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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 2, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR ELIZABETH H. DOLE 

THRO: 

FROM: 

DIANA LOZANO 

MORTON C. BLACKWELL~ 

SUBJECT: Proposed Letter to Senators on Cloture Vote• 

I have reviewed the proposed letter circulated by Ed 
Harper. It is an excellent letter, one which will both 
be persuasive to wavering Senators and inspiring to 
grassroots activists. 



EHD ... 
Morton 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 2, 1982 

ELIZABETH DOLE 
KEN DUBERSTEIN 
DAVE GERGEN 
MIKE UHLMANN 

FROM: ~DWIN HARPER ½ p ~ 
SUBJECT: Attached letter to Senators 

Attached is a draft letter to Senators on the abortion 
issue. The next to last paragraph will be deleted for 
those Senators for whom we are only asking for support 
on cloture. 

ions not later. 

Attachment 
·' 
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DRAFT 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 1, 1982 

Dear Senator: 

A broad spectrum of concerned Americans are joinirg with me in 
calling upon the Senate to bring its debate on Senator Helms 
anti-abortion amendment to the debt ceiling bill to an end. 
Cardinal Krol, The Knights of Columbus and the Catholic 
Daughters of America support my position. Senator Hatch, whose 
own Constitutional Amendment against abortion I have supported, 
has generously joined in the call for a vote on the amendment 
now before the Senate. The American Life Lobby, the Moral 
Majority, the National Right to Life Committ~e and many others 
with whom I have shared a concern about the unborn have rallied 
behind calling for a vote on the Helms amendment. -

This amendment is a responsible statutory approach to one of the 
most sensitive problems our s·ocJ,:~ty ~aces -- _the taking of _the ·1 

life of an unborn child. Specificially, the Senate is debating 
an amendment which: 

1. Affinns the humanity of the unborn child in our 
society. 

2. Bans permanently federal funding and support for the 
taking of the life of an unborn child except to 
save the 1 i fe of the mother, and 

3. Provides opportunity for the Supreme Court to 
reconsider its usurpation of the role of legislatures 
and state courts in this aiea. 

I realize that this amendment reflects a moderate approach. My 
purpose is not to impede any other anti-abortion measures 
including Senator Hatch' s amendment that may come before you. 
But this is the first clear-cut vote in this Congress on the 
humanity of the unborn, and it is crucial that a filibuster not 
prevent the representatives of our citizens from expressing 
their judgment ?n so vital a matter. 

Please lend your support to gaining cloture on this measure and 
please give the closest possible attention to the cause of our 
unborn fellow humans when you vote your conscience on this 
amendment. It is time to stand and be counted on this issue. 



\ 
i· Page Two 

September 1, 1982 

Beyond the matter of cloture, it is vitally important for the 
Congress to affirm, as this amendment does, the fundamental 
princi.ple that all human life has intrinsic value. We must 
never become a society in which an individual has the right to 
do away with inconvenient life. 

I hope that you will be able to join me on this issue. If not, 
please give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

RR 

·' 

·.-... -. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGT O N 

September 17, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR BECKY NORTON DUNLOP 

FROM: MORTON C. BLACKWELL 

SUBJECT: Rose Garden Event --- September 20, 1982 

Red Cavaney asked me to come up with names of people appro­
priate to attend a Rose Garden ceremony Monday afternoon at 
1:30 p.m. on the occasion of the presentation to the President 
of a $50 million "check" for unexpended OPIC funds. 

He was very clear that the people I was to invite were not 
necessarily to be connected with OPIC. Because this was a 
significant example of government economy, I felt it would 
be appropriate to invite conservative organization activists, 
long loyal to the President, who have seldom if ever been 
invited to White House gatherings. 

Accordingly I invited conservatives at the Kingston group 
this morning who would be interested in attending this Rose 
Garden event to give me their names, dates of birth and 
social security numbers. I asked them also to give me this 
same data for other officers or staff of their organizations 
whom they felt should be invited. I will probably have a 
list of twenty or so people by the close of business today. 

I returned from the Kingston meeting to find that only 
people with some direct affiliation with OPIC should be 
invited. Is this true? If so, I will1 as gracefully as 
possible, tell these people who expressed an interest that 
we aren't able to accommodate them. 

cc - Red Cavaney 
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September 29, 1982 

Dear Mr. McDanie-1: 

On behalf of the Preside~t, I would like 
to thank you for your letter of August 30 
about the "Aloha, We Lov;e America Rally" 
planned by the Nichiren .. Shoshu Soka Gakkai 
of America in Washingtoll.,_ D.C. on October 9 
and 10. 

Although the President appreviates very 
much your -support, unfoz:tu:nately, he will 
be una-bl,e to participate . in this event 
because of previous trav~l plans. 

