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Abstract
This paper investigates the political economy of military base closure in the United States. The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Act was passed in 1988 in an attempt to insulate base closure and realignment from politic influence. The political pressure to influence the process remains strong, however, given the negative effects base closures can often have on a local economy. Using data from the 2005 BRAC round, we examine whether the current process insulates base closure and realignment from traditional political influences. We find no evidence of political influence on base closings. 
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1
Introduction
With the passage of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Act in 1988, Congress instituted a new process with which to determine how military bases would be closed and/or realigned. The Act created an independent commission to decide— based on a list provided to the commission by the Department of Defense (DOD)—which bases would be closed.  The change came from the base closure process falling victim to political gridlock, which was reflected in no military bases being closed from 1977 to 1988.  Hundreds of military recommendations were made in favor of closures, but representatives dug in and resisted change (Twight 1988). During the 1980s, an estimated $2.5 billion in savings from closing obsolete bases provided an important impetus for reform of the base closure process (Armey and Goldwater 1987). The intent of the new process, which was instituted as part of the BRAC Act, was to make military needs and concerns the driving force behind base closures and not politics. 

By most accounts, changes in the base closure process have been a success if measured by base closures. The number of bases closed went from zero in the decade prior to the act’s passage to 97 major closures, 55 major realignments, and 235 minor changes in following ten years (Miles 2007). While the large number of closings from many different geographic regions may indicate a circumscription of political interests, the closings do not constitute evidence of political factors being completely eliminated from the process.  Perhaps the ability of politicians to ensure bases in their district did not close is the only relevant change that has occurred, as was the case from 1977 to 1988. Under the current process, political factors could still play a significant role in influencing which bases get closed or re-aligned. 

Two facts make it possible for political factors to still matter.  First, the BRAC Commission does not just “rubber stamp” the DOD’s recommendations. Instead, the Commission spends several months examining the evidence, visiting military bases, and then makes amendments to the DOD’s recommendations or outright rejects them. During the most recent BRAC round of base examinations in 2005, for example, the Commission only approved 86 percent of the DOD’s original recommendations (Miles 2007). Of the 33 major base closures the DOD had recommended, the Commission made several changes, including rejecting five closure recommendations (Miles 2007). 
Second, both politicians and citizens act as if politics matters, devoting a tremendous amount of resources towards lobbying. For example, after the DOD recommended 33 for closure, federal, state, and local policymakers sprung into action. At the federal level, legislation was introduced in the Senate to stop the base closings from going forward (Preston 2005) A the state level, Texas Governor Rick Perry created a “BRAC Response Strike Force” made up of state and local officials to help fight against four of his state’s bases being closed and six more realigned (Christenson 2005). At the local level, communities have hired ex-military officials and former BRAC Commission members in an attempt to influence the Commission’s decision (Cassatta 1995; Labbe 2005). In Illinois, the direct expenditure on lobbying reached $3 million in 2005 (Dine 2005). More important than the direct lobbying expenditures, however, is the cost of the time and effort spent on fighting closure.
When they took to the pages of the Washington Post to argue for an independent commission to oversee base closures, Richard Armey and Barry Goldwater argued for selection processes based on “military, rather than political or institutional criteria” (Armey and Goldwater 1987).  If we judge by results, particularly the increase in base closures and realignments, the DOD’s recommendation is no longer tossed aside due to political considerations, as it was from 1977 to 1987. At the same time, however, the Commission’s rejection of some of the DOD’s recommendations, combined with the large amounts of resources expended attempting to influence the outcome, suggests that politics may not be completely removed from the equation. While the complete removal of politics might have never been a goal of the BRAC Act (indeed, the raison d’être for the Commission’s existence may be to provide a circumscribed area for political concerns to come into play), it is important to know the extent to which political factors remain a part of the process. 

