Advocate Summary

Issue:  Defense line item

Advocate:  Mike Viilo, Kaman Corporation
Date of Interview: May 17, 2000

Basic Background

There are two things that are going on now.  The defense bill is the one that is showing some results at this point in time.  It had to do with the sale of a product, retaining a product within the Navy that the Navy did not, or does not, want to retain.  

The interesting part is that this doesn’t require one dollar to be spent on the defense bill.  We have a helicopter in the Navy that has been in the Navy Reserves for 15 years.  The Navy, in its QDR process, decided that it was going to get rid of certain ships and the helicopters that went on those ships, which it was our helicopter, because it was running into cost problems, manning problems, maintaining ships.  They said they are going to get rid of the ship that our helicopter flies on.  That was in 1996. In 1998 the Navy decided that they needed the ships, because the number of their ships are going down.  So they decided to keep the ships.  But they still were going to get rid of the helicopters. 

They have another policy they are pursing: one type of helicopter.  The majority of helicopters being made right now are made by another company, Sikorsky [Sikorsky Aircraft Division of United Technologies, Stratford Conn.]  Part of the problem is that the Sikorsky helicopter will not be available to the Reserves until 2003-2004.

If they take they helicopter off the ship would they replace it with another helicopter?

No because it just so happens that our helicopter that fits on that, embarks on the ship.

So for us it was important because its our helicopter, we build the helicopter, and also because having it in the U.S. Navy, it was not only a good government proposition, but also having it in the Navy allows us to sell the helicopter overseas.  [This is] our marketing effort, [as separate from] the arguments about why they should take the take the helicopter.  Because first thing international navies ask is if it is in the U.S. Navy.  If the answer is yes, then you don’t have to do a lot of work in preparing the marketing pitch. 

Prior Activity on the Issue 

 None mentioned.

Advocacy Activities Undertaken

Talking to the Armed Services committees, the staffs, the authorization committee, the House and Senate, the appropriate guy. In this particular case it does not require an appropriation, there were only two committee staffs, because it’s only a language issue, not a money issue.  However, the thing that made it a little more difficult to do is that it required bill language to make it a law that the Navy had to keep the helicopters and ships together, as opposed to committee report language, which is advisory as opposed to a required, so we sought bill language. 

We talked to the users of the equipment, the users of both the ship and the helicopter, which in this case were Reserve units in California and Pennsylvania.  We talked to the ship people.  We asked questions of SouthCom, Southern Command.  Southern Command is responsible for the anti-drug interdiction effort in the Carribbean and Eastern Pacific.  The primary ship and helicopter they used in the drug interdiction are the reserve helicopters, the ones we are talking about.  We wanted SouthCom to tell the Congress how important helicopters were in the execution of his mission.  How important were the helicopters on that ship? Because he has a wide area he has to cover.  This year we’ve got the whole Eastern Pacific.  No we cannot substitute the helicopters with anything, they have to be onsite.  The helicopters are important because they provide us with a seeing eye, farther out into the ocean from the ship.  We can intercept, go fast, after boats.  They also give us the opportunity to work at night.  So the helicopters, he stepped up as a Sink Commander saying “and when I request from the Navy a ship” I expect a helicopter because that’s what the Navy says it does.

So all that, we had that piece and we had the Navy policy piece and talked about how the Navy has spent billions of dollars over the decades making sure ships and helicopters go together, that they are in fact a weapon system.  And that the Navy in this particular case is trying to end-run its own policy.  The Reserves people supported that concept, while they couldn’t advocate that position, they could say that that in fact is the case, that they would have a problem supporting drug interdiction efforts.  

And then we had members (of Congress from California, Pennsylvania, and Mississippi) who had the Reserve units in their district, we had them ask questions and make known their interest in trying to resolve this issue.  There were four members, they all had to be on their appropriate committees.  (the authorization committees.  This would be Gene Taylor, D-Miss., Curt Weldon, D-Pa., and two others.)

So they are all on the authorization committee?

Yeah, which is not unusual in that respect because members go on committees where their local constituents or local interests are.  Given that they each have a big letter, their face, and a big shipyard in their areas, its only natural that they would be on these committees.  

We did, we did go back (to talk to people at naval command).  We had people go back to talk to M88 offices, that’s the division in the Navy that handles all aircraft for the Navy.  And M88 was insistent that the helicopter was (being cut).  So we had to be in the position of protecting ourselves, our business face, at the same time finding a way to do it so that it didn’t disrupt our relationship with a customer because we also do a number of other things for the Navy.  So we worked out this concept so that the Navy could also understand what the position was and understand it was essentially business and not something that was arbitrary.  It was based on something of substance.  

At one point we were attempting to get a wider audience and the Navy was pretty good at stopping that.  (We tried to) expand our member-base by alerting them of the fact that it could happen to them, mostly other contractors in the sense that if the Navy can walk away from its policy in this case, what happens if it walks away from its policy in your case?  But the issue is too small for that to work.  The Navy assured different people that they would not be losing their assets or not be moving things, so it didn’t take long to figure out that that’s not going to work.  It ended up being a parochial issue in that it wasn’t one that could readily expand a base very quickly.  There also wasn’t an issue that said “keep the helicopters,” it was an issue that had to explain the Navy policy, and explain why this was contrary to the policy, then you had to explain was to do to fix it.  So it was really a step by step that took time for people to grasp, it took time for staff to grasp individual member of staff to grasp.

