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Abstract Thedecisionto deploy military assets and personnd onto theterritory of
anothe sovereign state is amongthemos enduring and widdy studied aspects of
internaiond politics. Y et, theequdly important and arguably more risky pdicy decision
to host aforeign military presence has received comparatively little scholarly attention.
To address this gap in theliterature, this pgoe poses two questions First, unde wha
conditionsare potential hog state leaders more or less likely to agree to enter into
strategic access negotiationsand to hog aforeignmilitary presence? Second,oncein
negotiations what do patential hog state leaders bargan and negotate for, and ultimately
agreeto? To gan traction onthese questions this article condructs a domestic politics
modd of foreign policy decision-making. Drawing on ingghts from selectorate theory,
themodd linksthesize of potential hod state leadersOwinning coditionsand the
availability of preferred policy resources to the decision of whether to hogd aforeign
military presence as a meansto manipulate or adjust for unfavorable domestic political
circumstances. Ultimately, themodd will betested on an origind dataset that
encompasses al strategic access negotiationsbeween the U.S. and other states duringthe
period 19462006
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Since thetime of theandent Greeks and Romans powerful political actors have pursued
access to strategic foreign and overseas territory primarily throughtheuse of military
force and theimpostion of colonial rule.* However, theend of World War 11 in 1945and
theonset of anew wave of decolonization shortly thereafter together broughtthe
downfall of this traditiond right of conquest, replacing it with a nom of territorial
integrity and fixed bordersfor all existing states as well as for many former colonies.
Following this subgantial nom shift at theinternaional level, the primary legitimate
meansfor ganing access to strategic foreign territory became negotiationsand quid pro
quos® such tha Qhe second hdf of thetwentieth centuryEha s seen a steady growth in
the number of formal andinformal arrangaments granting states access to military
ingallationsand facilities overseas.3 Thus while the forward deployment of military
assets and personnd onto theterritory of another sovereign state remainsamongthe most
critical and risky policy choices facing political and military leaders, such leaders can no
longe choo thar hog states at will. Indead, they are obliged to bargan and negotiate
for strategic access, which meanstha theleaders of potentia hog states now face an
equdly, if notmorerisky policy choice of whether to alow the passage and stationing of
foreign troopsand/or military matériel within ther borders.

While the decision to deploy military assets and personné abroad is regularly
addressed in theliterature on grand strategy,” the decision to hog them receives
compaatively little scholarly attention. Reflecting this fact, arecent study by the Atlantic
Coundl observes tha QGhe United States needsto undestand how U.S. forces and bases
are viewed throughthe eyes of current and potential future partnerski n order to
maximize the U.S. ability to obtain and maintain bases and base access.(3 As the United
States moves to expand its military presence in Eastern Europe(Bulgaria, Poland, and
Romania), Africa (Algeria, Chad, Djibout, Gabon,Ghana Kenya Mali, Mauritania,
Niger, Nigeria, Sao Tome and Prindpe, Senegd, Somalia, and Ugandg), the Persian Gulf
andtheMiddle East (Iraq), and Central Asia (Afghanistan, Kazakhgan, Tajikistan, and
Turkmenistan), it becomes increasingly important to undestand the conditionsunde
which theleaders of target hod states choo% or refuse to negotiate and ultimately grant
strategic access to thar territory for use by aforeign military.

Theconventiond view from Internaiond Relations(IR) theory suggests tha
leaders should be mog willingto hog a(friendly) foreign military when ther states lack
the capabilities to deter externd threats.” While this perspective may be partly accurate, it
isargued bdow that this view failsto provide a compdling explanation of thedecision to
negotiate and/or grant strategic access for two reasons First, it does not adequaely grasp
the complexity of hoging aforeign military presence. More specifically, it does not

! For ageneral 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; K orman 1996; Pegg 1998; Zacher 2001.

% Harkavy 1982; 1989; Sandars 2004.

* Woodliffe 1992, 11.

® Recent examplesinclude 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.

® Kramer and Nelson. 2005, 4.

" For instance, Huth 1988; Liska 1962; 1968; Walt 1987.
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capture what is referred to here as thehod@ dilemma: namely, thefact tha a state®
decisonto hod aforeign military presence can simultaneoudy increase and decrease its
security and econonic well-beng at either or bath theinternaiond and domestic levels
of andysis. Second, the conventiond view incorrectly specifies the potential hog leader®
prindpd incentives for granting strategic access. Thoughthe decisonto grant such
access falls within the domain of foreign policy behavior, it is argued bdow tha the
decison-making calculusof hod state leadersis likely to rest on an assessment of cods
and bendfits primarily at thedomestic as oppogd to theinternaiond level of andysis.

OA foreign military presence is, for obviousreasons amos nowhere welcome,O
notes Harkavy. But, indeed, almog everywhere, both in the Third World and within the
US orbit of Western democracies, govanments are subject to pressures regarding a
foreign presence.3 This study examines this enduting butlittle undestood feature of
internaiond politics: thedecision to enter into strategic access negotiationsand to hog a
foreign military presence. Existing scholarship is limited to descriptive sngp-shots of base
locationsand to historical case studies of specific negotiations Such studies describe
wha needsto be explained Bnamely, the decision by the leaders of potential hog states
to initiate, accept, or reject strategic access negotiationsand to choos or refuse to hog
foreign military assets and personné Bbutthey donot adequaely explain what is
described. Asan initia attempt to provide such an explanation, this pgper conduds a
theoretical (and eventudly empirical) andysis of the policy choices of state leaders to
enter into strategic access negotiationsand to hod U.S. military assets and personné
dunngthepeiod 19462006.Thefirst section bdow discusses the conceptud and
empirical domain unde investigation. The second section provides a more detailed
critiqueof theconventiond IR perspective and lays thefounddionsfor an alternaive
theoretical modd, which is then condructed in thethird section.

The Conceptual and Empirical Domain

Several patialy overlapping terms Dfor instance, foreign military presence, basing
system, forward engagement, strategic access, leasehold empire, globd reach, military
geography, strategic depth, overseas presence, forward defense and deployment, power
projection, strategic bases, foreign footprint, globd cavalry, military commitments
abroad, forward presence, and globd defense pogure® Beurrently exist to capture wha is
essentially the defense policy of deploying military assets and personnd onto theterritory
of aforeign polity. Three of the aboveconaeptudizationsare particularly useful
andyticaly. First, as currently used by the United States Department of Defense (DOD),
the conaept of globd defense podure encompasses three general structures: main
opeating bases (permanent bases with robug infrastructure capable of suppoting
command and control facilities as well asjoint training and security coopeation),
forward opeating sites (smaller permanent infrastructure capable of suppoting pre-
postioned equipment for rapid deployment and sustained opeaationg, and coopeative

8 Harkavy 1989, 9.

® See, respectively: Harkavy 1989; 2005; Blaker 1990; Kramer and Nelson 2005; Harkavy 1982; Sandars
2000; Harkavy 1999; Kemp and Harkavy 1997; VVan 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(augere infrastructure capable of suppoting pre-postioned equipment
for logistics and reconnassance purposs). Current examples of each type of structure
indude respectively, Camp Humphreysin Korea, Soto Cano Air Base in Honduies, and
anegotiated set of landing, logistics, and fud contracting arrangaments in Dakar,
Senegd.™® Second, the concept of foreign military presence further separates outthe
specific defense related assets and activities tha conditute Gn the groundO
manifestationsof aglobd defense podure:

1) Airfield Bor any other site concerned with the operation of aircraft for military
pumposes,

2) Naval bport or any other site concerned with the opeaation of shipsfor military
purposes, such as repar dokyards mid-ocean mooring buoys

3) Groundforce Bany site concerned with thecondud of land warfare, such as
army bases, exercise areas, fortifications fixed artillery;

4) Missile Bsites concerned primarily with the maintenance and launding of
missiles, fixed artillery sites, etc.;

5) Space bsites concerned with the opeation or monitoring of military satellites
other than communicationssatellites;

6) Communicationsand control Bsites conaerned with military communications
and the control of military systems;

7) Intelligence and command P sites conaerned with intelligence gahering by
non-satellite means, and sites exercising command over military systems;

8) Environmental monitoring Bsites carrying out monitoring of environmental
factors of military importance, such as military meteorologica stations

9) Research and testing B sites assodated with military research and with
developmental testing of military systems;

10) Logistic Bsites not obvioudy assignable to airfield, naval or groundforce,
and concerned with produdion, storage and trangport of military matériel,
administration of military forces, and the housng, medical treatment, etc., of
military personnd.™*

On the other hand, the third concept, strategic access, refers to the process of negotiating
with the potential hod state for its permission to place e ements of aforeign military
presence onits soil. Thus for the purposes of thisandysis, when a state formulates a
global defense posture and then seeks to implement it by locating oneor more of the
aforementionad components of a foreign military presence ontheterritory of aforeign
polity, it negotiates for strategic access with the patential hog state.*?