There exists a small body of empirical research on the politics of BRAC.  When studies focusing on local impacts of base closures are included, the number of BRAC studies gets larger (Poppert and Herzog 2003; Gifford 2005). The earliest empirical study examining the role of politics in the base closure process post-BRAC is Bernardi (1996). Using a case study approach, Bernardi looks at one reversal of a DOD recommendation by the BRAC Committee in 1993 and finds the decision was made for political reasons. Finally, there are two recent unpublished studies examining the impact of military, economic, and political forces on base closures, but the two studies come to opposite conclusions. Using data on the first four rounds of BRAC closures, Kehl (2003) finds that some Congressional political variables played an important role in whether a military base remained open. Parker and Flora (2006) look at the role of politics on the closing of bases from 1988 to 2005 and they find limited evidence for some political factors (such as the ideological composition of a congressional district) mattering but ultimately conclude that “politics has largely been removed from the base closing process.”  

Whether or not politics has been removed from the BRAC process is an important question to answer, because the BRAC process has often been held up as nonpartisan model of government reform. For example, during the 2008 presidential campaign Republican candidate John McCain proposed a bipartisan commission model on BRAC to help eliminate government waste (McCain 2008). The BRAC process has also been suggested as a depoliticized approach to reforming Social Security and Medicare (San Antonio Express 2006). A desire to remove some governmental activities from regular Congressional committee oversight appears to be an implicit recognition of the “congressional dominance” model of bureaucracy. In the model’s simplest form, bureaus reflect the interests of the members of the committees overseeing the member’s activities (Shughart 2008). A large number of studies have found empirical evidence for the congressional dominance model operating in areas thought to apolitical or nonpolitical, such as Federal Reserve policy (Grier 1987), IRS audits (Young, Reksulak, and Shughart 2001) and FEMA disaster payments (Garrett and Sobel 2007). Thus the question of the extent to which the current base closure approach insulates the process from political influences by removing the process from direct Congressional oversight is an important one from the standpoint of governmental reform. 

We empirically examine the question of whether the BRAC process has removed political influences from the base closure process. In doing so, we hope to be able to provide further insight into how institutional reform might mitigate Congressional influences. Our analysis proceeds as follows. We begin by first providing a brief history of military base closure and realignment in the United States since the 1960s, focusing on the role of political factors have played in influencing which bases get closed and, consequently, the process of base closure and realignment itself. In Section 3 we discuss our data and empirical approach, and in Section 4 we follow with the presentation of our empirical results. Section 5 concludes with a discussion of the implications of our findings.  
2   
Base Closures and Politics
The concept of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process was introduced during the 1960s out of a desire to contract the U.S. armed services after World War II and Korean War build-ups.  Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara, was assigned the task of realigning and closing bases during the 1960s.  Without any kind of authorization or approval from Congress, the Department of Defense (DOD) was able to close more than 60 bases in the early 1960s.  


Until August 1, 1977, the DOD had autonomy over the base closure process.  They were not required to report to Congress, and their decisions were somewhat removed from the political process.  However, Public Law 95-82 required the DOD to inform Congress of any possible adjustments to military base size—both realignments and closures.  The law also required the DOD to prepare studies on the economic, environmental, and strategic impact of possible closures.  Before any action was taken by DOD, the law also gave Congress a 60 day period to respond to any recommendations.  


Combined with the 60 day waiting period, Public Law 95-82 greatly complicated the base closing process and brought politics more directly into the process. Congress now had a hand in future resource allocations to bases, and individual rent-seeking efforts by representatives blocked any bases from being closed between 1977 and 1988 (Twight 1989). With the Cold War winding down in the late 1980s, the gridlock preventing base closures needed to be broken, and smaller defense budgets made it impossible for all bases to continue to be protected.  

In 1988, Congress introduced the first Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) to deal with the tighter defense budgets and post-Cold War military spending. Since the introduction of the first commission, there have been four BRAC Commissions, and they have been responsible for the closure of 125 major military facilities, 225 minor facilities, and the realignment of 145 other bases.  The estimated net savings to taxpayers from base closures has been $17 billion through 2001 plus $7 billion annually since 2001 (U.S. Department of Defense, 2008). 