Please convey the President• s best wi-shes 
t.o George Williams and your other associates 
and his appreciation fox.: your interest. 

Sincerely, 

WILLIAM K. SADLEIR 
Director, Presidential 
Appointm~~ts and Schedultng 

Mr. F. Douglas McDaniel 
Associate Justice 
Fourth District, Division Two 
Court .of Appeal 
State Building 
San Bernardino, CA 9240~ 

Inf. copy: 

WKS:CV:mlg 





THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 28, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR ELIZABETH H. DOLE 

FROM: MORTON C. BLACKWELL 

SUBJECT: ADVISOR LIST: Limited Government/Conservative Groups 

Mr. Paul Weyrich (Wife - Joyce) 546-3000 (0) 941-4852 (H) 
Director, Committee for the Survival of a Free Congress 
721 Second Street, N. E. 
Washington, D. C. 20012 
Paul is the conservative expert on coalition building who has, in 
addition, played a leading role in the creation of many major 
conservative organizations in Congress, in the D.C. area, and across 
the country. 

Mr. John T. (Terry) Dolan 522-2800 (0) 836-1862 (H) 
Chairman, National Conservative Political Action Committee 
1500 Wilson Blvd., Suite 503 
Arlington, VA 22212 
Terry is the most successful conservative PAC organizer, who also 
heads other groups including a legal foundation, a lobby, and an 
education foundation. 

Mr. Howard Phillips (Wife - Peggy) 893-2777 (0) 759-3929 (H) 
National Director, The Conservative Caucus 
422 Maple Avenue East 
Vienna, Virginia 22180 
Howard is an indefatigable activist, who has personally held 
organizational meetings in all 435 Congressional districts; he 
has an almost encyclopedic knowledge of the federal government. 

Mr. Richard Viguerie (Wife - Elaine) 356-0440 (0) 790-0306 (H) 
President, 'I' .he Viguerie Company 
7777 Leesburg Pike 
Falls Church, VA 22043 
Richard is the so-called ''godfather" of the New Right, who brought 
direct mail expertise into politics through organizing in most areas 
of conservative interest. -
Mrs. Connie Marshner (Husband - Bill) 546-3004 (0) 941-2004 (H) 
721 Second St. N. E. 
Washington, D. C. 20012 
Connie is Chairman of the Library Court coalition of pro-family groups. 
She was Chairman of the Family Policy Advisory Board for the Reagan/ 
Bush Committee. She is well regarded by the broad spectrum of 
social issue groups. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 28, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR ELIZABETH H. DOLE 

FROM: MORTON C. BLACKWELL 

SUBJECT: Advisor List: Religious Groups 

Dr. Robert Billings 245-7855 (0) 839-6986 (H) 
Special Assistant to the Secretary of Education 
Washington, D. C. 
Bob was executive director of the Moral Majority and Reagan 
campaign liaison to the fundamentalist and evangelical 
communities. 

Dr. Jerry Falwell (804) 528-0070 (O) (804) 237-3348 (H) 
President, The Moral Majority 
500 Alleghany Avenue 
Lynchburg, Virginia 24501 
Jerry is a strong supporter of the President who has awakened 
millions of Christians to the political process. 

Mr. Ed McAteer (901) 458-3795 (0) (901) 685-6542 (H) 
Executive Director, Religious Roundtable 
P. 0. Box 11467, Memphis, TN 38111 
Ed is an organizer of coalitions of religious leaders interested 
in the public policy process; he is held in high regard by a 
wide spectrum of religious leaders, many of whom are historically 
at personal odds with each other. 

Mr. Robert Dugan 628-7911 (0) 281-1885 (H) 
Director, Office of Public Affairs 
National Association of Evangelicals 
1430 K Street, N. W., Suite 900 
Washington, D. C. 20005 
Bob has been very helpful in guiding us. He is very sensitive 
to the nuances of doctrinal differences among the various _ 
Protestant leaders, and he helps us avoid tripping over personality 
disputes which are common in this area. 

Dr. William Bright 
Campus Crusade for Christ 
Arrowhead Springs 
San Bernardino, CA 92414 
Dr. Bright has been most supportive of the President and very 
cooperative in working with other religious leaders. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 28, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR ELIZABETH H. DOLE 

FROM: MORTON C. BLACKWELL 

Subject: Advisor List: Indian Groups 

Peter MacDonald (602) 871-4941 (o) (602) 248-8811 (H) 
Chairman, Navajo Tribal Council, The Navajo Nation 
Window Rock Arizona 86515 
Pter MacDonaJd is the strong pro-Reagan leader of the largest Indian 
tribe; he is politically the most sophisticated of the major Indian 
leaders. 