19 Department of Defense 2004, 10-11.

" 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 firms (see, for instance, Avant 2005, 2006; L eander 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 aconsquence of theaforementioned internaiona nom shift during thelatter
hdf of thetwentieth century, the passage and stationing of troopsand military matériel
onforeign soil ceased to be outgrowths of thetraditiond right of conquest and ingead
came to conditute, in thelanguaye of public internationd law, Qerritorial privileges by
concessionOof thereceiving state.** According, notes Sandas:

Wha was novd aboutthe arrangaments tha the United States entered into after
thewar was the development of aworldwide system of military basesin, for the
mog pat, indgendent sovereign states, where therole and status of American
forces were subject to far greater political sengtivity than the garisons
established in traditiond colonial possessions™

Consquently, Qhe second hdf of the twentieth centuryEha s seen a steady growth in the
number of formal and informal arrangaments granting states access to military
ingallationsand facilities overseas.3°

Pog-19454trategic access relationships generally involve two types of
agreements tha often are negotiated separately: an access agreement and a status of
forces agreement (SOFA). Thedecision to negotiate and grant strategic accessislargdy a
political decision, whereas the process of negotiating a SOFA is primarily legd in naure.
Thedecision to grant strategic access, according to Brownlie, Qlegpendson the existence
of agreement or ad hoc consent on thepart of thereceiving state and not onthe opeaation
of law. However, once the occasion has arisen by consent, in the absence of variationsby
special agreement, thelaw regulates the nature and extent of the privilege G° Similarly,
as Woodlffe observes:

Theinitial decisonto admit the[foreign] force, asdistinct fromlaying down the
conditionstha attach to the status of theforce after admission, may be effected in
such manne and form as thereceiving state deems appropriate, unless fixed by
some prior undestanding. All tha isrequired is sufficient evidence of the
@oneent, invitation or licenseCof thehod state.!’

Thus strategic access agreements can take any variety of forms: formal or informal,
explicitly stated or inferred from a general arrangament, bilateral or multilateral. Given
tha access agreements capture the politics of hoging aforeign military presence, this
paper focuses exclugvely onthedecision to enter into this type of agreement. SOFAS, on
the othe hand, stipulate thelegd rights and duties of the contracting parties once the
access agreement has been negotiated. Unlike access agreements, SOFAs tend to follow a
standad format modded on thefirst such agreement between the member states of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), which was signed in Londonon 19 June
1951and came into effect on 23 Augug 1953 Though SOFA negotiationsand provisions
are equdly asimportant as access negotiations this type of agreement is notaddressed in

13 Brownlie 1998, 369-380.

14 sandars 2004, 318.

5 Woodliffe 1992, 11.

16 Brownlie 1998, 370. Emphasisin original.
7 Woodliffe 1992, 35.
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thetheoretical (and eventudly empirical) andysis presented be ow.’® Ingead, the initial
decisionsto enter into strategic access negotiationsand then to choo% or refuse to serve
asahog are here treated as the decisive points when leaders confront what is referred to
in the second section be ow as the ho2@ 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

Theconventiond view from IR theory suggests that leaders should be mog
willing to hod a (friendly) foreign military when ther states lack the capabilities to deter
externd threats.'® This perspective, however, fails to provide acompdling explanation of
the decision to negotiate and grant strategic access for two reasons (1) it does not
adequaely grasp the complexity of hoging aforeign military presence, and (2) it
incorrectly specifies the potential hod leader@ prindpd incentives for granting strategic
access.

Concerning thefirst [imitation, political leaders sit at theinterface of two political
arenas: theinternaiond political system and ther respective naiond political systems.®
Assuch, thedecisonto hod aforeign military presenceislikely to produe
congequencesin both domains In linewith the conventiond perspective, hoding a
foreign military may enhance a state® externd security by increasing its ability to deter
or defend agang an externd threat. Thisis suggested by the notion of foreign troops
acting as a Qrip wireOthat guaantees their automatic involvement in the event of an
attack agang the hog state,®! as well as by the appaent relationship between arms
transfers and the acquisition and retention of strategic access.?? The presence of foreign
troopsand security assistance more generally also may enhance aregime@ ability to
deter internd chdlengas.?® Similarly, serving as a host can be econonically bendficial,
whether dueto access to increased economic assistance, improved traderelationswith the
sending state, the ability to divert scarce domestic fundsaway from defense spending and
toward other economic or sodal programs, or theintrodudion of additiond consumers
(i.e., foreign troopsand often ther families), capital, and new jobsinto local economies.®

Serving as ahod, however, isjug as likely to yield negaive conequences. While
foreign troopsand bases may fundion as auseful trip wire agang externd attack, the
hog state subsequently Onay find itself onthetarget 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.

2 For example, Evans, et al. 1993; Milner 1997; Putnam 1988.

2 schelling 1966, 47.

2 Harkavy 1979 1989, 324-356; 2005, 29-30.

% For instance, Blechman and K aplan 1978; David 1987; Karabell 1999.

4 Baker 2004; Fields 2004, 92-93; Sharp 1990.
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has no direct conflict. 3 Similarly, hoging aforeign military presence may have negative
economic and political consequences more generaly. In reference to thepossible
repostioning 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
Europeintent on becoming a geopolitical counerweightto the United States,
nether dothey have an interest in siding with the United Statesin the
establishment of an informal codition agans Europe3 leading powers. After all,
thar future proerity isdirectly tied to thar entry and integration into the
European Union Da process heavily influenced by Europe dominant powers.
Therefore, an American attempt to build [military] relationswith these smaller
states at the expense of Old Europeplaces the states in an untenable postion.®

Furthermore, foreign military assets and personnel often are very visible political and
security targets for violent and non-violent soda movements and terrorist organizations
that may threaten the stability of hos regimes.?’ As Barnett oberves:

[T]he peception by sodety tha the state has sacrificed its nationd autonony to
foreign actors Bfor example, throughthe presence of foreign troops naval bases,
and redtrictive policies Bcan...generate subdantial domestic oppostion. Thiswas
evident in theconcern tha introduang U.S. grourd forces in Saudi Arabia after
thelragi invasion of Kuwait in Augug 1990might destabilize and ddegitimize
the Saudi regime.?®

Hog states also risk directly compromising thar sovereignty by opening themselves up to
foreign meddlingin their domestic affairs.® For example, when the Labour Government
of GoughWhitlam in Audraliathreatened to shutdown theU.S. base a Pine Gap in the
early 1970s it was shortly thereafter removed from power with help fromthe CIA.* A
foreign military presence aso can pos athreat to environmental and human security,
whether from the storing, trangporting, and testing of nudear weapons™ or fromthe
spread of AIDS amongforeign servicemen and local proditutes.

Thus whilethe conventiond view correctly suggests tha the existence of an
externd threat should increase aleader@ willingness to hos a friendly foreign military, it
overlooksthe broader complexity of serving as ahod. Essentially, it overlookswhat can
be called the hog@ dilemma: namely, thefact that a state@d decision to hog aforeign

% Handel 1981, 129. On the danger of entrapment in the context of alliances Bthat is, the danger of Cbeing
dragged by one® commitment into awar over interests of the ally that one does not shareOb see Snyder
1997. For adiscussion of the delayed and indirect effects of foreign policy choices more generally, see
Jervis 1997.

