I. INTRODUCTION
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military base closures are sel-
dom easy decisions for govern-
ments to make or implement.
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situations. Although the militaries in both countries want elected
representatives to consent to the closure of surplus military bases,
significant roadblocks have surfaced.

The number of bases in the United States dwarfs the relatively
smaller number in Canada. While the U.S. had 312 major bases in
1988, Canadahad just35inthe same year, or roughly a 10:1 ratio. Still,
the relatively large size of extraneous infrastructure costs repre-
sented a significant portion of military expenditures in both nations.
Furthermore, any base closing will obviously affect the surrounding
community, area or region. In political terms, then, the issue hasbeen
salient both above and below the forty-ninth parallel despite the
obviously disparity in the size of the U.S. and Canadian military
establishments.

The two political regimes both faced similar problems at ap-
proximately the same time, and both managed to reduce the domes-
tic basing structure, but not without overcoming various hurdles.
Some of these obstacles were indigenous to the particular form of
representative democracy established within each country, and thus
there are some differences in how the decisions were actually made
and carried out. But there were also areas of similarity between the
countries in the decision-making processes. This study investigates
the problems that each country faced in deciding which domestic
military bases would be closed, how the decisions were reached, and
how they were implemented.

While the similarities between the two countries in terms of
base-closing problems and ultimate solutions will be evident, most
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striking are the different processes adopted by the U.S. and Canada
to close military bases since the end of the Cold War. The authors
maintain that they are reflective of quite different institutional reali-
ties shaping a government’s capacity to impose losses.

This study not only provides insight into the specific issue of
military base closures, but it also addresses the institutional differ-
ences between the two countries and the ramifications for govern-
ments trying toimpose geographically concentrated losses. Further-
more, althoughbase closures have solicited some academic and legal
attention in the United States, there has been little written about the
politics of the decision-making process in this particular de-distribu-
tive category. Most of what has been written in the U.S. can be found
in law review journals, the only arena where academic debate has
appeared thus far. While Canadian policymakers have noticed de-
velopments south of the border, their capacity to chart a distinct
course of action reveals the greater possibilities for loss imposition on
this issue in Canada than in the U.S.

Both countrieshaveintimated that morebase closures are on the
horizon. This politically contentious issue will again be the subject of
discussion, and the options available to the two nations will again be
shaped by institutional realities. Some of those are already predict-
able because of the most recent successes in this decision-making
area. But since the timing and the political dispositions in both
countries are somewhat different now than they were ten or fifteen
years ago, new or unexpected items may exert an impact on the
process as it evolves. This study will outline the context in which
decisions were made and he political roadblocks that held up some
of those decisions.

II. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

There are two theoretical areas to be addressed before going
into the specific case studies of base closures in the United States and
Canada before and after the end of the Cold War. The first is “de-
distributive policymaking,” what it is and why it is significant in this
context and in regard to long-term concerns for representative gov-
ernments. The second theoretical consideration is the “new institu-
tionalism,” an arena that follows from, in some part, the ramifications
of de-distributive decision-making and policy-making.

Distributive and De-distributive Politics. “De-distributive” is the
opposite of what most members of Congress and the House of
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Commons like to do for their districts/ridings or states/provinces,
which is to allocate and distribute federal dollars and jobs to constitu-
ents and regions.®* Instead of allocating or distributing federal dol-
lars, closing or realigning domestic military bases removes federal
funds and jobs from states/provinces and communities. Selecting
domestic bases for closure and then implementing those closures are
classic examples of de-distributive decision-making and implemen-
tation. Most members of Congress and Parliament see this as an
unfortunate infliction of pain on their constituents and, as such, seek
to avoid it if at all possible.

The essence of a de-distributive decision is that it will, in some
form, impose a loss on a community, an area, a region, a particular
constituency, or over an entire country. Elected officials have a
tendency to shy away from decisions that impose loss since they fear
the potential electoral repercussions. The simple task of closing a
military base is de-distributive because it will lead to job loss and at
least some economic hardship for the affected community. Thisis not
the kind of policy that Congress or Parliament like to take when there
are other factors at play, such as highly partisan atmospheres, un-
steady or recessionary economies, highly critical media, and unre-
lenting interest group pressures. (Some of these factors are more
present in one system than in the other and thus come to bear with
either more or less strength when analyzed within each system.) Yet
both the American and the Canadian governments learned that they
had to arrive at some conclusions as regards domestic base closures,
particularly in light of the changing international situation as a result
of the end of the Cold War. Both governments finally came to some
decisions, via different paths, as to how best to impose these geo-
graphically concentrated losses. We situate this particular study of
U.S.-Canadian base closures under the umbrella of comparative loss
imposition, since “de-distribution” is the character of the decisions
that elected members must make and the imposition of loss is what
results from such de-distributive decision-making.

Loss Imposition in a Comparative Context. Public policy scholars
Kent Weaver and Leslie Pal have recently developed a framework for
a neo-institutionalist, comparative assessment of “loss imposition”
in the United States and Canada. Their framework for analysis is
based upon two broad sets of factors that will affect a government’s
capacity toimpose losses: institutional structure (separation-of-pow-
ers and parliamentary systems), and the type of loss (for example,
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symbolic versus material, or geographically-concentrated versus
geographically-dispersed). Theory suggests that the greater concen-
tration of power in parliamentary regimes like Canada facilitates loss
imposition, especially when there is a majority rather than minority
government, but this is partially offset by more concentrated ac-
countability. The checks-and-balances system, by contrast, is subject
toa greater fragmentation of power and multiple veto points, making
it easier for U.S. interest groups to oppose losses, and is “prone to
deadlock in times of crisis.”*

Weaver and Pal also reveal how other political and institutional
factors can affect policy-making behavior. First, governments are
less likely to “impose pain” the closer they are to the next election.
Second, politicians seek to avoid blame for losses they impose
through “insulation” or delegation of responsibility to others. Eva-
sion can also take the form of “stealth style” policymaking such as
technical budgetary measures. Third, policymakers must be able to
successfully implement termination, bestachieved through surprise,
compensation, and the minimizing of delays. In situations where
losses are imposed, politicians try both to manage the impact of the
loss and to protect themselves from blame. Management can include
either dispersion of the loss over time or over a wide segment of the
population and/or country. Of course, the capacity of affected inter-
ests to organize opposition will also have a major impact on out-
comes. In a parliamentary system, interests that might oppose a
policy “can be denied early access ... [a]nd if the government in a
parliamentary system is willing to bear the political costs of imposing
losses, and is able to reach internal agreement, there is little to stop
them from doing so — except in a situation of minority or coalition
government.” Loss can thus be imposed quickly, given a majority
government’s substantial control over the legislative agenda in a
parliamentary system. If the opposition is fractured into several
parties, the process of imposing losses is made even easier since there
is no concerted effort to oppose the majority government’s will.> In
the U.S., there has been a need to create mechanisms that essentially
move the decision- making process out of the hands of interested
parties that might oppose such policy.

With the advent of sunshine laws, there has been a greater
tendency over the years to use a “stealth” mechanism when the
decisions being made are de-distributive in character. Because of
sunshine legislation, members of Congress have had to make de-
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distributive decisions in the “glaring light of day,” that is, with open
sessions and hearings, recorded votes, and many “watchdog” groups
to report on who voted which way on what issues. This situation
abrogates the need for (or possibility of) secrecy which often had been
present in congressional workings. Secrecy—or at least working
behind closed doors—allows politicians to compromise when they
may not wholly agree with the tactic, or when they think that their
constituents may not agree with it, since the members can then avoid
publicly taking an unacceptable stand.

The last twenty years have started to show some of the draw-
backs with regard to the more open, and thus apparently more direct,
democracy that sunshine legislation produced. When there is a
confluence of de-distributive policy questions, open hearings and
mark ups, along with high partisanship, it results in individuals not
wanting to take responsibility for their decisions and votes. The
individual politician has nowhere to hide, as it were. The statesman-
ship of taking responsibility for “hard decisions” that may have
existed in the past seems to be lost in the “sunshine.” This situation
has set up a process of or proclivity for “evasive delegation,” where
elected representatives “farm off” an entire policy-making apparatus
onto a more or less “unaccountable” structure, commission, commit-
tee, or even timeline.* In so doing, members of Congress have
removed any opportunity for recourse on their own individual parts
and instead have engineered the final vote so that it is made on the
entire package, thus guaranteeing passage. This contrasts with the
Canadian parliamentary system where success tends to come when
the majority government is willing to bear the responsibility for
making de-distributive decisions.

New Institutionalism. Aswe have already implied, institutional
frameworks have an impact on the way in which government works
and how effectively it works. In their collected work, Do Institutions
Matter?, Kent Weaver and Bert Rockman frame the issue of
policymaking capabilities and governmental effectiveness with an
outline of ten specific qualities that all governments require, includ-
ing:
the ability to set and maintain priorities;
to target resources;
to innovate when old policies have failed;
to coordinate conflicting objectives;
to represent diffuse interests;
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e to ensure effective policy implementation once decisions are
reached;

e to ensure policy stability;
e tobe able to impose losses on powerful groups.
Differences in the distribution of power in parliamentary and presi-
dential systems are rooted in basic institutional arrangements, but
policymaking is also inherently situational. For example, govern-
ment perspectives are not uniform across national boundaries and
are thus imperfect points of comparison, nor are internal domestic
situations static (for example, those involving a minority or divided
government influence capacities for effecting change).” Neverthe-
less, the study reveals that a comparative approach is useful in
assessing governmental capabilities and in determining institutional
realities that impinge on policymaking, particularly de-distributive
policymaking.

Weaver and Rockman provide a series of broad theoretical
assumptions for cross-national assessment of governmental institu-
tions and policymaking and implementation. Strong party discipline
in parliamentary systems leads to greater cohesion and control and
leaves less room for members of the legislature to build a “personal
vote” on issues affecting their riding or region. In parliamentary
systems, legislative power is centralized in a cabinet protected by
party discipline; although this concentration of power “can turn the
legislature into a rubber stamp for executive actions,” it also central-
izes accountability in the government party or parties and their
leaders. In the United States, there is a greater capacity for “buck-
passing.” Policy-making capabilities are also affected by:

» thedegreetowhichagovernment (orcoalition) hasacommonset
of policy and political interests (i.e.,“cohesion”);

e the existence of effective veto points (the more veto points in a
system, the more difficult it is to change policies, and parliamen-
tary systems tend to have fewer);

+ thegovernment'sor politician’s short-term autonomy from group
pressures and electoral considerations;®

e interest group access to and influence on decision makers.

“Third tier” influences on government capabilities and policies
include broad frameworks such as judicial review and federalism,
each diffusing power and adding veto points, the level and nature of
political opposition, and past policy choices.”

In theory, politicians in both the United States and Canada
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can attempt to avoid blame for loss imposition by delegating power
over politically ticklish decisions to autonomous bodies such as
regulatory commissions. In practice, however, notions of collective
cabinet responsibility in Westminster style systems have made such
arrangements less common, or made them subject to cabinet override
rather than appeal to the courts, as is more common in the United
States. Once again, concentrated accountability may put Canadian
governments at a disadvantage vis-a-vis the United States in impos-
ing losses. Thus whether parliamentary or check-and-balance sys-
tems have a greater ability to impose losses presumably resolves into
an empirical question: does the “concentration of power” effect
outweigh the “concentration of accountability” effect, or vice versa?®
With this question in mind, we now turn to a comparison of U.S. and
Canadian base closures in order to determine which form of govern-
ment was better able to resolve this thorny policy issue.

Previous Studies on Base Closures. The Base Realignment and
Closing Commission (BRAC) came into being in 1988 in the United
States. The government used this mechanism to make difficult deci-
sions regarding which domestic military bases should be closed or
realigned. The commission will be explored in greater detail in the
latter part of our case study. Butin order to set the stage, itis necessary
to examine the literature that surrounds the base closure decision-
making process in both the United States and Canada.

While the base closure topic comes up as an example of parochi-
alism within elected institutions, not much has been written about
either the history of the process or the political realities affecting such
decisions. Particularly in the wake of the most recent period of
military contractions in the waning years of the Cold War and in the
post-Cold War period, domestic military base closures have re-
mained contentious and difficult decisions for elected representa-
tives. They are ones that officials would rather not take credit for, and
for which they might well try to avoid being blamed.

In the United States there have been two avenues of discussion
surrounding and following the advent and implementation of the
BRAC. They are a bit different from one another, and also somewhat
different from what we are presenting here. The first, a more greatly
anticipated aspect of the discussion, is the actual decision-making
process and the commission that was formed to make those deci-
sions. These studies include David Sorenson'’s Shutting Down the Cold
War: The Politics of Military Base Closures, as well as a number of
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articles written by scholars of the American Congress, including
Kenneth R. Mayer’s “Closing Military Bases (Finally): Solving Col-
lective Dilemmas Through Delegation,”"" Christopher ]. Deering's
“Congress, the President, and Automatic Government: The Case of
Military Base Closures,”"” and Charlotte Twight's “Department of
Defense Attempts to Close Military Bases: The Political Economy of
Congressional Resistance,”* among others." These scholars ad-
dress the issue of making tough closure decisions within the context
of electoral politics. While some treat the actual decisions that the
military must make in evaluating the bases (specifically in Sorenson’s
book), the general emphasis focuses on what a prickly problem
closing domestic bases tends to be.’® Consequently, their analyses
have not sparked much controversy.

More interesting debate and dialogue can be found in law
review journals. Some authors raise questions about the constitu-
tionality of the BRAC; mainly concerning whether it violated the
non-delegation doctrine of Congress as written in the Constitution,
or if it breached the INS v. Chadha decision. They also bring into the
discussion the entire question of legislative delegation and the pos-
sible long-range implications of such a decision-making process.
Natalie Hanlon’s “Military Base Closings: A Study of Governmentby
Commission”® is one of a number of articles that address some of
these more legalistic and constitutionally-based questions and con-
cerns."