The savings to taxpayers coming from BRAC and the successful down-sizing of the military are “puzzling” to some public choice economists because the reforms manage to concentrate the costs on specific bases in specific congressional districts and disperse the benefits of tax savings across the nation (Riedel and Muccio 2006).  The standard public choice argument of concentrated benefits and dispersed costs predicts that reforms aiming to reverse the logic of concentrated benefits and dispersed costs will not succeed (Olson 1965). Interest groups, which case can be understood as specific military bases in our study, will dig in and resist reform.  While entrenched interests explain the 1977-1988 period well, some kind of political vacuum and ideological shock were present in 1988 to allow for significant reform and tax savings.  
While the reforms have been successful in returning money to taxpayers, the BRAC process is not completely free from political pressures and inefficiency.  There are at least two different points in the commission process at which politics can affect outcomes. The first point of political influence is in the process by which independent members of the commission are selected.  Commission nominations are determined by the president. While the president is constrained by the threat of a Senate rejection of the nominee, there is a “bargain set” (Cooter 2000: 216) or range of ideologies the nominee can hold where rational parties—namely, the Senate and president—will cooperate successfully. The president is, therefore, likely to nominate candidates who, at the margin, are more likely to protect bases in politically important states.  The Senate, however, constrains the president from excessively “packing” the committee with people who support his ends.  In addition, the president’s freedom to choose committee members makes it possible for him to use the committee to get even with legislators who do not support his agenda or privilege those who are loyal supporters. 


The second channel through which the BRAC process can be affected by politics is between the period when recommendations are submitted and final decisions made.  The impact studies submitted to the commission are not free from bias, for example.  There is no uniform, standard approach to running the impact studies, and the commission must decide how much weight to place on each study.  In other words, decisions are not based on one objective standard.  The committee tries the please the DOD, the President, and Congress.  Extreme recommendations run the risk of being rejected by Congress and could produce undesired public criticism from the media.  In 1995, for example, McClellan Air Logistics near Sacramento, CA and Kelly Air Logistics in San Antonio, TX were recommended for closure, but Bill Clinton modified the commission’s BRAC recommendations by calling for McClellan or Kelly to be privatized instead of closed. Clinton’s interference with the BRAC process irritated many Republican leaders, and it reflects the potential for the BRAC process to become highly politicized.  
3.
Data and Empirical Strategy

The BRAC process can be thought of as a two-stage process.  Initially, a list of sites is gathered for BRAC scrutiny. Then, each site is carefully considered for closure or realignment. There are four possible outcomes of the base closure and realignment process: closure, realignment resulting in a loss of employees and budget share, realignment resulting in an increase in employees and budget share, or no meaningful change. Additional data are currently being gathered to measure the change in employment levels for those bases designated as ‘realignments’. When these data are fully assembled, a more complex model can be developed to differentiate among the four possible outcomes described above.  At this stage of the research process, sufficient data exist to allow only for the estimation of two outcomes.  First, a probit model is developed to determine which factors influence placement on the list. A second probit model is then considered to determine which factors are most closely associated with base closure.   