*® Fields 2004, 90.

2" Baker 2004; Gerson and Birchard 1991; Harrison 2002; Johnson 2000; 2004; Pape 2005.

*® Barnett 1992, 34.

% Blechman and K aplan 1978; Cottam 1967; Evin 1985; Gerson 1991; Scott 1982.

%0 Gerson 1991, 16.

3 Cornwell and Wells 1999; Wing 1991.

%2 camacho de Schmidt 1991; Cornwell and Wells 1999; Enloe 1991; 2001.
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military presence can smultaneoudy increase and decrease its security and economic
well-being at asingle level or across different levels of andysis. In other words serving
as ahog can and often does yield a variety of postive and negaive internd and externd
effects. Thefact tha many states still agree to be hogs despite the possible cross-cutting
conequeances within and beween theinternationd and domestic political arenas suggests
tha unde some circumstances leaders calculate tha thelikely benefits of beng ahog
outweigh the possible cogs. By focusng exclusively ononelevel of andysis, the
conventiond IR perspective provides a possibly useful but ultimately incomplete
explanaion of those circumstances.

Thesecondlimitation of the conventiond view is its misspecification of the hog
leader® prindpd game given the questions under consideration: nanely, wha are the
conditionsunde which state leaders are more or less likely to enter strategic access
negotiationsandto hod aforeign military presence, and wha dothese leaders bargan for
or ultimately agree to ona in thenegotiations? To argueagang atheory tha focuses
exclugvely onasingle level of andysis, when amultilevel andysis may be more
appropriate for thetopic at hand, is not to argueagaing a multilevel theory that
designaes oneof thelevels as the rindpdOlevel of andysis. In other words it is
logically congstent to arguesimultaneoudy (1) tha nly the study of the whole network
of games in which an actor is involved will reveal the actor@ motivationsand explain his
behavior®® and (2) tha each gamein theactor® network is not equdly consquential
across different issues and problems.®* A propely congructed multilevel theory, then, is
foundel on theassumption that an actor plays multiple games, only oneof which is his
Qrrindpd game.OThis prindpd gameis nested in and affected by the situaion prevailing
in the actor( other games.* Determining which game is (principd Odependslargdy on
thetopic at hand and the questionsposed by the analyst.*® Thoughthe decision to grant

% Tsebelis 1990, 5.

34 Lake and Powell 1999, 16.

% Tsebelis 1990. Dixit and Skeath (2004, 31-32) also suggest a distinction between Guperficial Oand
QleeperOgames. See also Downs 1957 [1985], 7-8.

% Onthe Qpragmatic nature of theory,Osee L ake and Powell 1999, 4, 13-16. More specifically, 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 |eadersOmicromotives for hosting aforeign 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 awider 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
guestion 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-a-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 thedomain of foreign policy behavior, the decision-making
calculusof hod state leadersis likely to rest on an assessment of cogs and bendfits
primarily at the domestic as oppo®d to theinternaiond level of andysis. Thus the
theoretical perspective offered bdow works from the basic assumption that internd
political 3(? rcumstances and congderationsfundanentally affect the selection of externd
policies.

This perspective is groundal in two contentionsabout therelationship between
internd and externd political domains First, incumbent political leaders are primarily
concerned with ensuring thar continued political survival in office and therefore chooe
foreign (and domestic) policies with an eye to achieving this objective.*® An important
andytical consequence of this assumptionis the shift from the conventiond IR approach
of examining thebehavior of unitary state actors™ to examining the behavior of state
leaders. After all, Gtates don®make policies, people do.° Despite the andytical shift
from state to leader, this first assumption is capable of bridging both the actor@ principa
domestic imperatives and the conventiond concernsof theinternaiond arena AsBueno
de Mesquitaand Siverson argue

[T]heleader Bwhether president, prime minister, or president-for-life bwho
adopts policies tha reduce the security of the state does so at therisk of affording
his or her political opponats the oppotunity of weakening the leader@ grasp on
power. Put differently, aleader@ search for the security of the state intertwines
with the search for policies tha will maintain theleader in power agang
domestic oppostion. Thedesire to remain in power thusprovides thelinchpin
between the threats and uncertainties of theinternaiond system and the
inevitable imperatives of fending off the domestic oppostion.**

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.

3" Assuch, this article fits into the trend in | R research that examines the relationship between domestic
politics and foreign policy. In addition to the sources cited in the following footnotes, examples of thisline
of research include Abdelal and Kirshner 2000; Barnett 1990; 1992; Barnett and Levy 1991; Bueno de
Mesquitaand Lalman 1992; Evans, et a. 1993; Fearon 1994; Goemans 2000; Huth 1996; Huth and Allee
2002; Lamborn 1991; L evy and Barnett 1992; Putnam 1988; Rosecrance and Stein 1993; Schweller 2006;
Snyder 1991.

% 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.

% For instance, Waltz 1979; Mearsheimer 2001.

“0 Gilligan and Hunt 1998, 143.

“! Bueno de Mesquita and Siverson 1995, 853.
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Thesecond contention buildson thefirst by claiming tha the domestic level is notonly
theprindpd game but also likely to be more threatening to theleader@ surviva than the
internationd game.*? Gilligan and Hunt capture this dynamic when they write:

[1]n mog cases externd threats to regime surviva are less condraining than
domestic threats. Examples of states being consumed by other states are
extraordinarily rare. Examples of politiciansbengdeposed, conditutiondly or
othewise, are obvioudy much more commonE. Given this distribution of threats,
self-interested politicians seeking to preserve ther regime are far more likely to
be motivated by the next election or patential coups by domestic oppostion
groupsthan by the progpects of internaiond conflict.*

Essentially, then, whereas the conventiond view holdstha states hog aforeignmilitary
presence to guard agang an externd threat to state survival, the perspective offered
bdow contendstha leaders may more often see the option of granting strategic access as
apossibly ussful meansto hdp enaure the preservation of thar regimes domestically.
This alternative view notonly captures the dynamics highlighted by conventiond IR
theory but also casts awider andytical and theoretical net to encompass the broader
complexity of bengahod.

The Theoretical Model

This section developsa nonformal dedudive model tha linksthesize of leadersO
winning coditionsand theavailability of preferred policy resources to thedecision of
whether to hod aforeign military presence as a meansto manipulate or adjug for
unfavorable domestic political circumstances. Dedudive modding is a method of
geneating testable hypotheses from a set of logicdly connected premises. As such, the
argument bdow is presented in theform of general premises tha are then used to deduce
or derive anunber of specific hypaheses concerning theresearch questionsunde
congderation: namely, the conditionsunde which potential hog state leaders are more or
less likely to enter into strategic access negotiationsand to serve as hods, aswell asthe
types of goodstha patential hod leaders bargan or negotiate for, and ultimately agree to.
A number of auxiliary premises also are presented. The purpose of these premisesisto
capture the expected effects of internaiond-level variables tha are notdirectly deduable
fromthedomestic-level modd, buttha conditute the wider network of games in which
theleadersOprincipa domestic game is nested **

2 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; K asfir 2004; Kaufman 1996; 2001; K aufmann 1996; L ake
2003; Lake and Rothchild 1998; Melander 1999; Posen 1993; Roe 1999; 2000; 2004; Rose 2000; Snyder
and Jervis 1999; Wagner 1993; Wilmer 2002.

“3 Gilligan and Hunt 1998, 144.