There is, to date, no published scholarly study of Canadian base
closures. Yet the broader issues of civil-military relations and of
defense management decisions have been brought to light by Dou-
glas Bland. He has demonstrated that a relatively uninterested
Canadian federal government, from 1969 to the mid-1980s, either
reformulated defense policies without the input of the military or,
conversely, “the defense establishment [becam e] accustomed to the
idea that policy ought to be formulated in the ranks and delegated
upwards to ministers for final arbitration.” Politicians neglected the
details of defense administration and “allowed policy todriftfor long
periods” between 1964 and 1994 Our assessment of base closures
in Canada not only bolsters Bland’s argument but also links it to
broader institutional considerations that help to explain defense
management decisions north of the 49th parallel.

Base Closure Assumptions. Drawing upon the theoretical litera-
ture, several broad characteristics of military base closures can be
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identified. First, the “pain” from base closings tends to be highly
concentrated geographically. In contrast to other contentious issues
like gun control and pension reform where the effects are concen-
trated in an identifiable group but one that is quite geographically
dispersed, military bases can be viewed as huge funnels of material
benefits that can be specified spatially. The concentricring of benefits
emanates from a dense core in the town or city closest to the base
outward to the region, state or province. Consequently, for the most
partlossimposition through closure of abase ishighly visibleand has
a clear and delimited range of impacts.’ Benefits of such closures,
however, are as widely dispersed as those that accrue from gun
control or pension retrenchment.?? As a member of the Joint Cross
Service Group on Economic Impact for the U.S. Base Realignment
and Closing Commission remarked,

[base closure pain allocation] isn’tanatypical problem, the

problem is politics in general. There is a concentrated,

very small minority who stands to suffer greatly versus a

very diffused majority who stands to gain a little bit.2!
Moreover, unlike some cases of geographically concentrated losses
such as the establishment of a repository for high-level nuclear
wastes, where imposition of costs on one community is likely to lead
to all other areas being spared, it is hard to generalize about the
precedent-setting effects of military base closures.

There are some generalizations, however, that can be made in
regard to the urban versus rural area recovery from closures; more
often, urban centers that lose bases tend to recover much more
quickly and successfully than rural areas.”? Closing some bases may
lead to other bases being spared or even expanded, but have the
opposite effect: proponents of retrenchment, emboldened by success
in one round, may demand even more closings.

In contrast to symbolically driven issues such as gun control,
the losses imposed by closing military bases are primarily material in
nature and include jobs, both civilian and military, the withdrawal of
the economic stimulus to a city and region, and extra tax revenue
generated for state and provincial economies. Naturally, “ways of
life” are sometimes invoked to resista closure,* but for the most part
the arguments are nakedly material. Of course, the level of opposi-
tion to a base closure also tends to reflect or mimic the size of the
facility and the impact that such a closure will have on the wider
community. Again, in the United States, the closure of alarge facility
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like the Charleston (SC) naval shipyard, which was one of the first
enterprises undertaken in that city after it had been colonized by
Europeans, willhave amuch more intense and concentrated effect on
the immediate and surrounding areas than a smaller facility. Over
the years the Charleston shipyard has acquired anumber of ancillary
bases and installations that support the facility. Likewise, small
maritime communities in Canadabecame highly dependent onbases
for employment and income. Therefore, the closure of major or
minor military installations in the region would have highly visible
impacts on rural areas already suffering from weak economies and
bleak economic prospects.”

All of these considerations would lead us to expect that base
closings are very difficult for governments to impose and relatively
easy for potential losers, over time, to find the most effective means
to resist. In institutional terms, there is an additional reason for this
difficulty and this advantage. Since bases are located in a specific
area, their loss can be clearly identified with a political representa-
tive. Because Congressional and Westminster-style parliamentary
systems organize political representation among spatial lines, any
type of loss imposition that has a clearly spatial delineation will be
politically sensitive. Reinforcing this is the problem of regional
rivalries. Virtually every country is divided along regional lines in
some fashion, and politics everywhere involves treating different
regions with some measure of fairness. This dynamic requires no
elaborationin the U.S. and Canadian cases, because bases are distrib-
uted across both, and any closure always runs the risk of being
framed as an attack on a particular region.

From this brief overview, it is clear that base closures in both
countries have been dogged by the parochial and constituent con-
cerns of elected representatives. Politicians would not be doing their
jobs if they did not express concern about the potential impacts on
their districts, ridings, states or territories of such closures. But the
challenge of military base closures coupled with attempts to fulfill
national security demands have generated some creative politics of
loss imposition yielding greater success than might have been pre-
supposed.

III. COLD WAR TRIALS AND TRIBULATIONS
Both countries had difficulty closing bases during 1970s and
1980s. Political sensitivity to the imposition of “pain” on voters
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conflicted with a growing need to cut expensive surplus military
infrastructure. Considerations of the social and economic impact of
closures kept most representatives from taking any initiatives to
assist the defense establishments with implementing them. In the
United States, institutional characteristics and constraints impeded
closures for expected reasons. In Canada, theoretical considerations
associated with the Westminster-style political system also impeded
progress. Although various sites were slated for closure, loud
grassroots opposition negated the political will to undertake de-
distributive policies in both countries.

A. The United States

The politics of military base closures should be particularly
difficult in a political system like that of the United States, where, as
former House Speaker Thomas P. (Tip) O’Neill put it, “all politics is
local”; where congressional committees with jurisdiction over mili-
tary bases tend to over-represent districts containing bases; and
where gridlock and inaction are institutionally privileged. Given the
potential dislocation that can result from a base closure, “the conven-
tional wisdom holds that base closures end congressional careers,
and few legislators are willing to sacrifice themselves.”” Legislators
could attempt to distance themselves from political blame by del-
egating authority for closures to the executive branch, and for quite
some time in this century the executive branch made base closure
decisions in some capacity.” But legislators share a not entirely
unreasonable notion that Defense Department closure initiatives are
likely to be either heavily biased in favor of the president’s party® or
targeted at those members who do not support the president’s
defense policies.”? Since the end of World War II, domestic base
closures have always tread a line between parochial and partisan
politics on the one hand and national security needs on the other.
That balancing act has changed a bit over time; mostly the shift
involved the way the various political players behaved and how they
wanted their actions to be perceived.

All these presuppositions suggest that when Congress actively
involves itself in the base closure process, a decision in favor of
shutting military bases is almost a political impossibility. If an
observer were to examine the history of base closing from the late
1970s through the late 1980s, the record would be consistent with
these presuppositions. The military base structure was notoriously
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tull of obsolete facilities, including a moat-encircled fort (later an
army training center) in Virginia originally built to defend the U.S.
against the British in the War of 1812, and another fort in Utah erected
to protect pony expressriders from hostile Indians.* But the political
obstacles to closing bases remained so high that “the Department of
Defense gave up even trying to close any major bases between 1979
and 1985.”*' Nomajor domesticbases were closed between 1977 and
1988, while thirteen new ones were opened, for a total of 312.2 This
situation was arrived at through an incremental process of legislative
initiatives; with each new one the entire base-closing process, from
the point of view of the Defense Department, became more and more
of a quagmire. Comparisons can be made between Secretary of
Defense Robert McNamara’s base closure during the early 1960s,
facing little concerted opposition from Congress in regard to his
selections, and Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci who, in the face
of the process as it stood in the late 1980s, concluded that “the
Pentagon was tied up in knots forever by endless procedures and
litigation and political pressure to the point where the Defense
Department finally throws up its hands and says, “We just cannot do
this. We cannot devote the time and resources to it.””®

Most secretaries of defense who followed Robert McNamara
were not as lucky as he in closing down domestic military bases. The
Kennedy and early Johnson administrations went about closing
installations with little particular regard for political considerations
or sensitivity to congressional reactions.*® McNamara, at Kennedy’s
request, compiled extensive lists of closures and did not feel particu-
larly threatened by objections from Capitol Hill. He made these
decisions in the context of a strong policy consensus within the
United States that communism needed to be contained, and that the
military had to be prepared for that mission. This consensus helped
to solidify the role of the Pentagon and the executive as the locus for
making military policy decisions and choices.* It was, thus, much
easier for a case to be made that the decisions of the secretary of
defense and the sitting president should not be frivolously disputed
by members of Congress because that might lead to the appearance
of weakness and division easily exploited by the Soviet Union and its
allies.

McNamara's objective was to streamline the military structure,
and he started outby closing bases ashe saw fitin order to accomplish
that end. While there were some objections to McNamara’s selec-
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tions, especially by members whose districts and states were losing
one or more facilities, they did not get very far, particularly during
the Kennedy administration. Attempts at reforming the procedure
by which the bases were selected for closure failed because there was
no unified effort (or “logrolling”) within Congress to accomplish this
end. Because of the international atmosphere,

legislators who were not affected were unwilling to sup-

portreform efforts, because they feared that their constitu-

ents would interpret such efforts or votes as unpatriotic or

as supporting government waste. The vast majority of

legislators had no countervailing constituent pressure to

support these reform efforts.*
Occasionally individual legislators, particularly from areas that were
selected for a major closure, contacted either the president or the
secretary of defense, and in rare cases the decision was reversed. The
objections rajsed by members during this period were parochial in
character, based on concerns about job loss and other economic
impacts rather than about national security, and such arguments
were largely unacceptable in the context of a growing Soviet threat.

Changes promoting successful congressional involvement in
the decision-making process started in the 1970s after the initial draw
down following the United States departure from Southeast Asia.
When 147 bases were proposed for closure or realignment in 1976,
Congress fought back in a more concerted way, enacting various
pieces of legislation. When these efforts were taken all together, they
effectively tied up the entire base-closing process “in knots”, as
former Secretary of Defense Carlucci had noted. The first piece of
legislation “required a one-year notice prior to closure of a base
employing 500 or more civilians or ‘reduction in the level of civilian
personnel at any military installation by more than 50 percent.”” The
secretary of defense was also required to tender to the Committee on
Armed Services “detailed justification of the proposed closure or
reduction together with the estimated fiscal, economic, environmen-
tal, and operational effects of the proposed closure or reduction.”
At the same time as the White House and Congress fought over this
legislation, a new law requiring the Defense Department to comply
with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was enacted.
Through this legislation Congress established a clear means of over-
seeing the selection of bases for closure from at least three different
perspectives. By re-orienting the decision-making process in this
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way, Congress was more or less “setting up shop” in an area that had
long been the realm of the Department of Defense, with some minor
influence from the White House (mostly via the National Security
Council), and maybe a word or two from senior senators or members
of Congress with special expertise in defense matters. Thus, by the
late 1970s, Congress had engaged in a form of “covert politics” as
regards base closure decision-making policy; legislators were not
outwardly blocking policy decisions or thwarting a decision-making
process through an overt or openly visible means® Rather, the
obstructive behavior was covert, typically extending over a long
period of time and usually leading to so much frustration on the part
of those trying to accomplish certain goals that they finally gave up,
often in despair.

The inherent factiousness of the Congress played a distinct role
in moving policymakers towards the need to create a new mecha-
nism to deal with the problem. Institutional changes during the
1970s had led to the dispersal of power to more members. Sidney
Milkis explains some of the results of this demand:

There was a strong anti-bureaucratic, anti-institutional

ethos in the “new” Congress; in fact, those legislators who

had revolted against the seniority system claimed to sup-

port “participatory democracy” within Congress.*

While a participatory democracy tends to protect liberty, it also has
a tendency, especially in an extended republic like the United States,
to complicate and confound the decision-making process. The con-
nection between the member and his individual district is strength-
ened. The allegiance of the member to the body of Congress as a
whole or to a party is undermined because each member can rely
upon their own area of power or expertise. This “fiefdom” becomes
a tangible item for the elected official to present to the voters back
home.

Thus the 1980s witnessed a resurgent Congress struggling with
a popular and strong executive. In the post-reform era, quite a few
individual members acquired a significantamount of power, but this
did not enhance congressional leadership. Instead, Congress found
itself in a bit of bind. There was a strong desire torival the president,
given the highly partisan environment. The fragmentation within
Congress, combined with partisan differences, prompted a situation
that is often termed “gridlock,” for the very reason that little legisla-
tion of any kind made its way through the legislative process. Eleven
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years without a base being closed or realigned, after repeated pleas
from the DoD, might well be considered an example of gridlock.

While Congress was unwilling to allow the president to con-
front the problem, it was reluctant to do so itself, mostly because of
fears of voter “fallout.” At least this is the general belief among
members of Congress. According to Kent Weaver, “no one wants to
make decisions that will inevitably incur blame from constituents.”4
This perspective had led to the culture of “blame avoidance” that is
so prevalentamong American elected officials.” The long-standing
constipation of the U.S. base closure process was a prime example of
how this culture operates and how it tends to stymie the construction
and implementation of coherent public policy.

Partisanship, because it was going on in the context of a divided
government, played a very significant role in “gridlocking” base
closures in the United States, at least for a time. The new system of
base closure decision-making had to overcome partisan bickering
and the perception of unfair treatment. If pain was going to be
suffered, then it was necessary for everyone to endure it. Regardless
of the ultimate compromise, the final process would have to possess
three characteristics: (1) it must be a coordinated effort (enforced
consensus), (2) it must require the targeting of bases for closure, (3)
its closure decisions must be enforced. By contrast, the Canadian
experience was different in a number of ways.

B. Canada

Military base closures did not arrive on the policy agenda until
the mid-1960s in Canada. There were occasional reductions and
rationalizations in the first decades after the Second World War, but
apart from the divestiture of temporary facilities acquired for the
duration of that war, the period was marked by the construction of
military bases, training centers, and depots across the country. The
first rumors of systematic closures arose in 1969.# The new govern-
ment led by Pierre Trudeau launched a review of foreign policy with
inevitable consequences for rethinking the nature of defense posture
and, consequently, defense facilities. The Trudeau administration
also tried out the first of many systems to controlits expenditures and
set a target for the Department of National Defence that could only
be met through rationalization of bases. Indeed, serious discussions
of base closings in Canada have all been motivated by this dual
dynamic: changes in defense policy driven by a shift in the global
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strategic balance, and a fresh round of efforts to get the government’s
fiscal house in order.