There are three broad categories of data from which potential explanatory variables emerge.  The first consists of base specific data.  These data provide information on the type and location of the base along with numerous variables capturing the size of the base, the number of buildings on the base, and the extent to which the base incorporates private resources. For example, the number of buildings that are privately owned and leased as well as the number of private sector employees on base are available for many of the sites.  The sources of these data are the Base Structure Reports made available annually by the Department of Defense.  
The second broad group of data captures economic data associated with the area surrounding the base. Within the Base Structure Report, the zip code of the location of the base is provided along with the name of the closest city to the base. In instances where the specific zip code of the base could not be determined, the zip code of the closest city to the base was used.  The county and state associated with each zip code was found and then county level economic data for 2004 and 2005 were found. Specifically, data capturing the per capita income, unemployment rate, long run growth rate in per capita income, labor force and population was found for each county in the database.  These data were pulled from Bureau of Economic Analysis websites. 
The third broad category of data captured political factors that might be significant in determining the BRAC listing or closure of specific bases. Using zip codes, congressional districts for the 108th Congress were identified for each base. Then, the political party and name of the relevant House of Representatives member was determined.  In addition to this, the names and parties of the relevant governor, senior senator and junior senator were also determined.  Rounding out the political data were the following variables: (a) the percent of the state that voted for George W. Bush in 2004; (b) the percent of the state’s upper house that was republican in 2004; (c) the percent of the state’s lower house that was republican in 2004; (d) the states of residence/influence of each member of the 2005 BRAC commission
; (e) the members of the Senate Armed Forces Committee; and (f) the members of the House of Representatives Armed Forces Committee.  

At this stage of the analysis, we are considering only those domestic bases that have active, traditional representation in congress.  Thus, bases in Guam, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the District of Columbia were not included in the data set.  According to the 2004 Base Structure Report, there were 947 military bases in operation in 2004 in the United States. These bases include all primary, reserve and guard bases in operation or in “caretaker” status.
 In 2005, there were 943 bases included in the Base Structure Report accounting of operational bases in the United States.  An effort was made to link bases across the two years for which data exist so that we could create variables capturing changes in important variables across time (Changes in employment on the base and changes in buildings in operation across the two year period are two examples of such data.)  Such variables allow us to capture the impact of realignment for each realigned base. At present, we have been able to match 850 bases across time periods.

Descriptive statistics for these data appear in Table One.  The “average” military facility captured within our data base consists of a collection of 262 buildings containing over 1.8 million square feet of space, which sit on approximately 24,000 acres of land.  There are approximately 3000 people (including both military and civilian personnel) employed on the average base.  Twenty percent of the bases in the sample are Naval bases, a second 20 percent are Air Force bases, 22 percent of bases are Army bases, and the balance are a collection of reserve and guard bases representing various branches of the military.  A senior and junior senator residing on the Senate Armed Forces Committee represent states containing 12 and 40 percent, respectively, of bases considered in this study.  Members of the BRAC commission come from states that hold one third of all bases considered in this analysis. Overall, thirty-five percent of the 850 bases were subject to BRAC review. Upon completion of the 2005 BRAC review, the recommendation of the committee was to close 6 percent of all bases.

4.
Empirical Results
The first model developed attempts to explain placement of bases on the BRAC review list as a function of three distinct sets of potential explanatory variables. As such, three different equations were estimated for this purpose. The first model attempts to explain the binary dependent variable as a function of solely base-specific and geographic characteristics.  Each subsequent model adds an additional group of explanatory variables.  Specifically, the second adds regional and state economic data and the third adds to the second political and representational data.


The results of the first model appear in the first column of Table Two.
  As indicated, larger bases are less likely to be placed on the list, although the insulation associated with large bases diminishes as bases grow increasingly large.  Bases covering large land masses also seem to be less likely to come under 2005 BRAC scrutiny.
  Bases located along the Pacific coast line and in Hawaii are more likely to be placed on the BRAC list.  This is likely associated with the relatively large number of bases in places like Hawaii and California leading to calls for some degree of base consolidation in these places as well as a possible decline in the importance of coastal bases given increased mobility of military operations. 
Finally, the type of base appears to matter as well. Relative to the omitted group of Naval bases, Army National Guard bases, Air Force Reserve bases, Naval Reserve bases and Army Reserve bases all are less likely to be placed on the BRAC list. Offering speculation, such bases likely operate with a lower level of fixed costs and offer the military greater degrees of flexibility in their operation and management.  Such attributes are likely valued in a cost-cutting environment; as such, these bases are less likely to face realignment or closure and are more likely to be left off of BRAC review lists entirely.