Have you been talking exclusively to the members of these two committees? Yes.  Both sides of the fence? Both Democrats and Republicans.  Any ones in particular? We also had our two Connecticut members in it, who are also going to be on the Armed Services Committee [Kaman is based in Connecticut].  They are much more tenacious than someone from someplace else because it clearly was jobs and mutual relationships that were involved as opposed to an issue that had to be resolved.    Much more on top of things, making sure everybody had all the information they needed.  So to that extent, even though the local members are on the committee, the product is the thing they were looking out for.  

Future Advocacy Activities Planned

Continuing contacts of Senate, contacts of Defense Department conference committee.

Key Congressional Contact(s)/Champions

Rep. Jim Maloney (D-CT)

Rep. John Larson (D-CT)

Targets of Direct Lobbying

Members of the Armed Services committees in both Houses, Navy M88 division personnel

Targets of Grassroots Lobbying

An effort was made to mobilize other defense contractors, but this failed.  There was a small-scale grass roots lobbying effort in the sense that Naval Reserve bases that used the helicopters were asked to contact their members of Congress.  This involved four members on the Armed Services Committees (Rep. Gene Taylor, D-Miss., Curt Weldon, D-Pa., and two others, see above).

Coalition Partners: Names/Participants

None.

Other Participants in the Issue Debate

Southern Command, Naval Reserve units.

Ubiquitous Argument(s) and Evidence

The crux of our argument was that the Navy policy is that the ship and helicopter together create a weapon system. By removing the helicopter from the ship, the Navy is running up against its own policy of run ships and helicopters together, because helicopters provide the eyes and ears of the ships.  So our argument is that the Navy is working against its own policy.  What we propose is that as long as the Navy keeps the classic ship that keeps our helicopter, then they should retain the helicopter and the ship together.  

It’s interesting perspective in that it kind of turned the Navy’s own standard operating procedure against itself.

The issue was not one that directly said “keep these helicopters”.  Because if we got into that issue, we didn’t feel we would be very successful.  We had to have the reason why the helicopters had to be kept, it shouldn’t involve money.  It only involves money when you get into “this costs this much, no”.  You get a great big argument.  So what is the key, the nugget concept.  The nugget concept ended up being “Navy policy says …”.

Secondary Argument(s) and Evidence

Need the helicopters for drug interdiction: We “need to cover the whole Eastern Pacific.  No we cannot substitute the helicopters with anything, they have to be onsite.  The helicopters are important because they provide us with a seeing eye, farther out into the ocean from the ship.  We can intercept, go fast, after boats.  They also give us the opportunity to work at night. 

Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence

To naval command:  This is a business decision, don’t take it personally.

To other contractors:  This switch by the Navy could happen to you (this argument no longer used)

Implicit argument to House members from Connecticut (where Kaman is located): “It clearly was jobs and mutual relationships that were involved as opposed to an issue that had to be resolved.”
Nature of the Opposition

The Navy doesn’t want the helicopter. 

Members of Congress, especially the Senate, tend to accede to the Pentagon’s wishes on these things.

Other than the opposition of the Navy, “the biggest thing is educating the Senate.  The Senate tends less to go contrary to the (armed) services than how the House votes.  There are 435 members of the House, they are a piece of the pot, even though its smaller its much more important to them than 100 Senators that have a wider view.  So we have a Senator [from Connecticut – Democrat Joe Lieberman] on the Armed Services Committee, but the Senate staff and the other members of the Senate are less parochial, less driven by local events.  Local events are less of an emergency. I’m taking anything away from the Senator in Connecticut … he also has much bigger companies, much bigger problems to solve for his state.  He’s looking on a state basis.  On a state basis we [Kaman] get much smaller than on a Congressional or Representative basis.  So it’s a much bigger problem to solve on getting people’s attention to it because they have so many other pressing things than something this small that costs no money. You get that kind of thing with the staff and with non-state members.  The Senate is a much harder nut to crack, at least for us.” 

Ubiquitous Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition 

The Navy wants to have only one kind of helicopter on all its ships.  This makes it so that anyone trained on one ship can also be familiar with the helicopters on another ship.

Secondary Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition

None mentioned.

Targeted Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition (and Targets)

None mentioned.

Described as a Partisan Issue

No.

Venue(s) of Activity

Armed Services committees in the House and Senate, conference committee; M88 division of the Navy.

Action Pending or Taken by Relevant Decision Makers

Attempt to get language inserted into the House/Senate Defense Bills requiring the Navy to retain this helicopter.  At the time of the interview, the company had been successful in the House but not in the Senate.

“We are in the House Defense Authorization Bill, as bill language.  We are not in the Senate Authorization Bill.  So we will have to be, we are a conference item, so we will have to get that issue resolved in conference, between the House and the Senate.”

Policy Objective(s) and Support for/Opposition to the Status Quo

Retain helicopters on U.S. Navy Reserve ships.  This is the status quo in reality but not the status quo in the Navy budget. 

Advocate’s Experience: Tenure in Current Job/Previous Experience

Tenure unknown; no advanced degree. 

Reliance on Research: In-House/External 

They do research on their own products, but not policy research per se.

Number of Individuals Involved in Advocacy 

Two for the House/Senate side, additional staff that deals with the Pentagon, but are not registered lobbyists.  Some of this is marketing, some technical.  Those folks are mostly former military themselves.  

Units in Organization Involved in Public Affairs/Policy 

Congressional lobbying office and Pentagon liaison office.

Advocate’s Outstanding Skills/Assets 

None mentioned.

Type of Membership: None, Institutions, Individuals, Both 

Not applicable



Membership Size 

Not applicable.

Organizational Age 

Unknown.

Miscellaneous