In 1969 a special National Defence Task Force was established
to study every base and station in Canada. By August of that year it
had come up with two lists compiled on the basis of four criteria:
military role, capital investment, involvement with the local commu-
nity, and civilian jobs. As one senior defense official explained, the
firstlist consisted of bases that would be “least painful to close...They
are the ones where we think there is the best chance of finding
alternative uses for the base and alternative employment for the
civilian staffs involved.”# It targeted four bases that were eventu-
ally closed: Canadian Forces Military Complex Ville La Salle in
Quebec, and three facilities in Ontario.* These certainly fit the
criterion of the “easy list”: all of them, with the exception of the
Clinton, Ontario, base, were depots with relatively few military or
civilian personnel who mightlose theirjobs, and they lent themselves
to easy disposal or sale to the private sector. Cobourg, Ontario, for
example, had only 38 military personnel and 375 civilians, and there
was anotherbase in very close proximity. The local economies of Ville
La Salle, Cobourg, and London, Ontario were all vibrant, and conse-
quently the economic impact of the loss was negligible.

The potential impact of the second list-bases presumably with
deeper community roots and wider economic spin-offs-made imple-
mentation more challenging. An interdepartmental committee,
chaired by the deputy minister of a department other than National
Defence and concerned with everything from regional and economic
issues to manpower, explored the broad implications of potential
closures beyond the purely defense requirements and even con-
sulted with provincial authorities.* Rumors abounded and height-
ened tensions. As one commentator noted, “for the Cabinet, recent
weeks have had the atmosphere when commutation of a death
sentence is under study. It has been impossible to damp down the
rumors and the ministers have been receiving alarmed calls for help
from communities that think they are likely to be affected.”*® Assur-
ances were sought from the prime minister even before the cabinet
made its decision, and the issue was clearly linked to the question of
regional economic stimulation.”” The government, fully realizing
some of the liabilities concomitant with such a loss-imposition sce-
nario, floated several tactics to diminish the possibility of grassroots
political retaliation. It offered compensation through either “adjust-
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ment” grants or some countervailing regional investment, and it
tried to spread the pain over time by staggering the base closings.*

The federal cabinet itself had difficulty coming to a decision on
the second list of proposed closures. At the time, discussions over
closures were widely believed to be generating debate within the
cabinet by ministers concerned with defending their regions against
cuts. A judgment was supposed to have been made by October,
1969, but federal decision-makers faced a fierce lobbying campaign
from Prince Edward Island officials who feared the closure of the
base at Summerside. By December of that year, the only official
announcement on closures came not from the Defence Department
butrather from Allan MacEachen, minister responsible for immigra-
tion but also the regional minister for Atlantic Canada. Summerside
would stay open at least until 1973. In August, 1970, Defence
Minister Leo Cadieux announced the closure of air training bases at
Rivers (affecting 843 military and 204 civilians) and at Gimli (813
military and 206 civilians), both in Manitoba. Predictably, local
opinion was aroused and delegations immediately traveled to Ot-
tawa to try to reverse the decision.”

In the early 1970s a budget-freeze, coupled with inflationary
pressures, left the Department of National Defence in a dismal
financial state. Defence Minister James Richardson looked for ways
to increase the portion of the defense budget available for capital
expenditures (it had plunged to an all-time low in 1973) through in-
house economies and base consolidations, and he commissioned
studies to identify the Canadian Forces’ future infrastructure needs.
One completed in 1975, concluding that the minimum infrastructure
required to support the military was twelve bases, nevertheless
recommended reducing the department’s holdings from 32 to 23
bases.”! The next round of potential base closings thus coincided
with the Liberal government’s austerity program of 1975-76. The
Ministry of Defence again faced major budgetary cuts, and the Chief
of Defence Staff, General J.A. Dextraze, spoke publicly about the
need to consolidate facilities in order to permit better personnel
decisions in the face of new demands such as peacekeeping and
security for the 1976 Olympics.

Rumors circulated about closures, most notably over the poten-
tial that Canadian Forces Base (CFB) Chatham in New Brunswick
and some other bases in the Maritimes would be shut down. MPs
from the region grilled the defense minister, extracting a promise that

18 Canadian-American Public Policy



no bases had been selected for closure “yet.”® By March, 1976,
newspapers in the region were printing panic stories about the
devastating impact of potential base closings.* As soon as the
rumors surfaced, unions, businesses and local politicians organized
“massive protest rallies” at several Maritime centers.”” This tactic
was a predictable response by those resisting loss impositions. By
broadening the base of potential losers and implying that all bases in
a region were potentially threatened, more people rallied to the
cause. The regional dynamic also came into play because of a rumor
that the air patrol functions performed by the now obsolete CF-101
planes located at bases in the Maritimes would be moved to Quebec
along with a fleet of new fighter aircraft. A perceived emphasis on
Quebecincensed Maritime spokespeople. SaintJohn, New Brunswick
mayor Edis Flewelling asserted that CFB Gagetown, which had once
been the country’s “largest military establishment,” had now been
“’downgraded to almost training school status’” at the very time an
$88-million language school was under construction at Saint-Jean,
Quebec, and CFB Valcartier (also in Quebec) “had been raised in both
personnel strength and physical construction to become the nation’s
largest base.”*® The protests proved effective: Chatham was not
closed, although Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau tried again in 1982
only to back down in the face of loud protests.”” The base finally
closed in 1994.

In April, 1976, the issue of base closures was turned over to a
cabinet committee. After a month of deliberation on the DND
recommendations, however, the defense minister admitted that the
committee was stalled:

The proposal for shutting down several military bases has

aroused a storm of protest from the areas affected. In

several cases the defence base has become an integral part

of the local economy and its closure would mean a sub-

stantial financial loss to each community. Members of

parliament from areas expected to be involved have made

their protests in the Commons and privately to the minis-

ter stressing the vital importance of keeping the local

based [sic] in their respective communities operating.*®
By July the government simply had given up. Countrywide pres-
sures, coupled with disagreement within caucus, led the Liberal
government to “indefinitely postpone potentially contentious deci-
sions on closing or partly closing military bases.”” A revised, re-

Comparative Politics / Goren/Lackenbauer 19



duced list of closures was drafted over the summer and submitted to
the cabinet in October, 1976, but once again this generated a storm of
protest across the country.® In the end, only one base was closed (in
Toronto, Ontario) and another transferred (from Edmonton, Alberta
to Petawawa, Ontario), affecting only 150 civilian jobs. No bases in
eastern Canada were touched, not even Summerside, P.E.l., which
had been on the chopping block for years and was avowedly main-
tained for regional development rather than defense purposes.®

The impetus for closures disappeared in the early 1980s for
purely political reasons. Gilles Lamontague, the Liberal defense
minister, operated with one objective according to Douglas Bland:
“to keep defense issues out of cabinet and the newspapers, and he
found willing allies in NDHQ.” Concurrently, “[t]here was little
flexibility in the defence portfolio because too many items were
protected by domestic political interests. The defense infrastructure,
for example, consumed billions of defense dollars for little opera-
tional return, but that cash was off-limits” to the DND. The absence
of a cohesive strategic direction within the department® offset any
impetus within the Trudeau government to subject the citizenry to
painful closures at a time when it was increasingly challenged by
opposition critics and public commentators for every defense-re-
lated decision.

Although the DND had determined a “blueprint” for military
infrastructure by 1976, political will hindered any significant action
to close surplus bases during the 1970s and 1980s. As the office of the
auditor general of Canada surmised, “government concern about the
impact of base closures on local economies and the potential political
fallout led to indecision.” There was no established governmental
framework to deal with local economic impacts although there was
overlapping jurisdictional interest between several federal depart-
ments and agencies. As a result, “National Defence ... continued to
bear the cost of keeping bases open even as budgetary pressures
increased.”® Inthebattlebetweenlocal economic interests (political
support) and defense economies and effectiveness, the latter was
consistently losing out.

The next round of Canadian closures did not begin until the late
1980s, again under the pressure of a defense policy review and fiscal
constraints. The Tory government’s 1985 foreign policy paper (Com-
petitiveness and Security) was a vintage Cold War document, arguing,
forexample, that “the most direct threat to Canadian security derives
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from the Soviet Union’s military capabilities and antipathy to our
values.”®* Itsetthebackground for the 1987 White Paper on Defence,
yet neither document had made much sense by 1989 with the rapid
obsolescence of the Cold War. The Tories had also promised, without
much success, to do something serious about the deficit. Clearly,
Canada’sbroad strategic outlook and domestic expenditures needed
re-evaluation in light of an emerging post-Cold War era. There was
a similar sentiment growing south of the forty-ninth parallel.

IV. POST-COLD WAR ADJUSTMENTS

The end of the Cold War, and the concomitant decline in public
attentiveness to military matters in the new strategic environment,
justified the need for widespread military base closures in both
countries. Institutional and political realities, however, led the
United States and Canada to adopt different processes of selecting
bases for closure and realignment.

A. United States

1. Creation of BRAC

By thelate 1980s, it was clear that the process for closing military
bases in the United States was riddled with more problems than ever
before. They included excessive delays, vigorous congressional
objections, expensive litigation, and repetitious environmental im-
pact statements. As one scholarly observer putit: “The new institu-
tional mechanisms [put in place by Congress in the late 1970s] so
lowered the marginal cost of resisting major base closures and
realignments that it became politically untenable for an individual
member of Congress not to block closures and realignments. The
rules invited such resistance; constituents demanded it.”® All that
changed, however, with the creation of a new process for closing
military bases in 1988. Although altered in some significant ways in
1990, it works like this: the military services indicate to the secretary
of defense those bases that they would like to close; the secretary
makes additions or deletions from this list and sends it to a tempo-
rary, independent commission which then prepares its own list after
areview thatincludes analysis of available data and public hearings.
The commission makes up a final list and sends it to the president,
who can either accept it and submit it to Congress or reject it, but he
cannot make additions or deletions. Once it is approved by the
president, base closings can proceed unless both houses of Congress
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pass ajoint declaration disapproving the list within 45 working days.
Once again, Congress cannot make changes in the list by adding,
subtracting or substituting individual bases or groups of bases.®®
Even if both chambers passed such a declaration, it is subject to a
presidential veto, meaning that a two-thirds majority in each cham-
ber would be required to enact it.

In theory at least, this mechanism offers several advantages in
imposing regionally concentrated losses. It places detailed decision-
making in the hands of a body that is not concerned about re-
election—indeed, that goes out of business after recommendations.
It places pressure on the president and the Congress to approve the
work of a body that they themselves have created.” And instead of
multiple congressional hoops to jump through to approve base
closures, opponents must quickly build support in both chambers of
Congress. Legislators do not have to put their fingerprints on a base
closure by voting for it directly. So long as the number of affected
congressional districts or states is keptbelow a majority (or even two-
thirds) in at least one chamber, members have short-term incentives
to vote not to overturn the commission’s recommendations.®® The
calculus of legislators may be different if they think that acceptance
of around of base closings sets a precedent making it more likely that
there will be later rounds affecting their own constituents. If one
chamber fails to overturn the commission’s recommendations, mem-
bers of the other chamber are off the hook entirely from even having
to vote: thereis littleincentive for legislators to force an embarrassing
roll-call vote on their colleagues since a single chamber’s opposition
would not overturn the commission’s recommendations anyway.
Moreover, the second through fourth rounds of base closures were
authorized by a single piece of legislation in 1990, further lowering
the probability that legislators might be punished by their constitu-
ents for voting to put the process in place.®

Why would legislators in the United States adopt such a proce-
dure? Public choice theory suggests that they are unlikely to adopt
new procedures that produce outcomes harmful to a majority of
those approving the procedures unless they are unable to predict
accurately the outcomes of those new procedures. While it is cer-
tainly true that they could not predict precisely which bases would
be recommended for closure, the general outlines of the scope of
closure and the types of bases likely to be closed were known with
reasonable accuracy before the initial base closure procedure was put
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into effect. A more plausible interpretation of legislators’ behavioris
that they were amenable to a procedure that (1) allows them to
pursue personal preferences for governmental economy and effi-
ciency,” (2) enables them to casta politically popular vote in favor of
those preferences for which they can claim credit from constituents,
(3) simultaneously protects them from the wrath of an intense
minority of their constituents when those decisions are made, and (4)
facilitates their loud protests against individual base closures affect-
ing their constituents, while ensuring that their complaints will not
be effective.”? (There was also an issue of the rather appropriate
timing of the passage of the initial BRAC legislation—that it made it
through with the intended implementation at a point where both the
White House and Congress were in a major transition and those
elected in 1988 were going to be largely newcomers.) Inshort, itisless
important that the base closing procedure provides a Rawlsian “veil
of ignorance” about which bases are likely to be closed for legislators
(who may actually agree that bases should be closed, but fear the
political consequences) than for constituents, because by shielding
constituents from this knowledge their legislators are protected from
blame.

It is also helpful to recognize that not all legislators can be
expected to have the same preferences for preserving congressional
discretion over military base closings. That motivation is likely to be
especially strong among the congressional committees with jurisdic-
tion over military issues whose delegation of authority cuts into their
jurisdiction and removes a potential legislative currency. This par-
ticular jurisdiction only became acutely congressional in the post-
Vietnam and post-Watergate period with the waves of institutional
reforms. Assuch, this province of congressional decision-making, as
it has existed for the past twenty years, has been exceedingly paro-
chial and, as arealm of congressional power, ithas therefore been one
that members are rather disinclined to give up easily.