Once economic variables are added, things change only slightly.  By large measure, all of the base-specific and geographical variables impact list placement in much the same way.  The only economic variables that seem to impact list placement are the county unemployment rates in the city closes to the base and overall state unemployment rates.  Specifically, bases located in states with state high unemployment rates are less likely to be placed on the list. Given that, however, bases with high county unemployment rates tend to be more likely to be submitted for BRAC review. This is an interesting result which requires further exploration. One possible explanation is that while bases in generally weak economic states are somewhat sheltered; bases located in rural areas within states (often facing relatively high unemployment rates) seem more likely to be subject to BRAC review.


The third column of Table Two provides results for the complete model.  The political variables considered include one capturing support at election for President George W. Bush along with dummy variables capturing House of Representatives Armed Forces Committee representation, Senate Armed Forces Committee representation, BRAC committee representation, and whether the state is governed by a Republican leader. Somewhat surprisingly, none of these variables significantly impacted placement on the BRAC review list. This provides some evidence that direct removal of the base closure process from direct oversight by the House or Senate Armed Forces Committee Representation has eliminated the ability for lawmakers on those committees to exert their influence. Although these committees do not have direct oversight over the BRAC process, they do have oversight over the DOD. Thus it is possible for the congressional dominance model to be in effect, albeit indirectly, but we find no evidence that this is the case. 

A second series of models were estimated in an attempt to determine if any of the same base-specific, economic or political factors impact base closure upon BRAC review.  The results of these analyses appear in Table 3.  Among the base-specific or geographical variables listed in the first column of this table, only the type of base seems to influence base closure.  Specifically, army and army reserve bases on the list are less likely to be closed while Air National Guard bases are more likely to be closed than other types of bases.  When state and regional economic variables are added, bases in areas with increases in the population in the immediate area are less likely to be closed.  Unemployment rates do impact list placement but do not statistically contribute to the base closure decision.  Finally, none of the same set of political variables described above has a significant effect on the base closure decision. Thus, given the results presented here, it would seem that the BRAC process, as currently constituted, has effectively eliminated the ability of members of Congress to exert influence over the base closure process.  
5.
Conclusion

We have examined whether or not political factors have an influence on base closure and realignment.  Due to changes in commission strategies and members, our study focuses solely on the 2005 BRAC process. Our main finding is that politics does not seem to have any significant effect on base closings. This suggests that the BRAC process has insulated the DOD from congressional dominance. This does not mean that other forms of lobbying and rent-seeking do not matter, however, as we currently have no way to capture local lobbying expenditures in a systematic way. Future research will attempt to address this issue and explore other BRAC rounds to determine if politics has ever mattered since the commissions were introduced in 1988. In addition, the difference between closure and realignment will be further explored.  
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Table One:  Descriptive Statistics of Selected Variables

	Variable
	Valid
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std

	
	Obs
	
	
	
	Dev

	(a.) Military/Base Specific Factors
	
	
	
	
	

	Hawaii
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.04
	0.21

	Alaska
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.05
	0.21

	Pacific
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.15
	0.36

	Gulf
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.16
	0.37

	Atlantic
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.31
	0.46

	Air Force base
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.20
	0.40

	Air Force Reserve base
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.01
	0.11

	Army National Guard
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.12
	0.32

	Army
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.22
	0.41

	Army Guard
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.07
	0.25

	Army Reserve base
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.12
	0.33

	Naval base
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.20
	0.40

	Naval Caretaker 
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.03
	0.18

	Naval Reserve Base
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.03
	0.17

	Number of Owned Buildings On Base 2004
	825
	1.00
	3065.00
	262.47
	470.73

	Number of Owned Square Feet on Base 2004
	826
	39.00
	22849744.00
	1878831.19
	3214654.96

	Total Acres on Base 2004
	850
	10.00
	3092316.00
	24329.51
	174389.73

	Total Owned Acres On Base 2004
	755
	0.00
	3092208.00
	26662.70
	183630.62

	Priv Doll Supporting Base Ops 2004 (in thousands)
	849
	10.00
	6874.10
	526.23
	893.71