“ This set of auxiliary premises serves to increase the falsifiability of the theory rather than to CprotectOor
GaveQit, 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 navigae nationd and internationd political systems
simultaneoudy.*® To ensure their political survival, leaders must maintain the suppot of
their Quinning coditionCPtha is, the groupof naiond (and/or internaiond) political
actorswhose backing is essential for leaders to remain in power Dby allocating goadsto
members of the codition.*® The produdion and allocation of these goodsconstitute the
leader@ policy objectives. Particular domestic andforeign policies are theinpuss tha
produce these objectives, and theleader@ key policy decisionsaddress theissue of how
to allocate the resources at the state® disposal across these inpus.(’ To maximize their
policy flexibility and to minimize the cogs and difficulties of maintaining suppot,
leaders seek to congruct coditionsof the smallest size possible,*® thoughthe actud sizes
of different leadersOOminimum winning coditionvary across nationd political
systems. Wha does not vary across states, however, isthe anarchic, self-hdp naure of
theinternationd system, which meanstha each state Qlecides for itself howit will cope
with itsinternd and externd problemsE. States develop their own strategies, chart their
own courses, make thar own decisonsabouthowto meet whaever needsthey
experience and whatever desires they develop.(°

In pursuing thar policy objectives, state leaders mug rely either on theresources,
capabilities, and suppot they can extract and mobilize fromthar domestic base or onthe
resources, capabilities, and suppot they can access throughpditical, security, and
econonic arrangements with the leaders of other states.”® Given the self-hep nature of
theinternaiond political arenaaswell as the preference for minimum winning
coditions leaders prefer to rely on domestic resources, capabilities, and suppoters
whenever possible. Ultimately, though,the leader( Qilecision contextOPthat is, Ghe
rangeof policies available to the govanment(3? Pis largdy determined by four concerns
(1) therelative importance or salience, for pumposes of political survival, of produang
and allocating particular types of goods (2) the availability of the necessary resources (or
Gactors) for produdng these goods (3) the relative Gactor-appropriatenessOof different
policy optionsfor the produdion effort; and (4) the rel atlve difficulty of subgituting
Gactor-appropriateOfor Gactor-ingppropriateOpolicies.®® Each of these concernsis
developed bdow in a separate premise.

encompass directly. On acceptable auxiliary premises Dthat is, ones that are independently testable and
serve to increase rather than decrease a theory@ degree of falsifiability D see Popper 2002 [1959], 61-63.
*® See, for instance, Evans, et al. 1993; Milner 1997; Putnam 1988.

“6 Bueno de Mesquita, et al. 2003.

" Morgan and Palmer 2000, 13.

*® Riker 1962.

* Waltz 1979, 96.

0 |_ake 1999; Mastanduno, Lake, and Ikenberry 1989; Morrow 1993; Rosecrance and Stein 1993; Snyder
1997.

*! For instance, Waltz 1979, 107.

> Barnett 1990, 542.

>3 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 contendstha leaders strive to maintain the suppot of thar
winning codition by alocating variousmixes of private and public goodsto codition
members. Private goodsessentially encompass al goodstha can be consumed by only
oneindividud, and are therefore excludable andrival in thar alocation. Public goods on
the other hand, exhibit Qraits of jointness of supply and nonexcludability. When a good
exhibits jointness, consumption of tha goodby one person does not diminish the amount
available for consumption by another person. If agoodis nonexcludale andis provided
for oneperson,itisimpossible to prevent another individud from consuming the
good3* Thespecific mix of private and public goods dependsfundamentally on thesize
of leadersOwinning coditions As Bueno deMesquita, et a. argue

[T]hesize of theincumbent® codition effectively determines the price theleader
mug pay for private goads Hence, as coditionsize inareases, so doesthe
effective cog of private good€. Leaders who depend on only afew to keep them
in officeEe ngende loydty amongther backers by providing them with access to
ample persond, private benefits they would not otherwise have if they were notin
thecodition. All else condant, with many suppoters demanding rewards, the
cogs of persond benefits required to keep ther loyalty are jus too highE . In
respong, leaders switch to more pulicly oriented policies Btha is, asthe size of
thewinning coditionincreases, leaders reduce ther provision of private goodsin
favor of the now relatively cheaper public goods Consquently,E those who rely
onalargecodition emphasize the produdion of [public] goodsthat benefit
everyonein sodety.”

Therefore, guaanteeing access to or the provision of private goodsis more important to
leaders with small winning coditionsthan to leaders with largewinning coditions
Convesdly, guaanteeing access to or the provision of publc goodsis more important to
leaders with large winning coditionsthan to leaders with small winning coditions This
logic suggests an important corollary aboutthe behavior of leadersin internaiond
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

> Boyer 1993, 7.

% Bueno de Mesquita, et al. 2003, 37 and 91. It isimportant 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: (Many policies that yield public goods D perhaps all Dalso provide private
benefits to someE. Focusing on the mixture of goodsis important in this context to help distinguish
private-production benefits from public-consumption benefitsE. It is not critical that any good meets the
definition of apure public good or a pure private good. We are concerned with how much aleader spends
on each type of good. Equivalently, the selectorate theory can be thought of as addressing the allocation of
abundle of mixed goods, with the relative weighting of the mix between private benefits and public
benefits being the estimated quantity in the theory.O
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are more likely to bargain for access to the same type of good in international
negotiations.

AsClark argues, Ot seems logical tha a president (or any executive) facing a
domestic audience [or awinning codition] in need of private goodswill turn to private-
goodssolutions whileif public goodswill enhance electoral fortunes[or political
survival], then public-goodssolutionswill be employed.(3° More generally, Bueno de
Mesquita and Downsclaim that Qeaders of demoaracies will be attracted to [aforeign
policy] which will be perceivedE as directly tied to the provision of apublic good or that
islikely to effect a significant portion of the population. Leaders of autocratic states are
more likely to focusonthe acquisition of resources that can be conveted to private
goods.3’ Thus given ther reliance on the provision of private goods leaders of small
winning coditionsare more likely to bargan for accessto private as oppogd to public
goodsin internaiond negotiations Similarly, given their need to provide public goods
leaders of largewinning coditionsare more likely to bargan for accessto public as
oppo%d to private goodsin internaiond 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).

Astheimportance of produang and alocating a particular type of goodincreases,
leader® Quill devote more resources to thoe policies better suited to the produdion of
[tha good] necessitating aredudionin resources devoted to thoe policies tha produce
[other good3.(3® As Olson notes, acodition leadership Gzan in prindiple serveiits
members either by making the pie the sodety produces larger, so that its members would
get larger dices even with the same shares as before, or aterndively by obtaining larger
shares or dlices of the [existing or shrinking] sodia pie for its members.3° Put
differently, leaders can choos between two domestic factors for the produdion of goods
OaborO(nationd resources that can be mobilized) and QGapital O(nationd resources tha
can be extracted).®® The Gactor-intenstyOof a paticular strategy refersto therelative
contribution of either capital (extraction) or labor (mobilization) to the produdion of the
desired goods For the purposes of this andysis, then, a @apital-intendveOstrategy refers

% Clark 2001, 645.

>" Bueno de Mesquita and Downs 2006, 630.

8 Morgan and Palmer 2000, 16.

> Olson 1982, 42.

% These terms serve the purpose of conceptual placeholders and are meant only to differentiate the relative
factor intensities of alternative policy strategies Bnamely, those that seek to extract material resources
(what is here referred to as Gzapital ) and those that seek to mobilize society (what is here referred to as
QaborQ). 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
QeapitalOand AaborOin 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 designa to extract resources from sodety, whereas a Qabor-intensveO
strategy refers to policies designed to mobilize resources in sodety.