It should be no surprise, then, that the idea for a military base-
closing commission came not from committee leaders but from a
member of the then-minority party, Representative Dick Armey of
Texas (now House majority leader), who wanted to prevent Con-
gress from overturning an independent commission’s recommenda-
tions.”2 Acting as might be expected in the face of policy that has the
potential ability to impose significant loss on communities as well as
to deny certain members autonomy over a decision-making process,
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four separate committees all claimed jurisdiction to evaluate and
mark up the BRAC legislation.”” Committee leaders then proposed
weaker alternatives to Armey’s bill, and the legislation was bur-
dened with so many amendments that the Pentagon claimed the
proposed new procedures would actually make it harder to close
obsolete bases.” Congress eventually enacted a stronger version
incorporating the fast-track joint resolution as a congressional check
on the commission’s actions. By outlining such circumscribed provi-
sions to disapprove of the base-closing and realignment list, the law
goes far to insure that individual members’ political interests are
protected, since each member can lobby, protest, and make a case
while the commission is deliberating but would find it nearly impos-
sible to prevent the process from proceeding once the decisions are
made. While Rep. Armey’s motive was to assist the Pentagon in
actually getting some bases closed and thereby eliminate excess
tederal spending, he—like those who supported his efforts—also
knew that fellow legislators, especially those with bases in their
districts or states, had to be given some sort of political coverage in
order to get them to support base closings. By creating an indepen-
dent commission to choose which bases to close or realign, the
“political football” that otherwise would have plagued members of
Congress was more or less removed.

The way in which this legislation was written allowed Congress
to overcome some of its own institutional difficulties by forcing it to
consent to base closings. Since the only real option for Congress is to
accept or reject the entire package, elected officials are forced into a
consensus of a kind. Most members would rather work together in
this instance, particularly because they have been given an option in
terms of “shifting theblame.” As there is no option to vote for the list,
members of Congress and the president are able to deflect a certain
amount of responsibility for decisions that may put voters out of
work.

The “all or nothing” restriction in regard to congressional
disapproval of the BRAC recommendations is another means Con-
gress instituted to overcome its earlier institutional difficulties in
making large-scale decisions and policies. Some of those problems
stemmed from anticipated electoral reactions and some from other
factors such as “the decline in intercommittee reciprocity and the rise
of flooramending activity, split control, and the huge deficits.””® The
BRAC legislation is designed to circumvent these particular prob-
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lems; the resolution of disapproval is referred only to one committee
in each House, the Committee on Armed Services, and the respective
committees must discharge the resolution within a 20-day period or
“atthe end of such period, [such committee shall be] discharged from
further consideration of such resolution, and such resolution shall be
placed on the appropriate calendar of the House involved.””* The
statute also prohibits committee or floor amendments to BRAC
recommendations. Congress may not tinker with the package that is
presented to it; either it is rejected or it goes into effect and the
secretary of defense then commences closure of the recommended
bases.

By moving the actual decision-making structure out of Con-
gress and by placing it in the hands of this commission, the legislation
also eliminates the main avenue for public intervention and interfer-
ence in the process. In the past, the public, when it wanted to stop the
base closure process, would most often lobby its representatives and
senators to take a stand against closure. When a recommendation for
closure reached the floor, the elected official would persuade his or
her colleagues to vote against the closure and the base would usually
remain open. While members of Congress and the president are still
lobbied by those who may be affected by the impending closures,
there is nothing those officials can do except make the case to the Base
Realignment and Closing Commission [BRAC] on behalf of their
constituents. This is the general pattern in congressional de-distribu-
tive policymaking;:

Rather than alienating the clients or beneficiaries of pro-

grams facing cutbacks, freezes, or stretch-outs, lawmakers

find it prudent to vote for omnibus measures that embody

across-the-board formulas or complex compromises. As

long as everyone else is taking their lumps, it is argued, it

is easier to accept damage to one’s own favored pro-

grams.”

The decision as to which bases will be recommended for closure sits
with the commission, not with the Congress or even the president,
and thus the elected representatives are more or less protected from
“alienating” their constituents.

In moving the decision-making venue from Congress to the
commission, and then constructing this “all-or-nothing” mechanism
through which the recommendations go into effect, the BRAC legis-
lation went far towards eliminating much of the previous parochial
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interference in the decision-making process. The initial
Commission’s” recommendations for closure or partial closure of 91
bases and “realignment” of 54 others were made public at the end of
December, 1988, at one of the biggest defense-related press confer-
ences since Franklin D. Roosevelt had announced that the United
States was entering World War II. In April, 1989, the House rejected
ajoint resolution of disapproval by an overwhelming 381-43 vote.”
While powerful legislators tried to win exemptions for bases in their
states, alleging factual errors in the Commission’s decision-making
process, the Bush administration refused to go along. Defense Secre-
tary Richard Cheney argued that “It was a package, and if we get into
the business of pulling out individual bases, I'm fearful the entire
package will come apart and I'll end up without any bases closed.”®

While there was some speculation among those in the press that
the first round had led to more closures than had been anticipated in
Congress,®’ members and staff who worked with the 1988 Commis-
sion suggested that thelist could havebeen much longer but, instead,
the commissioners had tried to strike a balance of some kind between
too much and too little. One of the senior staff members on the 1988
Commission acknowledged that while there were “other bases that
[the Commission] was looking at, and would [have] considered for
closure, and perhaps would have liked to have closed, but there was
akind of a sense, not that we could quantify it, that maybe this would
go too far and we didn’t want to over-tax the system.”®

Nothing succeedslike de-politicized decision-making when the
issue is loss imposition, or so it seemed. In 1990, when Defense
Secretary Richard Cheney, as part of President George Bush’s annual
budget request, put forward a package that included 35 new base
closures, there was quite a rumble through Congress, especially from
Democratic members who said that their districts had been specifi-
cally targeted.®® When Congress blocked Cheney’s plan, Armed
Services Committee chair Les Aspin immediately offered legislation
establishing another base closure commission with much of the same
design as the 1988 Commission. This new Commission presented
three separate rounds of closure decisions in 1991, 1993, and 1995. By
moving to establish a new BRAC, the Democratic members avoided
the charges that they were spendthrift while weakening the power of
the administration over outcomes. They looked less like they were
“speaking out of both sides of their mouths,” since they had been
calling for defense budget cuts at the end of the Cold War while at the
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same time complaining about the cuts that fell in their districts or
states.

2. Fine-Tuning Policymaking

The second BRAC looked and acted a little bit different from the
1988 model. Alterations were mostly due to some of the complaints
thathad been filed against the first commission. Because of questions
about the independence of the initial BRAC, the new one required
that the General Accounting Office, Congress’s autonomous investi-
gation and auditing arm, provide its own analysis of the money-
saving potential of DoD recommendations.® After holding public
hearings mandated by the second BRAC law, a new commission
deliberated in public (televised live on C-SPAN) on a final list of bases
instead of holding all its debates behind closed doors.®* The latter
tactic had been used by the social security reform group’s “Gang of
17” which had concluded that the only way to come to decisions and
consensus among, the various partisan members was to keep the
doorsclosed. The 1991 BRAC commission largely followed Cheney’s
lead, recommending the closure of 25 bases with the loss of 100,000
civilian and military jobs. By a vote of 354 to 60, the house rejected a
joint resolution to overturn the BRAC recommendation.®* Two years
later, another round of base closure proposals, although highly
controversial because its effects were concentrated in California,
ended up producing the most ambitious record to date with 35 major
and 95 minor base closings.” Legislators and local officials had
attempted by a variety of maneuvers to prevent bases from being
closed, but the revised BRAC process remained largely insulated
from their efforts.

Citizens’ groups, local officials, and elected representatives still
tried to influence the BRAC process. For instance, immediately after
the initial list of bases compiled by Cheney had been transmitted to
BRAC, Arlen Specter, Republican senator from Pennsylvania, com-
plained publicly because closure of the Philadelphianavy station and
shipyard would hurt his constituents. His cry was joined by others
who wanted to “stop the madness” because their districts had also
been targeted. Specter talked to Cheney and with John Sununu, the
president’s chief of staff, but not with members of the BRAC. By
contrast, Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN), whose state was slated tolose
an air base with 3,200 jobs, left Washington to visit the facility.
Afterward he asked BRAC “to check for possible errors in the
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evaluation [made by the Pentagon in recommending the base for
closure].”® Unlike Specter, Lugar recognized that under the revised
legislation it was BRAC, rather than Cheney or Bush, who would
make the final decision. (Though presidents can reject an entire
BRAC list of targets, thus farnone has done so.) Asaresult of changes
in the law, most legislators now complained before BRAC had begun
its evaluations rather than saving their ammunition until the com-
mission had put forward its recommendations.

This shift in responses is a direct result of the change in the
BRAC legislation and the way the decision-making procedures were
to operate, since the Defense Department now had to draw up a list
of bases for closure and realignment and then present that to the
BRAC for analysis. This returned the procedure, in many respects, to
the way base closures had been done in the past when the secretary
of defense would begin by submitting a list of bases to Congress. But
the difference here—both from the 1988 BRAC and from the way it
had been done previously-was that the base closure and realignment
decision-making process was protected and insulated from partisan
or parochial politics to a large extent. The 1991 BRAC Report to the
President mentioned this particular characteristic of the commission,
and how it had helped this Commission do a better job:

The 1991 Defense Base Closure and Realignment

Commission’s recommendations emerged fromauniquely

open process, in which testimony and viewpoints were

heard from community and congressional leaders. This

process insulated the Commission from partisan politics.®
The end result—that some bases would be closed—had been deter-
mined by the passage of the legislation to reconstitute the BRAC. This
protected and more or less guaranteed base closures. The structure
of the BRAC and the way it operates were crafted so as to protect the
Commission itself from accusations of partisanship or other kinds of
bias in its decisions.

Along with the reworking of the BRAC structure, there was a
newly opened avenue to try to influence the Commission’s decisions
and evaluations. This is what prompted the outspoken and immedi-
ate responses from elected officials. They were hoping to focus the
Commission’s attention during its four-month period of scrutinizing
and analyzing the secretary’s recommendations. The task for mem-
bers of Congress, and/or agitated members of a community, was to
focus the Commission’s attention on a particular installation and
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suggest that the Department of Defense had somehow been remiss in
its analysis of that particular installation and inappropriately had
included it on thelist for closure or realignment. The BRAC was fully
within its authority to “add, delete, or modify the Secretary’s list.”*
The job of the Commission was specifically to “ensure that the
proposals submitted by [DoD] did not deviate substantially from the
force-structure plan and the eight [congressionally approved] selec-
tion criteria.””" The newly open procedure, along with this mandate
to make sure that the Defense Department had been true to the
evaluation criteria for selecting bases, meant that elected officials
changed their behavior with regard to the base closure decision-
making process. This reorientation brought about a shift in initial
responses to the secretary’s list of bases as well as towards the
Commission itself.

The new open process prompted politicians to take some kind
of action. Elected officials worried that if they did not publicly take
action their constituents would blame them if bases were closed in
their districts and states. Faced with public hearings, public an-
nouncements of the bases tobe closed, and an established procedure,
politicians could not reasonably be expected to refrain from trying to
influence the base closure process. And try they did.

During the 1970s and 1980s, those who had lobbied members to
keep their bases open had been grass roots organizations, generally
without much sophistication. What had to be done in those days
consisted mostly of bringing the issue to the attention of the appro-
priate congressional delegation. After that, the affected members
would do therest of the lobbying, urging their colleagues to vote with
them, and so on. This was not to be the case with the newly
implemented BRAC process. Those who hoped to keep their base
open would have to find some means of convincing the Commission
that the Defense Department had made a miscalculation by putting
the base on its list in the first place. This would take more sophisti-
cation and creativity, and possibly more professional lobbying meth-
ods. Thus, the three BRAC rounds that came out of the 1990
legislation opened up opportunities for professional consultants to
make public presentations, offer new arguments for keeping bases
open, manipulate the system and otherwise influence outcomes. A
tew brief examples should satisfy curiosity and provide an overview
of the kind of lobbying that was done and the avenues pursued to
influence the process.”? The city of Charleston, S.C. spent about $1
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million to make its case to the BRAC, hiring consultants, putting
together facts, figures and reports, and presenting extensive informa-
tion to the BRAC when it came to town. In the end, Charleston lost.
Although the BRAC commissioners acknowledged that the presen-
tation had made them re-consider the case, they stuck to their original
conclusion. Members of Congress and various communities hired
former staff members from the BRAC to advise them during the
subsequent rounds. One member from New York went so far as to
hire his predecessor for his staff, since this person had been inti-
mately involved not only with campaigning to protect the local base,
but also on the legislation that had created BRAC in the first place.
These were just a few of the more “extra-ordinary” ways in which
attempts were made to influence the BRAC process.

Members of Congress also pursued the usual routes to “get
what they wanted” by holding up appointments to the Commission
and trying to frustrate the appropriations process. The White House
joined in, selecting more overtly political and partisan appointees for
the Commission and offering up less controversial lists of bases tobe
closed. In addition, fewer bases were selected for closure in the run
up to the 1995 election year, and there was an attempt to avoid base
closures in states exerting political weight during the presidential
election season.

Every effort was made to slow or reverse the process, lessen the
pain, and particularly to influence those making the decisions. With
each round of closures, the commission felt the pressures from
various actors. Bases were still chosen for closure, but the final round
had selected fewer of them, and the openings for those who had
hoped to change outcomes had become more discernable. There was
also an attempt to pit the institutions of government against one
another in order to hold up the decision-making process.