	Military Employment on Base 2004
	580
	0.00
	60251.00
	2153.43
	5077.19

	Civilian Employment on Base 2004
	580
	0.00
	13226.00
	652.80
	1612.83

	Other Employment on Base 2004
	580
	0.00
	17018.00
	192.16
	915.78

	Total Employment on Base 2004
	580
	1.00
	70158.00
	2998.38
	6474.02

	Base "on list" for BRAC review
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.35
	0.48

	Base designated as "Closed" by BRAC Commission
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.06
	0.23

	Number of Buildings on Base 2005
	825
	1.00
	3018.00
	243.97
	443.35

	Square Feet of Building Space 2005
	825
	128.00
	23080456.00
	1816329.93
	3103483.12

	Total Owned Acres On Base 2005
	757
	0.00
	3092208.00
	26706.76
	183448.30

	Total Acres on Base 2005
	850
	10.00
	3092316.00
	24420.16
	174444.30

	Priv Doll Supporting Base Ops 2005 (in thousands)
	850
	10.00
	7514.90
	533.35
	926.16

	Military Employment on Base 2005
	551
	0.00
	45218.00
	2213.42
	4931.30

	Civilian Employment on Base 2005
	551
	0.00
	12867.00
	678.47
	1684.76

	Other Employment on Base 2005
	550
	0.00
	17019.00
	216.33
	970.66

	
	
	
	
	
	

	(b.) Local Economic Factors
	
	
	
	
	

	Change in Employment
	850
	60912.00
	133765.00
	10272.81
	22140.76

	Population in County 2004
	850
	864.00
	9891484.00
	669390.50
	1325766.78

	Population in County 2005
	850
	848.00
	9880908.00
	673782.67
	1329801.39

	Total Employed in County 2004
	850
	703.00
	5506604.00
	413842.18
	763247.17

	Total Number Employed in County 2005
	850
	668.00
	5640369.00
	424114.99
	783500.22

	Per Capita Income 2004
	850
	13137.00
	68840.00
	34092.94
	8309.51

	Per Capita Income 2005
	850
	15667.00
	74281.00
	36218.15
	8933.09

	Change in Per CapitaIncome 2004-2005
	850
	-0.80
	109.60
	6.79
	7.34

	Long Run Pct Change in Income
	831
	4.20
	13.30
	7.64
	1.34

	Labor Force in County
	850
	435.00
	4770788.00
	334295.58
	644914.24

	Number Employed on Base
	850
	414.00
	4460456.00
	316189.39
	605130.79

	Number Unemployed in County
	850
	21.00
	310332.00
	18106.19
	40290.92

	County Unemployment Rate
	850
	2.40
	20.10
	5.41
	1.82

	
	
	
	
	
	

	(c.) Political Factors
	
	
	
	
	

	Senior Sen on AF
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.12
	0.33

	Junior Sen on AF
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.40
	0.49

	House of Rep Armed Forces
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.17
	0.37

	Pct Voted For Bush
	850
	      36.00
	71.54
	53.00
	9.89

	Lower House Pct Rep
	841
	13.13
	81.43
	52.12
	17.25

	Upper House Pct Rep
	841
	13.16
	80.00
	54.07
	16.73

	Sen Armed Forces
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.52
	0.50

	Represented on BRAC
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.33
	0.47

	Republican Sr Sen
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.44
	0.50

	Republican Jr Sen
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.52
	0.50

	Republican Gov
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.68
	0.47

	Republican House of Rep
	850
	0.00
	1.00
	0.54
	0.50

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Standard
	P-Value
	Coefficient
	Standard
	P-Value
	Coefficient
	Standard
	P-Value

	Name
	Estimate
	Error
	 
	Estimate
	Error
	 
	Estimate
	Error
	 

	Intercept
	1.0688
	0.1401
	<.0001
	1.2711
	0.3824
	0.0009
	1.0629
	0.5384
	0.0484