L eaders with small winning coditionsPwhat Olson calls Qlistributiond
coditiongOPare verwhdmingly oriented to struggles over the distribution of income
and wealth in sodety rather than to the produdion of additiond outputOand therefore
Qran best serve [their] membersQinterests by striving to seize alarger share of asodety®@
produdion for them.3* Thoughactud extractive capacity is unrelated to regime type®
leaderswho rely onasmall winning codition seek to tax at highe rates than doleaders
whorely onalargewinning codition.®® Convesely, leaders with large or encompassing
coditionsChave an incentive to make sacrificesEf or policies and activities that are
sufficiently rewarding for the sodety as awholeOand are therefore more concerned about
mobilizing resources to foser widespread wealth, progerity, and security than are
leaders of small or distribuiond coditions® By creating more efficient propety rights,
providing an atmopheae condugve to innovdion, dismantling rent-seeking coditions
and enforcing compliance with thelaw, leaders of large winning coditionsare Qlarifying
their rolein produdng and promoting contributions to valued collective good®and
thereby enhanang thar valueto the members of their winning codition as well asto the
sodiety in general.® Put differently, leaders with small winning coditionsseek to extract
resources from the general popuktion rather than mobilize and expand them throughout
sodety, whereas leaders with large winning coditionsseek to do the opposte. As Bueno
deMesquita, et a note:

High taxes make sense when aleader needsto redistribute subdantial resources
from oneset of people [read: thegeneral popuation] to anothe [read: thewinning
codition]. When aleader returnstax revenues to the popukce in theform of
public goods it makes sense only to tax enoughto provide bendficial servicestha
individuds find difficult to providefor themselvesE. In small-codition systems
leaderstax at close to income-maximization rates. Althoughthis highlevel of
appropriation discourages economic activity, therevenues enable theleader to
adequaely compensate her small codition with private benefits and retain
resources for herself. Such atax policy is political suicidein alarge-codition
system. Taxing at high levels discourages econonic activity tha residents would
otherwise have undetakenE. As aresult, large-codition systems encourage
economnic activity, and, by extensgon, economic growth, through ther relatively
low tax rates and provision of public goods®®

In sum, leaders who have a small winning codition focuson capital-intensve strategies
and therefore place great importance on having a high extractive (or tax) capecity.

®! Olson 1982, 44.

2 For example, see Cheibub 1998; Organski and Kugler 1980.

8 This relationship was first demonstrated in Olson 1993; McGuire and Olson 1996.

* Olson 1982, 48.

% evi 1988, 67. See also L ake and Baum 2001. In thisregard, it is useful to think of public goods as
mobilizers of society in the sense that Qotal output [is] afunction of the level of provision of public goodsO
(McGuire and Olson 1996, 74).

% Bueno de Mesquita, et al. 2003, 94, 105-106.
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Convesdy, leaders who have alargewinning codition focusonlabor-intensgve
strategies and place great importance on having ahigh mobilization capecity.

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 abovein Premise 3, leaders select initial policies based uponthe
size of thar winning codition. In other words, policies are structurally induced by
codition size. However, leaders may attempt to changesuch policiesfor at least three
reasons (1) an exogenousshock rende's current policies inefficient, (2) a changeof the
leader@ preferences rende's such policies undesirable, or (3) current policies smply are
Qactor-ingppropriateOgiven available resources. The auxiliary premises developed
toward the end of this section address the effects of exogenousshodks. As suggested in
Premise 1, the present theoretical modd holds|eader@ preferences condant Bthat is, it
assumes that leaders are motivated solely by the preference to remain in office rathe than
by ideological preferences for certain types of policies. As Downsfamoudy remarked,
(politiciansEf ormulate policiesin order to win elections rather than win electionsin
order to formulate policies.3’ Therefore, the secondreason is not addressed in this
modd. Thecurrent premise, then, focuses on theimplicationsof thethird reason why
leaders adjud current policies: factor-ingppropriateness.

The concept of Gactor-appropriatenessOcaptures the ba ance between the factor-
intengty of a particular pdicy and thefactor endowments available for implementing that
policy. Factor-appropriateness represents a Situation where intengty and endowment are
in relative bdance, meaning tha there is sufficient capital to pursue a capital-intensve
policy or, aternatively, thereis sufficient labor to pursue a labor-intensve policy. When
appropriateness exists, leaders possess, respectively, high extractive capacity or high
mobilization capacity. Factor-ingopropriateness, on the other hand, occurs when intengty
and endowment are unbdanced Bthat is, when a leader seeks to employ a capital-
intengve policy in a capital-poorenvironment or alabor-intengve policy in alabor-poa
environment. When this occurs, leaders possess, respectively, low extractive capacity or
low mobilization capacity. In the event of factor-inappropriateness, aleader@ surviva is
threatened by hisinability to effectively allocate resources across preferred policies so as
to produce thegoodstha enaure the continued support of codition membe's. Such
leaders should therefore be motivated to pursue new policy strategies designed to prevent
the eroson of ther codition membersCsuppot. For the purposes of this andysis, leaders
can choos among three such strategies: accommodaiond, restructural, or internaiond.®
Thefirst two optionsare interndly-oriented, while thethird is externaly-oriented.*®

An accommodaiond strategy involves working with existing policy ingruments
and within existing ingitutiond arrangaments to address theissue at hand. As such, this
strategy involves very little or margind policy change Essentially, then, this strategy

" Downs 1957 [1985], 28.

% Barnett 1990, 542-546.

% 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 Gain effort to keep thelid down on aboiling pot3° Btha is, an unwillingness to
changefactor-ingoproprate policies.

A restructural strategy involves an attempt by state leaders to reconfigure the
current political environment as ameansto arrive at more factor-appropriate policies.
This strategy can take oneof two forms: (1) leaders with large winning coditionscan
increase centralization and direct state control over naional resources by shrinking the
size of ther minimum winning codition and shifting toward a more capital-intensve
strategy; or (2) leaders with small winning coditions can decentralize and increase
indirect state facilitation of wealth and security expandon by increasing the size of ther
minimum winning codition and shifting toward a more labor-intengve strategy.
Undestandably, this approach involves significant political risk for theleader, asit
congitutes alongterm policy strategy designeal to renegotiate the domestic sodal
contract by makingit either more exclusve or more indusve. A restructural strategy
therefore implies theadoption of alternative policies rather than additional, subgitutable
policies to compensate for thefactor-ingopropriateness of current policies.

Aninternaiond strategy, onthe other hand, involves seeking externd sources of
needed resources by entering into arrangaments with theleaders of other states, and thus
implies theadopion of additional, subgitutable policies tha are suited to produce the
desired goodstha cannotbe produced domestically. This approach essentially involves
adding oneor more new (internaiond) membersto the existing (domestic) minimum
winning codition by negotiating an externdly-dependent statusin exchangefor access to
relevant resources and/or goods

Thelikelihoodtha aleade will choos any of theabovepoliciesis afundion of
two domestic political variables: wha are referred to be ow as the leader@ QillingnessO
and Gability.OOf more specific interest given the empirical focus of this pgper Bthat is,
theforeign policy choice of whether or notto hog aforeign military presence Bitis
argual bdow that these two variables significantly affect the propengty of leadersto
pursue an international strategy as ameansto manipulate or adjus for unfavorable
domestic political circumstances.™

Willingness: As Lambom notes, QheimpactEof relevant resources on outcomes
is contingent on theability and thewillingness of policy coditionsto make and sugain
strategically wise policies.(3? The conaept of aleade® QwillingnessOto changeor adjust
policy capturestheingitutiond policymaking dynamics within aregime as a direct
fundion of winning coditionsize. Astheessential suppoters of theincumbent leader,
members of thewinning codition are wha Tsebdis refers to as Qreto playersObthat is,
Cxctors whose agreement is necessary for a changeof the status quoQpolicy.” Asthe
number of veto players increases (or decreases), the size of the Qvinset of the status quoO
Ptha is, Qhe set of outcomes [or policies] tha can replace the status quoCDdecreases (or
increases).”* Asthesize of thewinset decreases (or increases), thelikelihoodof policy
changedecreases (or increases) as well. Thisrelationip between the nunmber of veto

" Rothstein 1987, 144.

™ For asimilar 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.

> Lamborn 1991, 51.

" Tsebelis 2002, 19.