3. Institutional Checks and Balances

Opponents of closure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard (or-
dered in the 1991 round) mounted both a court challenge to the
commission process and a legislative effort to subject it to judicial
review, but neither succeeded.”® The Supreme Court’s decision is
particularly interesting in context of the political motivations behind
the creation of the BRAC itself (and any subsequent, similarly de-
signed entities), highlighting institutional perspectives on the diffi-
culty of loss imposition in instances where there is a geographically-
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concentrated area effected by the decisions. A great outcry arose
when the Philadelphia Yard was originally selected for closure,
because it employed a significant number of people, both directly
and indirectly, and its closure would certainly be keenly felt in the
immediate area, particularly during a recessionary period in the
early 1990s.
When Senator Arlen Specter (R-PA) stood before the Su-

preme Court in March, 1994, it was the “first time in more than 20
years that a member of Congress had argued a case “before thisbody
the Court.”** Not only was it out of the ordinary, but Specter also
asked the Court to “declare that the Government’s selection of
military bases for closing or downgrading is subject to challenge in
Federal court.””® In the end, the Supreme Court unanimously
rejected Specter’s claim, explaining that it was not in the Court’s
purview to decide such questions.

Where a statute, such as the 1990 [BRAC] Act, commits

decision making to the discretion of the President, judicial

review of the President’s decision is not available...our

conclusion thatjudicial review is not available for respon-

dents’ claim follows from our interpretation of an Act of

Congress, by which we and all federal courts are bound.

The judicial power of the United States conferred by

Article III of the Constitution is upheld just as surely by

withholding judicial relief where Congress has permissi-

bly foreclosed it, as it is by granting such relief where

authorized by the Constitution or by statute.”
Although the Court unanimously rejected Specter’s argument, some
justices dissented with regard to all of the elements in the case. The
foremost assertion, both in the majority opinion and in a concurring
one, is that judicial review, one of the instruments which Specter
claimed is necessary and proper in this instance and for the ‘health’
of the decisions that come out of the BRAC, has, in fact, no placein this
process. As Justice Souter explained:

The point that judicial review was probably not intended

emerges again upon considering the linchpin of this un-

usual statutory scheme, which isits all-or-nothing feature.

The President and Congress must accept or reject the

biennial base-closing recommendations as a single pack-

age. Neither the President nor Congress may add a base to

the list or “cherry pick” one from it. This mandate for
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prompt acceptance or rejection of the entire package of

base closings can only represent a considered allocation of

authority between the Executive and Legislative Branches

to enable each to reach important, but politically difficult,

objectives. Indeed, the wisdom and ultimate political

acceptability of a decision to close any one base depends

on the other closure decisions joined with it in a given

package, and the decisions made in the second and third

rounds just as surely depend (or will depend) on the
particular content of the package or packages of closing

that will have preceded them. If judicial review could

eliminate one base from a package, the political resolution

embodied in that package would be destroyed; ...the very
reasons that led Congress by this enactment to bind its
hands from untying a package, once assembled, go far to
persuade me that Congress did not mean the courts to
have any such power through judicial review.”
The decision-making process, through the BRAC legislation, had
been cleaned up and streamlined as much as possible, and according
toSouter’sargument, judicial review and the courts arenot tobe used
to stymie base closure policy. Senator Specter and his co-plaintiffs
expressed concern about their districts and states and the potential
jobloss that closure would bring.”® The BRAC was designed to make
sure that while these concerns existed and admittedly were trouble-
some for elected officials, there was a greater need for antiquated and
excess bases to be closed. The justices were not convinced that the
Base Realignment and Closing Commission, nor its procedures or
results, could be seen as a violation of any of the guarantees of the U.S.
Constitution in any way. In fact, to suggest that the Court could
declare the viability of the BRAC decisions would violate the separa-
tion of powers doctrine. Not only this, but to integrate the Court into
the process in the way requested by the suit would also be a violation
of its position and vantage point outside of parochial politics.

It is certainly not the case that the court should always avoid
entering into partisan or parochial battles. But as the Solicitor-
General Drew S. Day III explained to the Court, the BRAC, as a
solution to the difficulty of closing bases, is a coordinated and
consensual effort between the executive and the legislative branches
to make tough, de-distributive decisions. The court concurred,
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suggesting that if it were to get involved, it would disturb the
delicately constructed BRAC process.

In sum, the text, structure, and purpose of the Act clearly

manifest congressional intent to confine the base-closing

selection process within a narrow time frame before inevi-

table political opposition to an individual base closing

could become overwhelming, to ensure that the decisions

be implemented promptly, and to limit acceptance or

rejection to a package of base closings as a whole, for the

sake of political feasibility. While no one aspect of the Act,

standing alone, would suffice to overturn the strong pre-

sumption in favor of judicial review, this structure (com-
bined with the Act’s provision for Executive and congres-
sional review, and its requirement of time-constrained
judicial review of implementation under NEPA) can be
understood no other way than as precluding judicial re-
view of a base-closing decision under the scheme that
Congress, out of its doleful experience, chose to
enact...accordingly...the Act forecloses such judicial re-
view.”

Senator Specter’s argument for judicial review rests on the thesis that
“the absence of recourse to the courts would make the base closing
law unconstitutional, because Congress could not delegate such
unreviewable authority to an independent, nonelected commis-
sion.”1® Thearguments thatrefuted this make the point thatbecause
the BRAC and its processes are not completely independent and
disassociated from Congress, it is the proper place of Congress and
the president, rather than the courts, to evaluate the decisions made
by the BRAC. Not only is it properly the place of the president and
Congress to evaluate and review the decisions, but they are also
given specifically determined time and guidelines to conduct such a
review.

The BRAC essentially remains a “creature” of the Congress,
unlike other independent regulatory agencies or commissions, be-
causeit doesnot operate wholly independently.’® While the congres-
sional approval process of its actions is streamlined, the BRAC
decisions, unlike those of independent regulatory commissions and
agencies, cannot go into effect without the approval of Congress.

Another court challenge to the BRAC failed, as well as an
attempt to force the court to define the BRAC-process as somehow
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outside of the constitutional order. National Federation of Federal
Employees [NFFE] v. Cheney made it only as far as the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia. In this particular case, which
claimed that the BRAC legislation and process constituted excessive
delegation of powers and violated the separation of powers of the
constitutional system, the court found that the BRAC process did not
constitute excessive delegation since the legislation had provided
clear guidelines for the commission to follow in making its decisions.
The court also noted that the process was not a violation of the
separation of powers because “Congress was [not] interfering exces-
sively with the Secretary of Defense’s performance of his duty.”'®
The role of Congress in the BRAC process does not “enhance Con-
gressional power vis-4-vis the Executive Branch because, like all other
statutes, it is subject to the president’s veto.”'® NFFE v. Cheney also
evaluated the claim that the BRAC process was a violation of the
Court’s decision in Immigration & Naturalization Service [INS] v.
Chadha. Again, the BRAC process was found to be constitutionally
sound and not a violation of the Chadha decision. The BRAC neither
violated the presentment clause of the constitution, since the
commission’s recommendations must be approved by the president
and by Congress before going into effect; nor did the process pose the
bicameralism problems of INS v. Chadha since the “commission’s
recommendations can only be rejected by ajoint resolution from both
houses signed by the President.”*%

The decisions by the courts in Dalton v. Specter, No. 93-289, and
in NFFE v. Cheney, No. 90-5004, also closed down these particular
avenues as means to try to influence the new base closure decision-
making process. But like all avenues that were tested, some more
usefully than others, these particular ones certainly had to be at-
tempted; and with this venture, the district court’s and the Supreme
Court’s opinions of the BRAC as an entity were fleshed out in
constitutional, institutional and legal contexts. The courtagreed with
Congress and the original intention in the construction of the BRAC,
which was that it was not, in fact, fully independent of Congress or
the executive. It was, as the Court addressed it, a “kind of modus
vivendi between the two political branches.”'® Italso did not violate
the constitution.

4. Reflections on the U.S. Base Closing Process
Between 1988 and 1995, the various incarnations of the Base
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Realignment and Closing Commission selected about 534 domestic
military bases for closure and/or realignment.'® While the bulk of
this figure is made up of smaller closures and realignments, each
round of selections and recommendations did strike at nearly 100
major bases slated for closure or significant downsizing through this
process.

Each round of closures also saw a greater reduction in the
domestic base structure itself, with a total reduction over seven years
of nearly 20 percent of the entire domestic base structure. The
estimate of actual dollars saved by the closures can only be calculated
over a period of time, since each round of closures also demands an
initial one-time expenditure to pay costs actually associated with the
shut down.'” But according to estimates, by 1998 the “cumulative
savings of the four [BRAC] rounds completely offset the cumulative
costs to date.”!® Through the year 2001, base closure savings are
projected to reach $14 billion with annual savings of $5.6 billion in the
year 2002 and each year thereafter.'®

Given such significant cuts in the domestic base structure, the
BRAC was seen by most elected representatives as having success-
fully executed a tough, de-distributive decision-making task. It did
so in a manner that spared most members of Congress as well from
being blamed for the hardships visited upon constituents.

Essentially, the BRAC did what it was intended to do, making
decisions that imposed a loss while protecting elected representa-
tives from being blamed. Congress had long faced a number of
difficulties in terms of making these decisions, and it had sought a
solution that would provide some political protection for members
while not ceding the job to the president. Congress determined that
in order to change its behavior and actually make some decisions on
base closures and realignments, an effective decision-making pro-
cess would have to incorporate some broad political solutions to
certain ongoing problems:

Political Problem Broad Solution

blame avoidance insulate members

deficit politics all or nothing restrictions
divided government no amendments
institutional or turf protection automatic pilot

lack of consensus force consensus
partisanship omnibus legislation’
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There were some differences in terms of the particular solutions that
characterized the various BRACs, as Congress went about construct-
ing and then reconstituting the commission for subsequent rounds.
Some key aspects of the first BRAC were not retained in the subse-
quent legislation because of the criticisms they had engendered.
Once members of Congress and the president saw the successful
execution of the BRAC process in 1988, there was almost no turning
back. They were essentially locked into the process they had in-
vented.

Perhaps the greatest shift in this procedural change involved
trading in blame avoidance in the context of de-distributive decision-
making for partial delegation of decision making to creatively con-
structed entities. There has been a growing tendency in this area, as
many scholars of the U.S. Congress and policymaking in general
have started to note. Many of these analyses reveal a brewing crisis
requiring some decisions to be made and implemented with expedi-
ency, thus pressing all the elected officials involved to figure out a
method of making certain de-distributive decisions.!! Granted, the
excess base capacity of the military was not the same level of crisis as
the potential financial collapse of the social security system. Butin
the long term, excess base capacity meant that defense dollars were
not being spent wisely or efficiently. Policymakers believed that
eventually it would lead to the weakening of U.S. defense capabilities
and could undermine the national security and safety of the United
States and its allies. By the late 1980s a confluence emerged between
the need for Congress to do something about the excess domestic
base capacity and members’ need to avoid being blamed for hard-
ships resulting from such decisions.

BRAC became the product of this confluence. Once it had been
established, members were able further to refine its character and
components, tweaking it so that the entire decision-making process
was streamlined at the same time that it was made more and more
legitimate. The process still had to attend to the original difficulties
that Congress faced when making de-distributive decisions while
trying to avoid being blamed for them. The broad solutions to these
problems remained constant but the specific measures were altered
to take evolving considerations into account. The following chart
specifies these variations between the solutions produced by the
original BRAC and those of the later BRACs:
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Broad Solution '88 Solution '91-'95 Solution

Insulate Members* Closed Doors Open Doors

All or Nothing Restrictions ~ One Shot Deal* Multiple Rounds

No Amendments Political Vacuum Professionalized Process™
Automatic Pilot Respect for Commission  Experts/Valid Arguments
Force Consensus* Enforced Consensus® Enforced Consensus*
Ommnibus legislation Non-Partisan Commission Insulate Commission Itself'?

*bold items indicate key elements

Some of the specific solutions, especially the enforcement of consen-
sus, proved to be more important to the Commission’s effectiveness
than others.

While other components of the new process were also impor-
tant to its success, the institutionalization of the consensus view —
that something was going to be done to make these decisions—
prompted the establishment of the commission mechanism itself. It
was also vital for the later acceptance of the recommendations made
by this mechanism. This may be considered an inverted conclusion;
since base closures affect geographically concentrated areas, there
should be less of a need for a general consensus. But one of the
primary operating components of the success of the BRAC is that
“everyone takes their hits together”; members believe that there is
safety innumbers. While the pain was highly localized in the commu-
nities where bases were closed or downsized, there were enough
places to make the entire process more acceptable to elected repre-
sentatives. Safety in numbers extended over subsequent rounds of
base closures as well.

In this regard, the 1988 BRAC set a kind of precedent. With
some complaining, but generally with a sigh of relief that something
was finally being accomplished in this difficult area, members of
Congress had forced themselves through an intermediary to close
selected domestic military bases. An agreement on the need for an
enforced consensus carried over to the subsequent rounds and
motivated the fine-tuning of the BRAC process, which later operated
in a more positive and optimistic atmosphere, contributing to the
overall enthusiasm for the BRAC and impelling elected officials to
accept the decisions made by the commissions.

Professionalism and oversight of various kinds, combined with
the mandate for open hearings and visits to communities, estab-
lished a process that was generally accepted as legitimate and re-
spectable. These alterations in the way that the Commission went
about its business also changed a secretive and stealthy organization
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intoamore open and accessible one, allowing for publicinvolvement
and for the professional evaluation of decisions. All this helped
BRAC to doits job more effectively and efficiently. Atthe same time,
because BRAC operations were becoming more and more accepted
and even praised by those who had any involvement in the process,
the newly implemented tools helped to close down many avenues
that might have been used to undermine the work of the BRAC.

BRAC has ended up having a long-term effect on the entire base
closure decision-making process by changing the way these deci-
sions are made. It is doubtful that domestic military bases will ever
againbe closed without a commission to guide the process, make the
decisions, and cushion the political shocks.