	SQFT05
	-0.0504
	0.0044
	<.0001
	-0.05
	0.005
	<.0001
	-0.0495
	0.0051
	<.0001

	sqft05sq
	0.0002
	0
	<.0001
	0.0002
	0
	<.0001
	0.0002
	0
	<.0001

	TOTACRE5
	0.0015
	0.0008
	0.075
	0.0016
	0.0009
	0.0796
	0.0016
	0.0009
	0.0789

	NavyRes
	-0.4995
	0.3074
	0.1041
	-0.2705
	0.3386
	0.4243
	-0.2751
	0.3452
	0.4256

	NavyCT
	1.3621
	0.3995
	0.0007
	1.4109
	0.411
	0.0006
	1.3769
	0.4105
	0.0008

	Army
	0.1099
	0.1714
	0.5211
	0.1437
	0.1833
	0.433
	0.1273
	0.1869
	0.4959

	ArmyRes
	-0.3913
	0.1884
	0.0378
	-0.2962
	0.2031
	0.1448
	-0.3106
	0.2082
	0.1359

	AirForce
	0.4057
	0.1842
	0.0276
	0.4782
	0.1992
	0.0164
	0.4433
	0.2026
	0.0286

	AFRes
	-1.0516
	0.4164
	0.0116
	-0.8253
	0.4398
	0.0606
	-0.8642
	0.4428
	0.051

	ANG
	-1.1845
	0.1846
	<.0001
	-1.1159
	0.2019
	<.0001
	-1.1253
	0.2084
	<.0001

	ArmyGD
	0.2653
	0.2493
	0.2871
	0.3615
	0.2597
	0.1639
	0.3612
	0.2644
	0.1719

	Hawaii
	1.5311
	0.5293
	0.0038
	1.4526
	0.5287
	0.006
	1.3346
	0.55
	0.0152

	Pacific
	0.2926
	0.1536
	0.0568
	0.248
	0.1933
	0.1994
	0.3324
	0.2288
	0.1462

	UNEMPT04
	 
	
	 
	0.1008
	0.0517
	0.0512
	0.0942
	0.0518
	0.0691

	CHGINC
	 
	
	 
	0.0539
	0.0653
	0.4089
	0.0504
	0.0677
	0.4571

	PctLRGrt
	 
	
	 
	-0.0047
	0.0037
	0.2035
	-0.0043
	0.0038
	0.2612

	PctChEmp
	 
	
	 
	-0.0038
	0.0522
	0.9414
	-0.0097
	0.0535
	0.8561

	PctCHPop
	 
	
	 
	-0.0643
	0.0433
	0.1375
	-0.0556
	0.045
	0.2167

	stunem05
	 
	 
	 
	-0.1464
	0.0756
	0.0529
	-0.1661
	0.0814
	0.0411

	SRAFCOMM
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	0.0584
	0.1748
	0.7383

	HSAFCOMM
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	0.0587
	0.1594
	0.7125

	BRACCOMM
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	-0.1241
	0.1571
	0.4297

	PCTBUSH0
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	0.0036
	0.0062
	0.5617

	repgov
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.2381
	0.1381
	0.0847


Table 2: Probit Regression Results: Dependent Variable ONLIST



Base Specific Variables

Base Specific and Economic

Base Specific, Economic and



Only



 
Variables



Political Variables

Table 3: Probit Regression Results: Dependent Variable CLOSED



Base Specific Variables

Base Specific and Economic

Base Specific, Economic and



Only



      
Variables



Political Variables

	Variable
	Coefficient
	Standard
	P-Value
	Coefficient
	Standard
	P-Value
	Coefficient
	Standard
	P-Value

	Name
	Estimate
	Error
	
	Estimate
	Error
	 
	Estimate
	Error
	 

	Intercept
	0.5868
	0.3891
	0.1315
	2.7987
	0.9772
	0.0042
	2.4669
	1.3635
	0.0704

