN6: Once in negotiations, small-coalition leaders (row 2) are more likely than 
large-coalition leaders (row 1) to negotiate for access to private-type goods. 
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HN7: Once in negotiations, large-coalition leaders (row 1) are more likely than 
small-coalition leaders (row 2) to negotiate for access to public-type goods. 
 

The second group of hypotheses (HA) addresses the decision to enter into a strategic 

access agreement or to grant strategic access. 

HA1: Leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (column 1) are more likely than 
leaders with factor-appropriate policies (column 2) to grant strategic access. 

 
HA2: Small-coalition leaders (row 2) are more likely than large-coalition leaders 
(row 1) to grant strategic access. 
 
HA3: Small-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 2.1) are 
more like than large-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 1.1) 
to grant strategic access. 
 
HA4: Small-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 2.1) are 
more likely than small-coalition leaders with factor-appropriate policies (box 2.2) 
to grant strategic access. 
 
HA5: Large-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 1.1) are 
more likely than large-coalition leaders with factor-appropriate policies (box 1.2) 
to grant strategic access. 
 
HA6: An offer of private goods by the sender has a greater positive impact on the 
likelihood that small-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 2.1) 
will grant strategic access than it does on the likelihood that large-coalition 
leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 1.1) will grant strategic access. 
 
HA7: An offer of public goods by the sender has a greater positive impact on the 
likelihood that large-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 1.1) 
will grant strategic access than it does on the likelihood that small-coalition 
leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 2.1) will grant strategic access. 
 

The third group of hypotheses (HS) addresses the effects of system-level variables on the 

decisions to engage in strategic access negotiations and to enter into a strategic access 

agreement. 

HS1: The presence of an external threat has a greater positive impact on the 
likelihood that large-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 1.1) 
will enter into negotiations for granting strategic access than it does on the 
likelihood that small-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 2.1) 
will enter into negotiations for granting strategic access. 
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HS2: The presence of an external threat has a greater positive impact on the 
likelihood that large-coalition leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 1.1) 
will grant strategic access than it does on the likelihood that small-coalition 
leaders with factor-inappropriate policies (box 2.1) will grant strategic access. 

 
Research Design 
 
[Please note: the following section is extremely rough, incomplete, and undeveloped. 
It is included in this draft solely for purposes of eliciting comments and suggestions, 
and therefore should not be considered a statement of the actual proposed research 
design. Developing the research design will constitute a large part of the next phase 
of the research project.] 
 
Case Selection 
 
The aim of this research is to arrive at a better understanding of the conditions under 
which target host state leaders are more or less likely to enter into strategic access 
negotiations and/or grant strategic access. The unit of analysis for empirical testing is, 
therefore, strategic access negotiations, and the primary case selection criterion is the 
occurrence of (successful and unsuccessful) negotiations between the U.S. and potential 
host states during the period of 1946-2006. 

The U.S. is selected for two practical reasons. The first reason concerns the lack 
of an existing data set for strategic access negotiations as well as the lack of previous 
theoretical analyses of the subject. Given that this project represents a first attempt to 
systemically and rigorously model and test statesÕ decisions to grant strategic access, it 
seems practical to focus on one sender state as a plausibility probe of the factors that 
influence the decisions of target host states, especially when the one sender has a history 
of successful and unsuccessful strategic access negotiations with many states. Thus, the 
period of 1946-2006 is selected because the U.S. actively sought and acquired strategic 
access with many different states throughout the entire period. The second reason 
concerns the availability of information about the negotiations. The forward deployment 
of military assets and personnel is a highly sensitive issue of foreign and security policy. 
In fact, the specific details of many negotiations over foreign military bases Ð and 
sometimes even the very existence or occurrence of strategic access negotiations Ð are 
classified and therefore unavailable. The probability of acquiring accurate information on 
such negotiations is arguably higher for the U.S. than for other potential sender states. 

To account for any selection bias that might result from limiting the empirical 
analysis to one sender state and many host states, the data set will also include the 
universe of potential host states that have never engaged in strategic access negotiations 
with the U.S. due either to outright refusal on the part of the potential host or to lack of 
strategic or political interest on the part of the U.S. As Fearon observes, Òthe historical 
cases we use to evaluate theoriesÉt ypically became cases by virtue of prior choices 
made by individuals. Selection effects occur when factors that influence the choices that 
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produce cases also influence the outcome or dependent variable for each case.Ó93 Thus, 
the data set includes all non-negotiation cases. 
 