B. Canada

1. Mulroney Government

Similar to the military planners in the United States, Canadian
officials had long supported reductions in facilities since this would
free up money for badly needed new equipment. By the late 1980s,
the Canadian military establishment simply awaited the political
decision by the Mulroney government (then early in its second
mandate) to facilitate the reallocation of resources. The perceived
success of base conversions in the United States and Canada, coupled
with the need to reduce infrastructure as “an inevitable consequence
of changing military requirements,” justified immediate rationaliza-
tion according to a Department of National Defence release:

In the past, the option of closing bases has been resisted

because of the financial impact on surrounding communi-

ties. But the situation has come to a head: in two decades

the size of the Canadian Forces has dropped by one third,

without a corresponding reduction in support infrastruc-

ture. The choice today is between cutting operational

effectiveness — thus national security — or cutting an

inefficient infrastructure.'”

The 1989 federal budget announced a total of fourteen base and
station closures and reductions, most prominently in P.E.I,, Ontario,
Manitoba, and New Brunswick, all of which had received reprieves
over the years. A 1988 study (based on the 1975 recommendations)
had exerted some impact on this budget announcement, “but its
recommendations were altered substantially by a departmental re-
view and also at the ministerial level.”"* At the time, Manitoba and
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New Brunswick were withholding support from the Meech Lake
Accord. Coupled with the consideration that Quebec was least
effected by the cuts (the loss of the Mont Apica radar site was offset
by establishment of a mobile radar establishment at Bagotville), this
suggested that decisions might have been designed to punish recal-
citrant provinces while placating Quebec for political reasons.'®

Protests were predictably loud. Interestingly, the scale of the
loss imposition generated precisely the type of coalition building one
might expect, and the affected communities banded together to resist
the cuts. The mayor of London noted:

We’vebeen in contact with some of the otherjurisdictions,

but eventually we will have to go it alone - I think we

should go together to the point where we could say to Mr.

McKnight [the Minister of National Defence] and the

Government of Canada that we want an opportunity to

come in and make our cases.'

Rallies were held in virtually every affected community, delegations
were sent to Ottawa, and premiers visited the national capital to
lobby on behalf of their provinces. P.E.L residents even tried to enlist
God on their side: prayers were said in virtually every church on the
island."” This was entirely understandable since CFB Summerside
was P.E.I’s largest industry after agriculture. The island’s lobbying
campaign, honed through years of practice, included Premier Joe
Ghiz, all the members of the provincial legislative assembly (regard-
less of party stripe), chambers of commerce and unions, the Public
Service Alliance of Canada, the largest demonstration in provincial
history (about 6000 participants), and protests on Parliament Hill in
Ottawa. Remarkably, given the history of Canadian base closures,
Prime Minister Brian Mulroney held firm, although he promised
some form of federal compensation.'® Inthe end thebase was closed,
but Summerside received the Goods and Services Tax Processing
Centre to mitigate the impact. In the words of Peter C. Newman, this
conversion led the government to “spend more money than it had
saved.”!?

Five years later, the auditor general of Canada assessed the
impacts of the two major base closures Summerside and Portage La
Prairie, Manitoba carried out as a result of the 1989 budget announce-
ment. In response to the broad question “are the two communities
significantly worse off since the closure announcement, and has the
government really saved money?”, the study drew several conclu-
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sions. First, the data on economic impacts of the bases used by the
department to support the closure decisions was founded on provin-
cial and national demographic and economic indicators that proved
inappropriate, since local conditions varied substantially. Second,
the estimates of savings “werenotrigorously derived and...contained
many flaws”; they did not include provisions for financial assistance
to communities and significantly underestimated closure costs. “The
absence of a coherent government framework for carrying out the
closures and of a clear strategy for mitigating negative economic
impacts contributed to enormous resistance in the communities,”
and as a result emergency financial assistance, “negotiated in reac-
tion to thebacklash, turned out to be extensive.” Third, although this
financial assistance was unplanned, it appeared to mitigate the
negative impacts of the closures on the local economies, and despite
the extent of federal contributions to offset ill effects, the government
“beganachieving netsavings fairly soon after the closures.”'® In this
respect, base closures appeared to save money over the long run. In
the short term, however, the DND was still saddled with costly,
superfluous infrastructure as the new decade began.

In September 1991, the Minister of Defence, Marcel Masse,
issued a statement on defense policy that pointed clearly to further
base closings and reductions. He announced that Canada’s two
overseas bases in Germany would be closed. “Redundantinfrastruc-
ture” in Canada would be the subject of another committee study, the
September Reviewindicated: “...if we wish to ensure thatasatisfactory
level of funding is available for the procurement of equipment,
redundant or unnecessary infrastructure should be eliminated imme-
diately in order torecover the savings thus realized.”'* The acrimony
and maneuvering generated by the 1989 closures doubtlessly en-
couraged the minister to copy the American strategy for de-politiciz-
ing the proposed closure of bases in the U.5.2? Masse appointed an
Advisory Group on Defence Infrastructure to develop a decision-
making framework (in part based on “the experience of foreign
governments in dealing with identical problems of rationalization”)
and to report within six months. Part of the Group’s mandate was to
consider the socio-economic impact of “adjustments,” taking into
account government programs as wellasregional equity and Canada’s
French-English duality.'?

The Advisory Group reported in June 1992, urging the estab-
lishment of anindependentreview panel on defense infrastructure to
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ensure that the decisions to close bases were based on clear security
criteria rather than regional development concerns. After making
inquiries and holding open hearings, the review panel would be free
to modify the proposals it received from the minister of national
defence before sending them to the minister and the government. If
these recommendations were accepted without amendment, the
report would be forwarded to a parliamentary committee (including
opposition party members) that would be able, after up to thirty days
of hearings, to vote for or against the report as a package before the
final decision was made. An interdepartmental committee would
then handle government financial assistance. In a departure from
past processes, Dr. Katy Bindon argued, the proposed process im-
posed a greater degree of accountability and transparency, as well as
a “timeframe ... in which there is a multifaceted assessment of the
basis of [each] recommendation and the arguments in support of it.”
The process could not be “entirely painless,” she argued, but could
certainly be more “felicitous than it has been.”™ The House of
Commons standing committee on national defence and veterans
affairs endorsed the report, but the minister of national defence
deferred action.

The appeal of the proposed procedure, designed to be as non-
partisan as possible while placing significant constraints on govern-
ment decision-making power, was grounded in the notion that the
government itself would not be held accountable for the “pain’
inflicted on communities. Coming late in the Conservative mandate,
however, some observers accused the government of simply using
thisadvisory and committee process as a politically motivated delay-
ing tactic to avoid announcing any base closures before the next
election. They pointed to the American BRAC process as an indica-
tion that the decision-making process could be expedited if the
government desired.’” As events unfolded, all of these proposed
procedural changes were rendered moot when an election was called
and the Liberals were swept into power with a majority government.

2. The Liberals and their Critics

The Liberal Red Book committed to $1.3 billion in federal cuts
in 1994-95, of which nearly half would come from the cancellation of
the EH-101 helicopter program and other unspecified defense pro-
grams.”® As promised, the new government initiated a review of
defense priorities but undertook serious reforms before the final
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report was issued. In late 1993 an infrastructure review board
comprised of senior officers was established to determine defense
rationalization proposals and to reduce infrastructure to minimum
requirements. The board’s recommendations were subsequently
circulated to departmental officials, the minister, cabinet, and gov-
ernment members of Parliament. Behind closed doors “the govern-
ment significantly altered the package of recommendations and
identified additional reductions in Defence infrastructure.”'?’

The February, 1994, budget announced the single largest pro-
gram of base reductions and closures in Canadian history: four large
bases and two military colleges would be closed in the next three
years, and sixteen other installations would be shut down, consoli-
dated, or have their operations scaled back. Perhaps even more
surprisingly, the minister of national defense warned that the
government’s fiscal position would permit only modest compensa-
tion in special cases for these closures. There would be “no more
Summersides” because the government “just [did not] have the
millions of dollars to replace the economicactivity.” The government
estimated that these actions would save $850 million over five years
and by 1997-98 would produce annual savings of $350 million.'”® The
1995 federal budget announced the closure of nine more facilities.

The Department of National Defence’s rationale for the reduc-
tions and closures was remarkably blunt and dismissive of the
consultation procedures recommended by the advisory group:

Under the previous government, the Minister’s Advisory

Group on Defence Infrastructure, in its report to the Min-

ister of National Defence, called for public consultations to

be held prior to base closures. The recommended process

involved extensive consultations, which would occur over

an extended period of time. The Red Book, “Creating

Opportunity,” identified defence expenditure reductions

which were both immediate and drastic. The timing of the

savingsrequired in thisbudgetcould notawait the comple-

tion of the recommended public consultation process....

The base closures and facility reductions are occurring in

order to save money. It will not, therefore, be possible

financially to offset the impact of these decisions on local
communities. The Federal Government is, however, pre-
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pared to work with community leaders and other levels of
government to assist in the development and implemen-
tation of community adjustment plans.'®

The constraints of public discussion and committee oversight were
put aside in the name of expediency and efficiency. While the lack of
input solicited criticism from opposition MPs and the media in
affected areas, the Liberals achieved results. Defence Minister David
Collenette, defending his government’s actions, merely shifted blame
to the previous Conservative administration: “For 10 years the Con-
servatives sat here in the biggest post-war economic boom and did
not deal with the tough questions of surplus military infrastructures.
They just sat on them and saddled Parliament with the consequences
of their action, which is a deficit last year of $45 billion. They should
be ashamed of themselves.... The Conservatives should have taken
these tough decisions and not left them to us.”’® The collapse of the
Conservatives in the 1993 election meant that there was no force to
counter this evasion of responsibility.

It took more than twenty-five years after the intention had been
first announced in 1970 to close CFB Chatham. Defense officials
publicly admitted in their budget documents that the department
had been planning facility closures for years. Why, after decades of
paralysis, was the Liberal government able to move so quickly and so
drastically toimpose these politically difficultlosses on communities
across the country? There were several key factors. First, by 1994 the
Government was able to claim convincingly that the federal budget
deficit was at a point of crisis. With virtual unanimity in the country
that “something had to be done,” it claimed a rare opportunity to
impose losses not just in the defense budget but across the board. As
aresult, the Liberals were prepared to act promptly and confidently
early in their mandate. Second, the 1994 reductions were spread out
across the country,”™ and the defense budget was careful to docu-
ment precisely how even-handedly the cuts had been distributed.
Third, while the budget had sternly warned that compensation
would be minimal, it was still offered in some cases. Saint-Jean-sur-
Richelieu, the site of a military college, received $25 million as well as
a refitting of the facilities for new academic uses. Cornwallis, Nova
Scotia, received $7.5 million and would become home to a Canadian
International Peacekeeping Centre. Chatham received $17 million,
including an armored vehicle renewal contract for which the region
had no existing infrastructure.’® Fourth, the Liberals faced a unique
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configuration of opposition parties, all of whom supported deficit
reduction. Although opposition members attacked the government
over specific closure decisions, they did not challenge the notion that
awidespread reductionininfrastructure wasbadly needed. Further-
more, both the Bloc Quebecois and Reform parties had their power
bases in specific regions of the country; as such, their opposition to
Liberal decisions focused on areas they represented, allowing the
government to dismiss their criticisms as narrow and self-centered.

Protests over the 1994/95 closures were different from those
voiced in 1989. The debate in the House of Commons was, of course,
thoroughly partisan. The Bloc Quebecois focused its energies on
protesting the closure of the College Militaire Royal (CMR) in Saint-
Jean, Quebec, the only French-language military school in Canada.
With another referendum on Quebecsovereignty pending, the highly
publicized, vociferous debate largely dissipated in 1995 when Saint-
Jean was slated to became a “megaplex” training facility.’*® Reform
Party members attacked the absence of a parliamentary review
process on the closure decisions. Whilesupportive of the government’s
promise to undertake a military defense review, members felt that
the accelerated process prevented parliamentary input and, in the
words of MP Dale Johnston, the government “completely prejudiced
the outcome of the [review] study by going ahead and closing bases
and reducing others.”’* Moose Jaw MP Allan Kerpan advocated that
an ad hoc committee of MPs with bases in their ridings be established
so that communities and parliamentarians could contribute informa-
tion to the decision-making process. These accusations and sugges-
tions did notinfluence the process atall; the Liberal response was that
the Reform Party’s own deficit-reduction agenda confirmed the need
for the expedited process,’* and de- distributive decision-making
power remained centralized in the cabinet.

The Liberal government justified the 1994 cuts on the basis that
a regional balance had been struck and that the majority of closures
had come in Liberal constituencies.”® The need to maintain a re-
gional balance to the cuts was no longer a key criterion in 1995."
While the Liberals could plead a wide dispersion of loss in 1994,
Reform-voting constituencies in Albertaand British Columbia clearly
took the brunt of the following year’s cuts. As a result, the most
enduring criticisms came from the western provinces.

Calgary, Alberta, known for decades as the “Home of the Army
of the West,” went from proud “Garrison Town” to military ghost
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town as a result of the federal budgets. Senior defense officials, fed
up with years of uncertainty and tenuous negotiations over a training
area on aboriginal lands, supported the closure of Harvey Barracks
and the return of the Sarcee Training Area to the Tsuu T’ina First
Nation in 1994. This sealed the fate of the rest of CFB Calgary.
Although the cabinet had decided to close the entire base in 1994, it
did not publicly announce the decision until the following year’s
budget. Thisstealthy approach caught many Calgarians by surprise,
but the method of closing the base in stages helped preserve balanced
national statistics for the 1994 cuts. The large and prosperous city
could certainly absorb the economic shock of the loss, although local
spokespeople questioned the motives and dubious financial justifi-
cation for the closure. Edmonton, which had elected two Liberal
members to Ottawa, stood to benefit from the transfer of soldiers and
concomitant spending, including a large appropriation for new
construction originally planned for Calgary. Rumors linked the
closure of CFB Calgary with the need to console Edmontonians who
had lost a squadron of Hercules aircraft that had been moved to
Winnipeg, the riding of the minister of foreign affairs and interna-
tional trade. In the latter case critics noted that the Winnipeg airport
would have been no longer viable without this transfer, and that the
minister’s riding needed to be compensated for the loss of a regular
force regiment moved to CFB Shilo.”® For Calgary MP Jan Brown,
the situation demonstrated “a lack of strategic planning from the
government regarding its management and administration of the
Canadianforces.... Strategicnecessity dictates that government cease
using the Canadian forces as the political football.”’* In the end,
even a petition signed by more than ten thousand Calgarians protest-
ing the closure posed little concern to the government in Ottawa.'®
The city was the heart of Reform country and would remain so
whether the base was closed or maintained.