™ Ibid.
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players or codition members and thelikelihoodof policy changeis a direct result of Ghe
intersection of restrictionsthat each [additiond] participant imposes on the set of
outcomes.(3° Given that the process of formulating and implementing policies designed
to maintain the suppott of codition members entails barganing amongthose members,
such barganing becomes easier as the nunbe of members becomes smaller. Not only is
thelikelihoodof changefrom the statusquo policy (SQ) to its replacement policy (SQKQ
affected by the size of thewinset BDand thusby thesize of thewinning coditionBbutso
tooistheposible extent or degree of such changes:

When thewinset of thestatusquois small, the distance between SQ and SQ«
(which is represented by |[SQ BSQ49) will besmall. When thewinset of SQ s
large |SQ BSQ9 can beeither small or large Aggregaing across many cases will
therefore present thefollowing picture. On average,El argewinsets will present
bigge |SQ BSQ9 than small winsets. In addition, large winsets will present
highe variance of |SQ BSQ4 than small winsets.”

Thus thelikelihoodof policy changeincreases (or decreases) asthesize of aleader@
winning codition decreases (or increases). A Reno observes, Qulers of slimmed-down
political networksEc an make decisionsquickly and reverse course with relatively little
encumbrance.3’ Convasely, Van de Walle notes that Glemocratization makes reform
[i.e., policy changg Eha rder because of the additiond congituency pressures on decision
makers.3® Moreover, thelikelihoodtha such change is significant increases (or
decreases) as the size of aleader® winning codition decreases (or increases), thoughthe
variance of changeislikely to begreater (or lesser) as the winning codition decreases (or
increases) in size. Before moving on to a discussion of aleader® Gibility, Othe above
logic suggests an important corollary aboutthe behavior of leadersin internaiond
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, Gany successful [internaiond] agreement must fall within
theEw in-sets of each of the parties to the accord. Thus agreement is possible only if
those win-sets overlap, and thelarger each win-set, the more likely they are to overlap.
Conveasdly, thesmaller thewin-sets, the greater the risk that thenegotiationswill break
down.3° Thus given their larger win-sets, small-coalition leaders are more likely to
successfully negotiate internaiond agreements than large-codition leaders.

Ability: The conaept of aleader@ GibilityOto make and sugtain strategically
appropriate policies, onthe othe hand, captures the political and policymaking dynamics
between the state and its sodety.®® Essentially, GibilityOis a gaugeof the state(3
legitimacy relative to its sodety, andit is reflected in either the state® extractive capacity

5 |bid., 9.

8 |bid., 32.

" Reno 1998, 226.

8\/an de Walle 2001, 15.

" Putnam 1988, 437-438.

8 For instance, see Migdal 1988.
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or its mobilization capecity. Given that both extractive and mobilization capecity also are
affected by the availability of resources (holding legitimacy congant), GabilityOis
congrained by sodety® factor endowment as well as regime legitimacy.

For leaders with a small winning codition, Qevenue extraction is an unambiguous
and continuousderivative of political capacity. Few govenmental opeaationsare pursued
so vigoroudy, few depend so heavily on populr suppott or fear of punishment, and even
fewer affect so directly thelives of al individudsin sodety. Withouta steady flow of
revenue thereis no naiond unity, no control, no organization; in sum, thereis no
govenment. 3" Accordingly, as Zakaria notes, Grate power is that portion of national
power the govanment can extract for its purposes and reflects the ease with which
central decision-makers can achieve their ends®? When a state has high extractive
capecity (or factor-appropriateness), theleader islikely to be primarily interndly-
oriented toward oppatunities to buttress his survival, for he possesses the capecity to
extract alargefraction of domestic resources for the produdion and alocation of private
goodsto maintain thesuppot of codition members. As noted above when a state has
low capecity (or factor-ingppropriateness), theleader can attempt to adjud for this by
pursuing either an accommodaiond, restructural, or internaiond strategy.

Small-codition leaders are unlikely to pursue an accommodaiond strategy Bone
tha simply attempts to intensfy efforts to extract resources Grom a sodety that is
adready economically stretched and politically alienated®® Bfor intensfied extractionin
an already capital-poorenvironment will inevitably deplete the pool of latent resources
and ultimately force leaders to pursue oneof the other strategies. Similarly, small-
coditionleaders are unlikely to pursuearestructural policy Bonethat renegotiates the
domestic soda contract by making it more indusve (tha is, increasing the size of the
winning codition) and shifting toward more labor-intendve meansto acquire resources.
Asnoted in Premise 1, leaders seek to congruct aminimum winning codition, onetha is
jud large enoughto retain power. Furthermore, as argued above in thecurrent premise, a
small winning coditionincreases a regime® QwillingnessOto changepolicy. Taken
together, asmall-codition leader@ greater QuillingnessOto changepolicy and his
preference to maintain the smallest codition possibleis likely to make theinternaiond
strategy more attractive than therestructural strategy, for theformer islikely to increase
the size of thewinning codition less than thelatter. Consequently, small-coditionleaders
who face a situation of factor-ingppropriateness (or lack the capacity to extract domestic
resources) often are motivated Qo search for outside resources to maintain domestic
power structures.(*

For leaders with large winning coditions an essential aspect of state power isthe
ability Qo mobilize thar nation® human and material resources behindEpol icy
initiatives.3° A state(d mobilization capacity is highly congrained by society( factor
endowment. Thoughthe purpose of mobilization isto maximize the potential of this
endowment, a state cannotmobilize beyondthe upper boundsof this potential. When a

8 K ugler and Domke 1986, 45.

8 Zakaria1998, 9.

8 Barnett and Levy 1991, 370-378.

8 Clapham 1996, 62; see also Barnett 1990, 543-544; Bates 2001; David 1991; Mastanduno, L ake, and
Ikenberry 1989; Reno 1998; Schweller 2006, 50; Van de Walle 2001.

% Christensen 1996, 11.
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state has high mobilization capecity (factor-appropriateness), the leader islikely to be
primarily interndly-oriented toward oppotunities to buttress his survival, for he
possesses the capecity to mobilize alarge amount of domestic resources for the
produdion and allocation of puldic goodsto maintain the suppot of codition members.
When a state has low capacity (factor-ingppropriateness) Btha is, when sodety® growth
potential is naturally small, itslatent resources have been exhauged throughprevious
mobilization efforts, or theregime is perceived asillegitimate and therefore cannot
mobilize existing resources Btheleader can choo oneof the aforementioned strategies
as ameansto compensate for thisingppropriateness.

A large-codition leader faced with factor-ingppropriateness is more likely to
pursue an accommodaiond strategy than arestructural or an internaiond strategy. An
accommodaiond strategy is perhgosmog likely for the simple reason tha, as argued
above thewinset of the status quo shrinksas the size of the coditionincreases, thereby
decreasing thelikelihoodof a changefrom the statusquo policy. Ceteris paribus, when
domestic inditutiond congraints are high, aimingto maintain the statusquoBthat is, Qo
keep thelid down on aboiling potOPis simply easier than seeking to alter itina
significant way. A restructural strategy istherefore unlikely, for the low popukrity of the
redistributive conseequences from increased efforts to extract resources from sodety likely
will lead oppostion elites to propo% an aternaive accommodaiond strategy: onethat
claims to be more effective than the incumbent® current policy, butonetha does not
involve an increase in extraction as proposd in the incumbent@ restructural strategy.
Foreseeing this development, theincumbent leader will smply seek to accommodae b
that is, to changecurrent policies only at the margins®

Aninternaiond strategy is unlikely for smilar reasons When leaders entertain
the possibility of entering into a coopeative relationship with theleader of anothe state,
they must condgder both thelikely postive thome county benefitsOas well asthe
possible negative externdities of pursuing such areationship.®” When the negative
externdities of an internationd relationship appear to outnumbe the home county
benefits Btha is, when such arelationghip holdsthe possibility of creating more Gpublic
badsOthan public goodsfor the home county Dalarge-codition leader will be
condrained from pursuing such an internationd strategy in the same manne as hewas
with regard to therestructural strategy. Thisis especially the case for large-codition
leaders faced with factor-ingppropriate policies. States tha possess low mobilization
capecity confrontan externd environment tha presents few oppotunities for
independent action. Given these condraints, such states are capable of exercising only
very limited, if any, influence in theinternaiond arena which suggests tha an
internationd strategy would likely developinto asituation of dependence or Onformal
empire,Owhere theinterests and policies of the externad paron ultimately take
precedence.® As Barnet notes, QAlmog invariably conditionsand stipulations
accompany foreign assistance that restricts the recipient@ employment of these borowed
resourcesk. In other words, thereis a paradox: while the recruitment of aforeign
benefactor can increase the amountof resources availableE, theresources may be
accompanied by restrictive conditionstha undeminethe very reason for which these