	SQFT05
	0.0315
	0.0213
	0.1387
	0.014
	0.024
	0.559
	0.0126
	0.0273
	0.6436

	sqft05sq
	0
	0.0003
	0.9468
	0.0002
	0.0004
	0.6006
	0.0003
	0.0004
	0.5191

	TOTACRE5
	0.0064
	0.0051
	0.2093
	0.0064
	0.0072
	0.3748
	0.0068
	0.0074
	0.3591

	NavyRes
	-0.8638
	0.5527
	0.1181
	-1.2577
	0.6484
	0.0524
	-1.2043
	0.6948
	0.083

	NavyCT
	5.4692
	20143.4
	0.9998
	5.8421
	32085.08
	0.9999
	5.9501
	31204.04
	0.9998

	Army
	-0.8069
	0.3525
	0.0221
	-0.8142
	0.3853
	0.0346
	-0.8278
	0.4195
	0.0485

	ArmyRes
	-0.9868
	0.4312
	0.0221
	-1.0912
	0.4866
	0.0249
	-0.9946
	0.5448
	0.0679

	AirForce
	-0.2181
	0.4447
	0.6238
	0.0596
	0.5135
	0.9076
	0.1222
	0.5402
	0.821

	AFRes
	0.2192
	0.6671
	0.7425
	5.9509
	18858.38
	0.9997
	6.375
	17946.82
	0.9997

	ANG
	1.4269
	0.5221
	0.0063
	1.5172
	0.6087
	0.0127
	1.632
	0.6404
	0.0108

	ArmyGD
	-0.2814
	0.5601
	0.6153
	-0.1757
	0.6151
	0.7751
	-0.1127
	0.6671
	0.8659

	Hawaii
	3.9366
	19257.1
	0.9998
	2.8113
	29668.78
	0.9999
	2.6663
	28501.29
	0.9999

	Pacific
	-0.4618
	0.3536
	0.1915
	-0.1428
	0.4451
	0.7483
	-0.5431
	0.5347
	0.3098

	UNEMPT04
	 
	
	
	-0.0357
	0.1234
	0.7726
	-0.0431
	0.136
	0.7515

	CHGINC
	 
	
	
	-0.1903
	0.1671
	0.2546
	-0.2676
	0.1922
	0.1637

	PctLRGrt
	 
	
	
	0.0118
	0.0098
	0.2279
	0.0201
	0.0143
	0.1612

	PctChEmp
	 
	
	
	0.1241
	0.1572
	0.43
	0.1645
	0.1784
	0.3564

	stunem05
	 
	
	
	-0.0336
	0.1272
	0.7913
	-0.2775
	0.2029
	0.1714

	PctCHPop
	 
	 
	 
	-0.385
	0.1766
	0.0293
	-0.0361
	0.1454
	0.8037

	SRAFCOMM
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	0.5686
	0.4436
	0.1999

	HSAFCOMM
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	-0.1867
	0.3784
	0.6217

	BRACCOMM
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	0.5873
	0.4057
	0.1477

	PCTBUSH0
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	-0.0133
	0.0152
	0.3823

	repgov
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.0045
	0.3058
	0.9883


� Specific information on the composition of the 2005 BRAC commission can be found at http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2005/04/20050401-9.html.


� A base in “caretaker” status refers to an open base operating with a skeleton operational staff.  Effectively, this provides the military with the option of operating the base with full staff in the future.  In the data set pertinent to this study, there are only naval caretaker bases.


� At the time of this analysis, incomplete data for these variables exist.  The reason for mentioning this, however, is simply to offer an explanation as to reduction in the number of bases under review in the study.


� At this point, marginal effects are excluded.  Thus, the estimated coefficients listed simply offer the marginal effect of a one unit change in the independent variable on the underlying latent variable (z-score).


� Total acreage and total square footage are only minimally correlated, thereby reducing regarding multicollinearity.
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