The closure of CFB Chilliwack was similarly controversial,
although for different reasons. Also located in a riding held by a
Reform MP, the army itself in this case, had vigorously opposed the
closure. In internal national defense memoranda, Land Forces
Command opposed the proposed closure on the basis that it needed
an army base to support domestic operations in British Columbia,
and that the excellent condition of the infrastructure (including
several brand new buildings), low maintenance costs, and the high
capital costs of moving elsewhere offset proposed benefits.'! More
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closure proposals in the past. Its strong base of support in Ontario,
where demographic and economic concentration (coupled with cre-
ative local reuse plans) muted the material losses of closures on
communities, and diminished the need for costly, nationwide com-
pensation. For political reasons the Maritimes, Quebec and Manitoba
received moderate compensation for their losses, but the West, in
turn, received little. Whatever the sentiments of citizens in constitu-
encies (especially those represented by opposition MPs) that were
impacted by the closures, there was no means of upsetting the
process except by way of efforts to embarrass the government in the
media or through their local representative in the House of Com-
mons. Although the Liberals were ultimately accountable for the
decisions, blame was averted by casting the closures and realign-
ments in terms of deficit reduction, the military’s self-professed need
to divest surplus infrastructure and consolidate, and the opposition
parties’ concentrated interest in specific ridings. There was no broad
threat to the notion that base closures were needed on a sweeping
scale. In short, the Liberals accomplished their political objectives
through enforced consensus without delegating authority to an
autonomous, consultative body or dispensing large amounts of
compensation to affected communities.

Reflecting on the 1994 closures, Peter C. Newman noted that for
more than a decade “the chief of defense staff’s office has kept a
confidential list of twenty bases that could be closed without any
serious military consequences.”* Of the fifty-two bases, stations
and detachments maintained by the military in 1994, this number
had dropped to twenty-four by the end of 1999.1 The recent closure
process was perceived to be so successful that in the summer of 1999
the DND announced that a further ten percent of military infrastruc-
ture would be divested in order to pay for the acquisition of new
equipment. With the scars of the 1970s and 1980s now removed from
the federal political psyche, the upcoming round(s) of military base
and infrastructure reduction in Canada will likely resemble those of
the mid-nineties.

V. CONCLUSION

The U.S. and Canadian experiences with military base closures
show strong similarities. Initially the two countries went through
prolonged periods with minimal base closures until the late 1980s,
but then both moved much more strongly to impose new closures,
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impelled in large part by a combination of high budget deficits, high
expectations for a “peace dividend”at the end of the Cold War, and
a realization that continuing defense obligations, made more real by
the Gulf War for the United States and new peacekeeping commit-
ments for Canada, could only be sustained in the new fiscal environ-
ment by streamlining defense infrastructure.

The procedures adopted by the two countries to close military
bases differed both in methods and in magnitude. The United States
implemented a new procedure involving independent commissions
that combined a highly visible analytic process, a veneer of public
consultation, and a heavy dose of insulation from political blame for
politicians. The Canadian Advisory Group was modeled on this
experiment, but the Liberals scrapped it and reverted to an ad hoc
budget-driven process imposing closures in 1994 and 1995. The
government “essentially rejected the main components of the U.S.
approach, namely a legislative requirement that the amount of
infrastructure match the size of the force structure, retention of
infrastructure according to well-defined military priorities and re-
quirements, open public debate on closure proposals and a well-
defined process for providing government financial assistance.”'*

Two intertwined differences, one in the political environment
and the other in political institutions, seem central in explaining the
different paths taken by the two governments. The first difference is
the greater salience of regional cleavages in Canada than in the
United States. While regional divisions are by no means absent in the
latter, the sense that any defense cutbacks in a region represent an
affronttoanalready aggrieved and mistreated area, a self-perception
shared by almost all regions in Canada, has weak parallels in the
United States. Legislators from several regions lambasted the
insensitivity of Washington-based bureaucrats in drawing up lists
considered for closures, and charged that their regions were being
singled out unfairly.”® In 1994 California officials, for example,
charged that their state had suffered 70 percent of the job losses in the
first three rounds of base closures despite the fact that only 15 percent
of military personnel had been based there.” In many cases, state
and regional congressional delegations often worked together to
block specific base closures. But on the whole, the sense of grievance
was much more localized, and thus less politically explosive, in the
United States.
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Paralleling and reinforcing this difference was the role of the
cabinetin Canadian base closures —a factor thathasno parallel on the
U.S. side. Canadian cabinets are composed of elected politicians and
are constructed to be regionally representative and sensitive.”!
While cabinets often delegate decision-making authority to special-
ized bodies like regulatory commissions, they almost always retain
ultimate authority to overturn politically sensitive decisions madeby
those bodies. Peter Dobell, Research Director at the Parliamentary
Centre for Foreign Affairs and Foreign Trade, explains:

The main ... distinction between the United States and

Canada is that in the United States, the budget of the

government or the budget of the executive has to be

approved by Congress and is significantly modified. In

Canada, the estimates are submitted to Parliament, but it

is a matter of confidence. If the government fails to pass

the estimates, the government falls and an election is

called. So the major difference is, you might say, political

more than constitutional. In the United States the Presi-

dent is incapable of closing a base without having the

approval of Congress, whereas in Canada, I assume you

would agree the past actions of the [federal] government

in closing bases has been legal; they were within the

government’s power.'”?

In the Canadian context, with decision-making power vested in the
governing party, there was no need to establish ‘non-partisan’ com-
missions to determine what bases should be closed or realigned.
While this de-distributive power alarmed the Conservative Party
during its tenure in government, the Liberals have used the direct,
cabinet-centered, decision-making powers at their disposal to great
effect over the last decade. Furthermore, for the Canadian cabinet to
bind itself in a meaningful way to anindependent commission would
be a much bigger leap than for American legislators, where such
delegations are common, and where the courts (notably in the Chadha
decision on the legislative veto) have limited legislative efforts to
delegate authority.

Although an approach modeled on the American framework,
such as that proposed by the MAGDI in 1992 and advocated by the
auditor general, is viable for Canada, the BRAC process is not
without shortcomings. Perhaps chief among them is the fact that
decisions are made by unelected commissioners who will essentially
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vanish after they have done their job. In a system based on elected
representation and the opportunity to hold one’s representatives
accountable for their decisions, who is to be held responsible in this
situation? Among the requisite features of representative democracy
is the ability of the citizenry to make the laws and policies under
which they live. The only way to do this successfully in countries as
diverse and vast as the United States and Canada is through partial
delegation of power from all of the citizens to those they regularly
elect. Representative democracy is predicated on the idea that the
individual citizen gives over his or her decision-making powers to an
elected representative, who in turn is essentially responsible to the
people. The government holds itself responsible for its own actions,
and this is overseen by the people themselves. Has the BRAC
experiment violated this connection between the government and
people? Has Congress abdicated itsinstitutional role as policymaker?
And what of the individual representative who cannot really be held
accountable for much more than voting to create the BRAC in the first
place? Have elected officials circumvented their role in terms of
taking responsibility for the policies that they are supposed to be
formulating? Do decision-making mechanisms such as the BRAC
undermine that accountability? Although elected officials are not
eager to take responsibility for difficult and unpopular decisions,
maneuvering to avoid accountability and responsibility also has
potentially heavy costs, especially in terms of exacerbating the public’s
growing cynicism toward government.

The dilemma here is obvious. The BRAC approach seems to be
an effective decision-making mechanism to deal with a tough politi-
cal problem in the American system. But the dilemma emerges when
there are calls for other BRAC-like commissions to attend to other de-
distributive issues. If this is the path that Congress and the president
start to follow with some regularity, there may well be something to
fear in terms of declining accountability in the political system. This
is not a new dilemma, of course. There has always been a trade off
between democraticinstitutions (characterized by openness, accessi-
bility, and accountability) and policy efficiency. But is it worth a
decline in political accountability and in the democratic character of
institutions to make it easier to close excess domestic military bases?
Is it worth that to get other difficult decisions implemented?
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ACOA
AGC
BRAC

CFB
DND
DoD
GAO
INS

MAGDI

MP
NEPA

SCEAND

ACRONYMS

Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency
Auditor General of Canada

Base Realignment and Closure Commission
(United States)

Canadian Forces Base

Department of National Defence (Canada)
Department of Defense (United States)

General Accounting Office (United States)
Immigration and Naturalization Service (United
States)

Minister’s Advisory Group on Defence Infra-
structure (Canada)

Member of Parliament (Canada)

National Environmental Policy Act (United
States)

House of Commons Standing Committee on
External Affairs and National Defence (Canada)

52 Canadian-American Public Policy



NOTES

Professor Goren acknowledges the support of the Lynde and
Harry Bradley Foundation and the College of St. Catherine, and Mr.
Lackenbauer acknowledges the support of the Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council, Killam Trust and Department of
National Defence (Security and Defence Forum) during the prepara-
tion of this essay.'®

'Paul Pierson, “The New Politics of the Welfare State,” World Politics
48 (January 1996), pp. 144,145. Alsosee R. Kent Weaver, “The Politics
of Blame Avoidance,” Journal of Public Policy, 6 (October-December
1986).

> For one of the many works on the topic of the distribution of goods
by elected representatives and legislatures, see Theodore J. Lowi,
“American Business, Public Policy, Case-Studies, and Political
Theory,” World Politics, 16 (July 1964). More references to and
explanations of this theory will follow in the body of this work. As
a point of clarification, Lowi discusses three kinds of policy areas in
his article: distributive, regulatory, and re-distributive. De-distribu-
tive policy, which is the implementation of policy decisions that take
some “good” away from a community, region, or state, should notbe
confused with Lowi’s classification of “re-distributive” policy, which
is the broad allocation of goods or wealth to the citizens.

*For much moreinformation and abroader picture of the distributive
tendencies of elected members and bodies, see Lowi, “American
Business, Public Policy, Case-Studies, and Political Theory,” World
Politics, 16 (July 1964): David R. Mayhew, Congress: The Electoral
Connection (New Haven, 1974); Richard F. Fenno, Homestyle: House
Members in Their Districts (Boston, 1978); Paul Light, Artful Work
(1985); Roger Davidson, The Postreform Congress (New York, 1992); R.
Kent Weaver, “The Politics of Blame: Public Policy and Avoidance
Behavior,” Current (October 1987).

‘Leslie A. Pal and R. Kent Weaver, “The Politics of Pain: Political
Institutions and Loss Imposition in Canada and the United States.”
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Canadian Political

Comparative Politics / Goren/Lackenbauer 53



Science Association, June 6-8, 1999, Sherbrooke, Quebec. Cited with
permission of the authors.

5 Pal and Weaver, “The Politics of Pain.”

For a more extensive and somewhat more extreme analysis of this
tendency, see David Schoenbrod, Power without Responsibility: How
Congress Abuses the People Through Delegation (New Haven, 1993).

R. Kent Weaver and Burt Rockman, Do Institutions Matter?: Govern-
ment Capabilities in the United States and Abroad (Washington, D.C.,
1993), p. 6.

8In the case of aminority parliamentary government, the administra-
tion must craft its positions to maintain support in the short term to
ensure support for their proposals and their government. Further-
more, when an election is imminent, political elites will be less likely
to support contentious legislation in fear of voter backlash.

SWeaver and Rockman, Do Institutions Matter?, pp. 12-37.

0R.KentWeaver, ” Are Parliamentary Systems Better?” The Brookings
Review, 3 (Summer 1985), pp. 16-25.

"Legislative Studies Quarterly, 20 (August 1995).

Rivals for Power: Presidential-Congressional Relations, Edited by James
A. Thurber (Washington, D.C., 1996).

BArms, Politics, and the Economy: Historic and Contemporary Perspec-
tives, edited by Robert Higgs (New York, 1990).

1Als0 see Fred Thompson, “Why America’s Military Base Structure
Cannot be Reduced,” 48 Public Administration Review 557 (1988);
Andrew Meyer, “Base Closures: Law and Politics” Armed Forces and
Society, 8 (1982); Marcia Lynn Whicker and Nicholas A. Giannatsio,
“The Politics of Military Base Closing: A New Theory of Influence,”
Public Administration Quarterly, 21:2 (Summer 1997).

5Tt should also be noted, for those looking for more information on
this topic, that many of the military academies have had graduate
students, mostly at the master’s level, who have written theses on
some particular aspect of the BRAC and the base closure process. The

54 Canadian-American Public Policy



emphasis within the theses tends to be much more an evaluation of
the process that the various servicebranches go through to determine
whichbases they are suggesting for closure. These theses are difficult
to attain because the academies only make limited copies available to
the public, and from what the authors can determine, none of them
have been published in any commercial forum.

Also, those looking for more information might want to search
dissertation databases, since there have been a number of doctoral
dissertations written on the BRAC.

University of Colorado Law Review, Volume 62 (1991).

YSee Dalton v. Specter,511U.S. 462 (114 S. Ct. 1719,1994) and National
Federation of Federal Employees vs. U.S., 284 U.S. App. D.C. 295 (905 F.
2d 400; 1990 U.S. App.) for the actual court decisions on these
constitutional issues. Also see, among others, Michael A. Fitts, “Can
ignorance be bliss? Imperfect Information as a Positive Influence in
Political Institutions,” Michigan Law Review (April 1990); Louise
Weinberg, Ira Rothgerber, Jr. “Conference on Constitutional Law:
Guaranteeing a Republican Form of Government: Political Ques-
tions and the Guarantee Clause,” Colorado Law Review (Fall 1994);
Larry Alexander & Evan Tsen Lee, “Is there such a thing as
extraconstitutionality?: The Puzzling Case of Dalton v. Specter,” Ari-
zona State Law Journal (Fall 1995); Jay S. Bybee, “ Advising the Presi-
dent: Separation of Powers and the Federal Advisory Committee
Act,” Yale Law Journal (October 1994).