% Downs 1957 [1985].
8 Milner 1997.
8 \Wendt and Barnett 1993; Wendt and Friedheim 1995.
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resources are requested 3° Accordingly, such situaionsoften give rise to Qival agency
problems.OAs Bueno de Mesquita and Downsargue

Theelected leader of [a] democaracy is preeminently the agent of his or her
domestic winning codition and can only survive by implementing something
closeto its preferred policy agendeE. To theextent that theleaderEope rates as
an agent of [another] state@ winning codition, theleader undemines his or her
survival unless the gods of thetwo condituendes are identical, which they are
unlikely to bebecause each is primarily interested in the provision of public
goodswithin its borders.®

Foreseeing this scenario, such leaders often tend to pursue lower levels of overall
involvement on theworld stage™ aswell as foreign policies tha emphasize maintenance
rather than change® Ultimately, then, alarge-codition leader faced with factor-
ingppropriate policiesis better situaed to pursue an accommodaiond as oppogd to
either arestructura or an internaiond strategy. Figure 1 bdow summarizesthe
relationship between winning codition size, willingness, factor-appropriateness, and

ability.

Figure 1: Hog State Typology

Large

Winning Codition

Small

Factor-Approprateness

Ingppropriate

Appropriate

11

Low Willingness
Low Ability (Mobilization

Capacity)

1.2

Low Willingness
High Ability
(Mobilization Capacity)

21

High Willingness
Low Ability (Extractive
Capacity)

2.2

High Willingness
High Ability (Extractive
Capacity)

8 Barnett 1992, 34.

% Bueno de Mesquita and Downs 2006, 632.
° For example, see Handel 1981; Hey 2003; Papadakis and Starr 1987; Rothstein 1968; Sveics 1969; Vital

1967.
°2 palmer and Morgan

2006.



Brown 22

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 premiseisin the process of bang
developal 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 groupsof hypoteses are presented bdow. Thefirst group of hypotheses
(HN) addresses the decision to enter into and engagein strategic access negotiations For
addel clarity, referencesto Figure 1 are placed in parentheses.

HNL1: Leaders of with factor-ingppropriate policies (column 1) are more likely

than leaders with factor-appropriate policies (column 2) to enter into negotiations

for granting strategic access.

HN2: Small-codition leaders (row 2) are more likely than large-codition leaders
(row 1) to enter into negotiationsfor granting strategic access.

HN3: Small-codition leaders with factor-ingopropriate policies (box 2.1) are
more like than large-codition leaders with factor-ingopropriate policies (box 1.1)
to enter into negotiationsfor granting strategic access.

HN4: Small-codition leaders with factor-ingpopropriate policies (box 2.1) are
more likely than small-codition leaders with factor-appropriate policies (box 2.2)
to enter into negotiationsfor granting strategic access.

HN5: Large-codition leaders with factor-ingopropriate policies (box 1.1) are
more likely than large-codition leaders with factor-appropriate policies (box 1.2)
to enter into negotiationsfor granting strategic access.

HNG6: Once in negotiations small-codition leaders (row 2) are more likely than
large-codition leaders (row 1) to negotiate for access to private-type goods
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HN7: Oncein nggotiations large-coditionleaders (row 1) are more likely than
small-codition leaders (row 2) to negotiate for access to public-type goods

Thesecondgroupof hypotheses (HA) addresses the decision to enter into a strategic
access agreement or to grant strategic access.

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

HA2: Small-codition leaders (row 2) are more likely than large-codition leaders
(row 1) to grant strategic access.

HA3: Small-codition leaders with factor-ingppropriate policies (box2.1) are
more like than large-coditionleaders with factor-ingppropriate policies (box 1.1)
to grant strategic access.

HA4: Small-codition leaders with factor-ingopropriate policies (box 2.1) are
more likely than small-codition leaders with factor-appropriate policies (box 2.2)
to grant strategic access.

HAS: Large-codition leaders with factor-ingppropriate policies (box 1.1) are
more likely than large-codition leaders with factor-appropriate policies (box 1.2)
to grant strategic access.

HAG6: An offer of private goodshy thesende has a greater postive impact onthe
likelihoodtha small-codition leaders with factor-ingppropriate policies (box 2.1)
will grant strategic access than it does on thelikelihoodtha large-codition
leaders with factor-ingppropriate policies (box 1.1) will grant strategic access.

HA7: An offer of public goodsby thesende has agreater postive impact onthe
likelihoodthat large-codition leaders with factor-ingppropriate policies (box 1.1)
will grant strategic access than it does on thelikelihoodtha small-codition
leaders with factor-ingppropriate policies (box 2.1) will grant strategic access.

Thethird groupof hypotheses (HS) addresses the effects of system-level variables onthe
decisionsto engagein strategic access negotiationsand to enter into a strategic access
agreement.
HSL1: Thepresence of an externd threat has a greater postive impact onthe
likelihoodthat large-codition leaders with factor-ingppropriate policies (box 1.1)
will enter into negotiationsfor granting strategic access than it does onthe

likelihoodthat small-coditionleaders with factor-ingopropriate policies (box 2.1)
will enter into negotiationsfor granting strategic access.
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HS2: The presence of an externd threat has a greater postive impact onthe
likelihoodthat large-codition leaders with factor-ingppropriate policies (box 1.1)
will grant strategic access than it does on thelikelihoodtha small-codition
leaders with factor-ingppropriate 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

Theam of thisresearch isto arrive at a better understanding of the conditionsunde
which target hog state leaders are more or less likdy to enter into strategic access
negotiationsand/or grant strategic access. The unit of andysis for empirical testingis,
therefore, strategic access negotiations and the primary case selection criterionisthe
occurrence of (successful and unsuccessful) negotiationsbetween the U.S. and patential
hog states during the period of 19462006

TheU.S. isselected for two practical reasons Thefirst reason conaernsthelack
of an existing data set for strategic access negotiationsas well as thelack of previous
theoretical andyses of the subject. Given tha this project represents a first attempt to
systemically and rigoroudy modd and test statesCdecisionsto grant strategic access, it
seems practical to focuson onesende state as a plaugbility probeof thefactors tha
influence the decisionsof target hog states, especially when the onesende has a history
of successful and unsuccessful strategic access negotiationswith many states. Thus the
period of 1946:2006is selected because the U.S. actively soughtand acquired strategic
access with many different states throughoutthe entire period. The secondreason
concernstheavailability of information aboutthenegotiations Theforward deployment
of military assets and personnd is a highly sengtive issue of foreign and security policy.
In fact, the specific details of many negotiationsover foreign military bases Bband
sometimes even thevery existence or occurrence of strategic access negotiationsbare
classified and therefore unavailable. The probability of acquiring accurate information on
such negotiationsis arguably highe for the U.S. than for other potential sende states.

To accountfor any selection bias tha mightresult from limiting the empirical
andysisto onesendea state and many hod states, thedaa set will also indudethe
universe of potential hog states tha have never engaged in strategic access negotiations
with theU.S. dueeither to outrightrefusal onthe part of the potential hog or to lack of
strategic or political interest onthe pat of the U.S. As Fearon observes, Qhe historical
cases we use to evaluate theoriesEt ypically became cases by virtue of prior choices
made by individuds. Selection effects occur when factors tha influence the choices tha
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produce cases also influence the outcome or dependent variable for each case.3° Thus
thedaaset indudes all nonnegotiation cases.

The Dependent Variables
This pgper addresses three specific questionsand therefore has three dependent variables.