The Dependent Variables 
 
This paper addresses three specific questions and therefore has three dependent variables.  
 
Decision to Enter into Strategic Access Negotiations: 

The first research question concerns the conditions under which target host state 
leaders are more or less likely to enter into strategic access negotiations. Therefore, the 
first dependent variable is the target host state leaderÕs decision to enter into strategic 
access negotiations. This decision is captured with a dichotomous dependent variable, 
where a value of 1 is coded for the decision to enter into negotiations and a value of 0 for 
the decision not to enter into negotiations. 

 
Decision to Enter into a Strategic Access Agreement: 

The second research question concerns the conditions under which target host 
state leaders are more or less likely to actually agree to host a foreign military presence. 
Thus, the second dependent variable is the target host state leaderÕs decision to enter into 
a strategic access agreement. This decision is captured with a dichotomous dependent 
variable, where a value of 1 is coded for the decision to grant access and a value of 0 for 
the decision not to grant access. 
 
Decision to Bargain/Negotiate for Different Type of Goods: 

The third research question concerns whether those leaders who enter into 
negotiations bargain for access to private or public goods. [Note: the operationalization of 
this dependent variable has not been worked out. See remarks below on the independent 
variable for sender state offers.] 
 
The Independent Variables 
 
Host State Winning Coalition: 
 Bueno de Mesquita, et al (2003, 133-135) suggest an initial, crude 
operationalization of the size of the winning coalition that captures, as a composite index, 
(1) regime type, (2) the competitiveness of executive recruitment, (3) the openness of 
executive recruitment, and (4) the competitiveness of political participation. The first 
component is taken from Banks (2006). (Note: Bueno de Mesquita, et al. use the 1996 
edition of Banks, but I will use the 2006 edition.) The remaining components come from 
the POLITY IV dataset, which currently goes through 2004. Bueno de Mesquita and 
Downs (2006, 648) provide a succinct statement on how the index is constructed: 
 

We estimate the size of W as a composite index based on the variables 
REGTYPE, XRCOMP, XROPEN, and PARCOMP. When REGTYPE is not 
missing data and is not equal to codes 2 or 3 in the Polity data set, so that the 
regime type was not a military or military/civilian regime, we award one point to 

                                                
93 Fearon 2002, 7. 
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W. When XRCOMP, that is, the competitiveness of executive recruitment, is 
larger than or equal to code 2 then another point is assigned to W. An XRCOMP 
code of 1 means that the chief executive was selected by heredity or in rigged, 
unopposed elections, suggesting dependence on few people. Code values of 2 and 
3 refer to greater degrees of responsiveness to supporters, indicating a larger 
winning coalition. XROPEN, the openness of executive recruitment, contributes 
an additional point to W if the executive is recruited in a more open setting than 
heredity (that is, the variableÕs value is greater than 2)É. Finally, one more point 
can be contributed to the index of W if PARCOMP, competitiveness of 
participation, is coded as a 5, meaning that Ôthere are relatively stable and 
enduring groups which regularly compete for political influence at the national 
level.Õ We divide by the maximum value of 4. The normalized minimum value, 
then, is 0 and the maximum is 1. It is evident that the progression from 0 to 1 to 2, 
up to 4 is not linear, as the indicator suggests and so the index is best thought of 
as a logarithmic scale that estimates the order of magnitude of the winning 
coalition. 

 
Host State Extractive Capacity: 
 The purpose of this variable is to capture the regimeÕs ability to extract resources 
from domestic society. To start, it should be noted that there is a large literature (from 
economics as well as comparative politics) on conceptualizing and operationalizing 
extractive capacity. While I am aware of this literature, I have not reviewed it at this 
point. Reviewing this literature will constitute a sizeable aspect of the next phase of 
research on this project. 