18 Bland, Chiefs of Defence: Government and the Unified Command of the
Canadian Armed Forces (Toronto, 1995), pp. xv, 35. Seealso Bland’s The
Administration of Defence Policy in Canada 1947-84 (Kingston, 1987).

YThere are a few exceptions to this generalization, particularly in the
United States. Most of the exceptions have to do with military
spending trends (which may or may not be attributable to political
motives in the first place), but while specific closings are concen-
trated geographically, the closings also tend to reflect the age of
bases. There are many more older, outdated, and theoretically less
efficient bases in the northeast and midwestern regions of the United
States, therefore base closure decisions will consciously or uncon-
sciously target the northeast and midwest. (And the weather in the
northeast and midwest also has a more acute effect on structures in

Comparative Politics / Goren/Lackenbauer 55



general, to say nothing of beneficial flying weather in the southwest
and other such considerations.) And there is, of course, the case of
California. California received approximately one-fourth of defense
expenditures during the most recent military build up in the 1980s.
Therefore, when there is a general trend towards military de-distri-
bution across the board (notjust as regards military bases), California
was and did take much more of a hit than any other state or region.
And there was a great outcry by the state and its elected representa-
tives to take this into consideration when many of the base closure
decisions were being made.

20f course, if the closure involves some consolidation so that opera-
tions are moved to another locale, then the beneficiaries are equally
visible and concentrated. However, they will be small in number,
and can hardly afford to crow about their good fortune (at least not
too loudly.) The present situation would suggest that there are very
few bases that can consider themselves “safe” from closure, regard-
less of expansions or changes in missions.

Hnterview with Mike Berger, Arlington, Virginia, May 5, 1998.

2Urban areas have, for the most part, been much more able and
suited to successfully recover from a major base closure. In many
cases, the military’s exodus from a facility has proven to be a
significant bonus for the economy of an urban area. Rural areas have
had atougher timebecause there are not, usually, as many options for
vacated facilities.

“Though there are cases where there is an argument to be made for
the symbolic quality or character of a base that often keeps it from
making it on to a list of closures. In the United States these bases are
referred to as “crown jewels” by those in the services who want to
keep them open. Most of the time the reason these bases are symbolic
is because extensive cadres of personnel have trained and worked
there, over a long period of time and the military then attributes a
sense of history and tradition to such a place and will domuch to keep
itopen. The symbolic quality is one that the military tends to associate
with these “crown jewels” of bases, not necessarily an association
mirrored by the general public.

Fort Monroe in Virginia is an example of a “crown jewel”
since it has “a training command which runs all the training bases

56 Canadian-American Public Policy



and all the officer training” and quite a few people have come
through Ft. Monroe over the years since it was first built to protect the
U.S. in the War of 1812. According to Doug Hanson, who was
involved, in one form or another—though mostly from the military’s
perspective—with each of the BRAC rounds, “we are a prisoner of
history, thatis why we stillhave Ft. Monroe, because thatis where the
military operated out of for a long time and we still have use for it.”
Interview with Doug Hanson, Arlington, Virginia, May 7, 1998.

%For example, the idea of some historical or organizational link
between a base and its surrounding region or area can be invoked to
oppose a closure. The case of the Charleston Naval Shipyard is a
classic example of this, since it had been present for as long as
Charleston, South Carolina had existed.

5See, for example, “Shutdown of forces base will knock N.B. town
flat,” Calgary Herald, November 10, 1981, and the Canadian Depart-
ment of National Defence (DND) budget impact statements for 1994
and 1995 which detail anticipated socio-economic impacts on com-
munities.

% Kenneth R. Mayer, “Closing Military Bases (Finally): Solving
collective Dilemmas Through Delegation,” Legislative Studies Quar-
terly, 20:3 (August 1995) p. 396. See also Bob Benenson, “Members
Hustle to Protect Defense Jobs Back Home,” Congressional Quarterly
Weekly Report, 48:2 (January 13, 1990), pp. 90.

ZFollowing the respective ends of World War [ and II, there were a
variety of executive agencies that dealt with base closures and
disposal of property. In 1918, the General Supply Committee in the
Treasury Department was established; it went through a variety of
incarnations during the inter-war years, finally evolving into the War
Assets Administration which was established in the midst of WWII
tomake sure that there was a plan in place after the war to draw down
the military in the United States.

“#Mayer, “Closing Military Bases,” pp. 398-99.

»As Bob Bayer (who has worked on Capital Hill, in the Defense
Department, and with the BRAC, over the course of his career)
remarked:

Comparative Politics / Goren/Lackenbauer 57



There is this whole history, a bipartisan history, of the
executive branch using the base closure process to essen-
tially reap retribution on their political foes. It's done by
both Republicans and Democrats or at least the assertions
were made that it was done and it was conventional
wisdom that it had been done and therefore whether you
could [actually]justify those assertions, the belief that they
were true became a reality in it’s own right.
Interview with Robert Bayer, Arlington, Virginia, May 1998
Representative Dick Armey (R-TX), in his article on the need for
a Base Closure Commission, goes into great detail on this topic as
well, explaining some of the instances where this fear of political
retribution via base closures has come into play. He cites two stories
in particular, representing this “sin” by both Democrats and Repub-
licans.
Texans tell the story of Lyndon Johnson’s personal war
against the Amarillo Air Force Base. When he was up for
reelection, Johnson supposedly told the elders of Ama-
rillo, Texas, that if he did not carry their town, he might
decide that their air base should be shut down. Amarillo
went for his opponent anyway, and in due course, the air
base was deemed “uneconomical” and eliminated. More
recently, many thought it suspicious that the Nixon ad-
ministration chose to close two bases in Massachusetts
shortly after Massachusetts became the only state to sup-
port George McGovern.
Richard Armey, “Base Maneuvers: The Games Congress Plays with
the Military Pork Barrel,” Policy Review (Winter 1988), p. 73.

Mike Mills, “Members Go on the Offensive to Defend Bases,”
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, July 2, 1988, pp. 1815-1817.

*'Mayer, “Closing Military Bases,” p. 394. See also Charlotte Twight,
“Department of Defense Attempts to Close Military Bases: The
Political Economy of Congressional Resistance,” in Higgs, ed., Arms,
Politics, and the Economy. The key provision impeding military base
closures was a requirement that detailed environmental impact
studies be conducted of any base closure proposal. See Mike Mills,
“1976 Law Poses Key Hurdle to Closing Bases,” Congressional Quar-
terly Weekly Report, vol. 48 (July 2, 1990), p. 1817.

58 Canadian-American Public Policy



?Phil Kuntz, “House Panels Differ Over Base-Closing Bill,” Congres-
sional Quarterly Weekly Report, June 11, 1988, p. 619.

® H.R. 1583 to Establish the Bipartisan Commission on the Consolidation
of Military Bases, Hearing before the Subcommittee on Military Instal-
lations and Facilities, 100 Cong. 1st sess., March 17, May 18, 19, and
June 8, 1988, p. 120.

% “Politics” did not play all that extensive a role in the base closing
process as World War II came to a close. Much larger policy
requirements held sway over the more parochial considerations
during this period. These larger requirements included the need and
desire to avoid another depression; the resulting promise of a full
employment economy; and the general tendency to allow the execu-
tive and the secretary of defense and the newly established National
Security Council to make such decisions based on their advanced
expertise in the area and also their understanding of the international
atmosphere. After WWII, many of the old bases were converted into
satellite campuses for state colleges and universities, housing for
returning servicepeople and their families, and other federally sup-
ported missions. This kept federal dollars flowing into the geo-
graphic areas that had had federal military dollars support during
the war. Subsequentbase closure periods did not have the same kind
of extensive federal support, but the DOD has long had an Office of
Economic Assistance to aid communities facing base closures and to
help those in the community who may need to relocate or find new
employment as a result of such closures. With the advent of the
BRAC, particularly through the later legislation that created the
multiple-round Commission, the DOD Office of Economic Assis-
tance has received more budgetary allocations and has expanded its
staffand the extent of its aid and assistance. Because of the extensive-
ness of base closures in the United States, particularly during the last
decade of closures, there is no realistic way that the federal govern-
ment could come in and allocate and administer the same kind of
assistance that it provided after WWIL. This also provides a point of
contrast with the kind of assistance that the government of Canada
was able to provide to the communities facing a major base closure
or downsizing. See the latter part of this work for more information
on some of those differences.

Comparative Politics / Goren/Lackenbauer 59



%According to Warner R. Schilling, in his section of Strategy, Politics
and Defense Budgets, the congressional committees and members in
1950 really had no idea even what questions to ask of the either the
DOD or the president when it came to military policy, letalone trying
tomake somekind of coherent policy themselves. Casimir Hadwiger,
in his dissertation, makes a similar point with regard to the period of
the late 1950s and early 1960s. C.D. Hadwiger, Military Base Closures:
How Congress Balances Geographic and General Interests (Ph.D. Disser-
tation, University of California at Berkeley, 1993) p. 54.

“Ibid, p. 57.
YIbid, p. 77.

3Such as resorting to a filibuster, amending a bill to death, or tying
up the legislation in committee.

¥Sidney M. Milkis, The President and the Parties: The Transformation of
the American Party System Since the New Deal (Oxford, 1993), p. 244.

#R. Kent Weaver, “Is the Congress Abdicating Power to Commis-
sions,” Roll Call, February 12, 1989, p. 5.

4R, Kent Weaver, “The Politics of Blame,” The Brookings Review
(1987), pp. 43-47.

“2Following the unification of the Canadian Armed Forces, there
were several closures and reductions in 1966, related to an attempt to
rationalize the over 100 training centers the military maintained
across the country. See “Ottawa May Close Centralia Air Base,” Globe
and Mail (Toronto, Canada), May 9, 1966; “Churchill to Lose Navy,”
Winnipeg Free Press, September 14,1966. The reductionin the number
of supply depots from fifteen to four, in basic training camps from
eleven to two, in specialized training schools from ninety-one to
thirty, and the concentration of all basic officer training at one camp
were key successes of unification that lowered Canadian defense
costs in the late 1960s and early 1970s, according to J.L. Granatstein
and Robert Bothwell. See Pirouette: Pierre Trudeau and Canadian
Foreign Policy (Toronto, 1990), p. 249.

#(Clive Baxter, “Bad News on Base Closings Comes Soon,” Financial
Post, August 9, 1969.

60 Canadian-American Public Policy



#“Canadian Forces Supply Depot in Cobourg, Canadian Forces Sup-
ply and Maintenance Depot in London, and a radar base in Clinton.
Clive Baxter, “Want to Buy a Base? Ottawa Selling Some,” Financial
Post, November 29, 1969.

“Dr. ].C. Arneil, Assistant Deputy Minister (Finance), Department
of National Defence [hereafter DND], SCEAND, March 26, 1971, Pp-
20:15-16; Mr. D.H.W. Kirkwood, ADM (Policy), DND, SCEAND,
March 28, 1974, pp. 7:16-17.

 Clive Baxter, “Bad News on Base Closings Comes Soon,” Financial
Post, August 9, 1969.

¥Scott Young, “No Firm Commitment, ButPM Sympathetic on Base-
Closing Issue,” Globe and Mail, July 25, 1969.

8 “Defence Closedowns to Take Some Years,” Montreal Star, July 29,
1969.

¥ “Defence Base Closings, Cuts, to Be Staggered,” Ottawa Journal,
July 29, 1969.

*“To Fight Air Base Closure,” Winnipeg Free Press, August 28, 1970;
Paul Pihichyn, “Government May Delay Closures,” Winnipeg Free
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characteristics of what was finally known as the “Gang of 17”, or the
group that crafted and then streamlined the process for putting
through bipartisan Social Security Reform in 1982-1983. See Paul

64 Canadian-American Public Policy



Light’s Artful Work: The Politics of Social Security Reform for more
details on that particular commission.

"*The four committees were Armed Services, Merchant Marines and
Fisheries, Government Operations and the Rules Committee.

7See Phil Kuntz, “House Panels Differ Over Base-Closing Bill, Con-
gressional Quarterly Weekly Report, June 11, 1988, pp. 1619—1620, and

Mike Mills, “Members Go on the Offensive to Defend Bases,” p. 1815.
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»“High Court Hears a Senator,” New York Times, 3 March 1994,
section A, p. 16.
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""While the authors understand that these terms and titles are rather
brief, for a lengthier explanation of much of this information, see
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diversified successfully (especially in the aerospace industry). Mike
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closuresin1989,” Charlottetown Guardian, April24,1999. Intwo cases,
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officials and the public), see Lieutenant-Colonel Douglas Bland, “A
White Paper for Canada,” Canadian Defence Quarterly, 20/3 (Decem-
ber 1990), p. 31.

2The advisory group was composed of Dr. Kathryn Bindon (the
principal of Sir Wilfred Grenfell College and a history professor in
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Montreal consulting firm), and chaired by Harry Graschuk (a char-
tered accountant from Edmonton, Alberta). It was not mandated to
identify specific facilities for closure. Statement by the Honourable
Marcel Masse, September 17, 1991. Masse, an ardent Quebecois
nationalist, was sharply criticized for his alleged “pork-barreling”
and allocation of resources to Quebec at the expense of the rest of
Canada, especially the Maritimes and the West. See “Anti-Quebec
backlash unfounded, Masse says,” Globe and Mail, September 5,1992;
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¥Canada, House of Commons, Debates [hereafter Hansard], Febru-
ary 23, 1994, p. 1744.
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