Decision to Enter into Strategic Access Negotiations

Thefirst research question concernsthe conditionsunde which target hog state
leaders are more or less likely to enter into strategic access negotiations Therefore, the
first dependent variable isthetarget hog state leader® decision to enter into strategic
access neggotiations Thisdecisionis captured with a dichotomousdependent variable,
where avalueof 1 iscoded for thedecision to enter into negotiationsand avalueof O for
the decision not to enter into negotiations

Decisonto Enter into a Strategic Access Agreement:

The secondresearch question conaernsthe condtionsunde which target hog
state leaders are more or less likely to actudly agree to hog aforeign military presence.
Thus the second dependent variable is thetarget hogt state leader(3 decision to enter into
a strategic access agreement. This decisionis captured with adichotomousdependent
variable, where avalueof 1 is codel for thedecision to grant access and a value of O for
the decision not to grant access.

Decision to Bargan/Negotiate for Different Typeof Goods

Thethird research question coneernswhether those leaders who enter into
negotiationsbargan for accessto private or public goods [Note: the opeationdization of
this dependent variable has not been worked out See remarks bdow ontheindeendent
variable for sendea state offers.]

The Independent Variables

Hog State Winning Codition:

BuenodeMesquita, et a (2003 133135)suggest an initial, crude
opeaationdization of the size of thewinning codition tha captures, as a composte index,
(1) regime type, (2) the competitiveness of executive recruitment, (3) the openness of
executive recruitment, and (4) the compdtitiveness of political paticipaion. Thefirst
component is taken from Banks (2006) (Note: Bueno de Mesquita, et a. use the 1996
edition of Banks but | will use the 2006edition.) The remaining components come from
thePOLITY IV daaset, which currently goes through2004.Bueno de Mesquita and
Downs (2006,648 provide a succinct statement on how theindex is condructed:

We estimate the size of W as acomposte index based on thevariables
REGTYPE, XRCOMP, XROPEN, and PARCOMP. When REGTY PE is not
missing data and is not equd to codes 2 or 3 in thePolity data set, so that the
regime typewas notamilitary or military/civilian regime, we award onepoint to

% Fearon 2002, 7.
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W. When XRCOMP, tha is, the competitiveness of executive recruitment, is
larger than or equd to code2 then another pointisassigned to W. An XRCOMP
codeof 1 meansthat the chief executive was selected by heredity orin rigged,
unopposd elections suggesting dependence on few people. Codevalues of 2 and
3 refer to greater degrees of responsveness to supporters, indicating alarger
winning codition. XROPEN, the openness of executive recruitment, contributes
an additiond pointto W if the executive is recruited in a more open setting than
heredity (that is, thevariable@ valueis greater than 2)E. Findly, onemore point
can be contributed to theindex of W if PARCOMP, competitiveness of
paticipation, is codel as a5, meaning that Ghere are relatively stable and
enduiing groupswhich regularly compete for political influence at thenaiond
level.OWe divide by the maximum value of 4. Thenomalized minimum value,
then, is0andthemaximumis 1. It is evident tha the progressonfromOto 1 to 2,
upto 4isnotlinear, astheindicator suggests and so theindex is best thoughtof
asalogaithmic scae tha estimates the order of magnitudeof thewinning
codition.

Hog State Extractive Capecity:

The purpos of this variableis to capture the regime@ ability to extract resources
from domestic sodety. To start, it should be noted tha there isalargeliterature (from
econonics as well as comparative politics) on conceptudizing and opeationdizing
extractive capecity. While | am aware of this literature, | have notreviewed it at this
point. Reviewing this literature will conditute a sizeable aspect of the next phase of
research on this project.

Tha being said, onepossible opeaationdizationis suggested by Organski and
Kugler (1980)and Kugler and Domke (1986) where extractive capecity is
opeaationdized asthereal tax ratio Btha is, thequotient of total taxes collected over
total outputDover the estimated possible tax rate given the state@ per capita GDP,
exports as a share of GNP, agricultural produdion as a share of GDP, and mining
revenueas a shae of GDP. The estimated possible tax rate is calculated usng multiple
regression andysis, where the estimated tax rate of each hod state is the dependent
variable and per capita GDP, exports as a share of GNP, agricultural produdionas a
share of GDP, and mining revenueas a share of GDP are theindependent variables. In
other words, actud tax capecity = real tax ratio / estimated possible tax rate. This
opeaationdization presents a straightforward measure of each state® tax capecity. If the
actud and estimated possible tax revenues are thesame (e.g., actud tax capecity ! 1), the
state can be thoughtof as opeaating at a Ghormal Qor expected level of actud tax capecity.
If theactud tax revenueexceedsthe estimated possible tax revenue(e.g., actud tax
capecity > 1), the state can bethoughtof as opeaating at a hightax capacity given its tax
base. If theactud tax revenuefalls bdow the estimated possible tax revenue(e.g., actud
tax capecity < 1), the state can bethoughtof as operating at alow actud tax capecity
given itstax base. This opaationdization aso producaes a ussful measure for
compaisonsacross thetarget hod states in the data set by controlling for potential
inequditiesin thedistributon of economic resources across the states. Thus states with
highe values for actud tax capecity can bethough of asrelatively more capable than
states with lower values.
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Another possible and less complex opaationdization, suggested by Barnett
(1992)and Miller (1995, issimply theratio of direct taxes as a percentage of total
revenuebtha is, the propottion of total central government revenuederived from direct
taxes. As Barnett (1992,44) notes: (Briefly, a direct tax is one@ollected directly (or via
withholding) from the persons expected to bear theburden of thetax, in thesense of a
redudion of real income@ .QD]irect taxes are much more difficult to collect than
indirect taxes because they require more effective infrastructural power@. [Thug astate
tha derives alarge percentage of its revenues from direct methodshas greater
infrastructural capacity.OThedatafor this measure can be compiled from the United
NationsStatistical Y earbook.

Hog State Mobilization Capecity:

The purpos of this variableis to capture the regime@ ability to mobilize
resourcesin its domestic sodety (as oppogd to extract resources from sodety). One
possible indicator that directly tapsinto the regime® ability to mobilize its popuktion is
per capita GDP. As Handd (1981, 14) notes, Qhe GNP per capitaEi ndicates a country®@
level of eduction, and indudrialization, and hence furnishes a better idea of its capecity
to provideits armed forces with moden equipment, to maintain its weapon systems, and
to mobilize its manpower.OThis opeationdization fits nicely into the conaspt of public
goodsas mobilizers of sodety, where Qotal output[is] afundion of thelevel of
provision of pubic good€(McGuire and Olson 1996, 74).

Senda State Offer(s):

Theeisalargeliterature (fromeconomcs and political science) onthegenea
classification of goodsin terms of thar degrees of publicness and privateness, aswell as
amore specific literature on classifying specific defense-related goods At this point, |
have notreviewed this literature.

Control Variables

Externd Threat to Potentia Hog state:

Potential Hog State Alliance Membership With Sendg State:

Potential Hog State Alliance Membership With Sendea State Competitor:

PreviousStrategic Access Agreement With Sende State:

Some of the strategic access negotiationswill conagern therenewal of existing or
past arrangements and agreements. Thisraises thepossibility (and methodobgical
problem) of nonindependent observations which, if present, can affect the accuracy of
the statistical results for theempirical anaysis. The problem of nonindgpendent
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obervations as Huth and Allee (2004,213) nate, is tha Gralues on the dependent
variable for a stateEobs ervation in time-period ¢ are systematically related to the
behavior and actionsof tha same state in preceding time periods Put differently, the
prior history of the[relationdhip] isimportant in undestanding the current behavior of
the[negotiating paties].OConsequently, onecontrol variable is adummy variable that
recordsavalue of 1 for the presence of a previousstrategic access agreement between the
senda and thetarget hod state and avalueof O if no previousagreement between the
parties exists.

Potential Hog State Trade L evels With Senda State:

Potential Hog State Trade L evels With Enemies or Allies of Senda State:
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