That being said, one possible operationalization is suggested by Organski and 
Kugler (1980) and Kugler and Domke (1986), where extractive capacity is 
operationalized as the real tax ratio Ð that is, the quotient of total taxes collected over 
total output Ð over the estimated possible tax rate given the stateÕs per capita GDP, 
exports as a share of GNP, agricultural production as a share of GDP, and mining 
revenue as a share of GDP. The estimated possible tax rate is calculated using multiple 
regression analysis, where the estimated tax rate of each host state is the dependent 
variable and per capita GDP, exports as a share of GNP, agricultural production as a 
share of GDP, and mining revenue as a share of GDP are the independent variables. In 
other words, actual tax capacity = real tax ratio / estimated possible tax rate. This 
operationalization presents a straightforward measure of each stateÕs tax capacity. If the 
actual and estimated possible tax revenues are the same (e.g., actual tax capacity !  1), the 
state can be thought of as operating at a ÒnormalÓ or expected level of actual tax capacity. 
If the actual tax revenue exceeds the estimated possible tax revenue (e.g., actual tax 
capacity > 1), the state can be thought of as operating at a high tax capacity given its tax 
base. If the actual tax revenue falls below the estimated possible tax revenue (e.g., actual 
tax capacity < 1), the state can be thought of as operating at a low actual tax capacity 
given its tax base. This operationalization also produces a useful measure for 
comparisons across the target host states in the data set by controlling for potential 
inequalities in the distribution of economic resources across the states. Thus, states with 
higher values for actual tax capacity can be thought of as relatively more capable than 
states with lower values. 
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 Another possible and less complex operationalization, suggested by Barnett 
(1992) and Miller (1995), is simply the ratio of direct taxes as a percentage of total 
revenue Ð that is, the proportion of total central government revenue derived from direct 
taxes. As Barnett (1992, 44) notes: ÒBriefly, a direct tax is one Ôcollected directly (or via 
withholding) from the persons expected to bear the burden of the tax, in the sense of a 
reduction of real incomeÕÉ .Ô[D]irect taxes are much more difficult to collect than 
indirect taxes because they require more effective infrastructural powerÕÉ. [Thus] a state 
that derives a larger percentage of its revenues from direct methods has greater 
infrastructural capacity.Ó The data for this measure can be compiled from the United 
Nations Statistical Yearbook. 
 
 
Host State Mobilization Capacity: 
 The purpose of this variable is to capture the regimeÕs ability to mobilize 
resources in its domestic society (as opposed to extract resources from society). One 
possible indicator that directly taps into the regimeÕs ability to mobilize its population is 
per capita GDP. As Handel (1981, 14) notes,  Òthe GNP per capitaÉi ndicates a countryÕs 
level of education, and industrialization, and hence furnishes a better idea of its capacity 
to provide its armed forces with modern equipment, to maintain its weapon systems, and 
to mobilize its manpower.Ó This operationalization fits nicely into the concept of public 
goods as mobilizers of society, where Òtotal output [is] a function of the level of 
provision of public goodsÓ (McGuire and Olson 1996, 74). 
 
 
Sender State Offer(s): 
 There is a large literature (from economics and political science) on the general 
classification of goods in terms of their degrees of publicness and privateness, as well as 
a more specific literature on classifying specific defense-related goods. At this point, I 
have not reviewed this literature. 
 
Control Variables 
 
External Threat to Potential Host state: 
  
 
Potential Host State Alliance Membership With Sender State: 
  
 
Potential Host State Alliance Membership With Sender State Competitor: 
 
 
Previous Strategic Access Agreement With Sender State: 
 Some of the strategic access negotiations will concern the renewal of existing or 
past arrangements and agreements. This raises the possibility (and methodological 
problem) of nonindependent observations, which, if present, can affect the accuracy of 
the statistical results for the empirical analysis. The problem of nonindependent 
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observations, as Huth and Allee (2004, 213) note, is that Òvalues on the dependent 
variable for a stateÉobservation in time-period t are systematically related to the 
behavior and actions of that same state in preceding time periods. Put differently, the 
prior history of the [relationship] is important in understanding the current behavior of 
the [negotiating parties].Ó Consequently, one control variable is a dummy variable that 
records a value of 1 for the presence of a previous strategic access agreement between the 
sender and the target host state and a value of 0 if no previous agreement between the 
parties exists. 
 
Potential Host State Trade Levels With Sender State: 
  
 
Potential Host State Trade Levels With Enemies or Allies of Sender State: 
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