Ken Smith 343-7163 (0) 362-6835 (H) 
Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs, Department of Interior 
Washington, D. C. 20240 
Ken is the long time leader of the Warm Springs Wasco Tribe, Oregon; 
his relations with Indian leaders throughout the country are good. 

Philip Martin 343-9484 (0) 
President, National Tribal Chairmen's Association 
Suite 207, 1701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 
President of Mississippi Band of Choctaws. 

Ron Andrade 546-1168(0) 
Executive Director . 
National Congress of American Indians 
202 E Street, N. E. 
Washington, D. C. 20002 
Ron has, from the outset of this Administration, maintained a 
very constructive relationship with Administration policy makers. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 28, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR ELIZABETH H. DOLE 

FROM: MORTON C. BLACKWELL 

SUBJECT: Advisor List: Fraternal and Civic Groups 

Mr. Aubrey C. King 466-8424 (0) 262-8109 (H) 
Director of Public Affairs 
National Club Association 
1625 I Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20006 
Aubrey King is strongly supportive of the President because 
of the President's commitment to private initiatives when 
possible in preference to government programs. 
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October 12 , - 1982 

FROM: Morton C. Blackwel~ 

Here are the mid-October opportunity races as 

picked by some of the major conservative activists. 

Thought this information would be of interest to you. 



TAR8ETED RACES FOR P.A.C. DONATIONS ( As ' 0f October 8, 1982 ) 

Paul Weyrich ( Committee for The Survival of a Free Congress) 

House: CA 36 
CA 38 
IN 2 
NC 3 

John Paul Stark 
Bill Dohr 
Ralph Van Natta 
Red McDaniel 

PA 6 
TX 25 
WA 3 

Steve Joachim 
Mike Faubion 
J.T. Quigg 

Bill Wilson (National Right to Work Committee ) 

Senate: TN Robin Beard House: 
ND Gene Knorr 
NV Chic Hecht 
WV Cleve Benedict 
MD Larry Hogan 
NE Jim Keck 

Ralph Galliano ( Congressional Majority 

House: AR 1 Chuck Bank s 
CA 26 J--lal Phillips 
CT 2 Tony Gugliemo 
FL 19 Glen Rinker 
GA 3 Tyrone Rlliott 

David Denholm ( Public Service Research 

Senate: CA Pete Wilson 
ME Dave Emery 
NV Chic Hecht 
OH Paul Pfeifer 
VA Paul Trible 

House: CA 26 Hal Phillips 
CA 36 - John Paul Stark 
CA 32 Brian Lungren 
FL 12 Tom Lewis 

Tom Ellis ( National Congressional Club 

House: NC 3 
NC 4 
NC 5 

Lou Barnett 

House: CA 26 
GA 4 
MS 4 
NJ 3 
NY 28 

Red McDaniel 
Bill Cobey 
Anne Bagnal 

Citizens for the Republic) 

Hal Phillips 
Dick Winder 
Liles Williams 
Marie Muhler 
Dave Crowley 

* Incumbents 

FL 5 *Bill McCullom 
IA 5 Arlan Danker 
IN 2 Ralph Van Natta 
MD 1 Porter Hopkins 
MS 4 Liles Williams 
MT 1 Bob Davies 
NJ 4 *Chris Smith 
SD *Clint Roberts 
VA 6. Kevin Miller 

Committee ) 

MS 2 \•Jebb Franklin 
TN 3 Glen Byers 
TX 23 J eff Wentworth 
TX 25 Y.ike Faubion 
NY 14 Guy Molinari 

Council 

FL 19 
IN 2 
MS 4 
NV 2 
NC 4 
NC 5 
OH 12 
TN 7 
TX 16 
TX 23 
TX 26 

NC 6 
NC 8 
NC 11 

PA 2 ;> 
SD 
TX 25 
TX 26 

Glen Rinker 
Ralph Van Natt a 
Liles Williams 
Barbara Vulcanovich 
Bill Cobey 
Anne Bagnal 
Dennis Kasich 
Don Sunquist 
Pat Hagerty 
Jeff Wentworth 
Jim Bradshaw 

*Gene Johnston 
Harris Blake 

*Bill Hendon 

*Gene Atkinson 
*Clint Roberts 
Mike Faubion 
Jim Bradshaw 
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October 26, 1982 

Dear Mark: 

Nancy and I send our heartfelt condolences 
to you and your family on the death of your 
father. While words offer small comfort in 
the face of such great loss, please know we 
are keeping you in our thoughts and prayers. 

We hope that the warm memories of your 
father will help to console you in the days 
ahead. 

God bless and hold you always. With our 
deepest sympathy, 

Sincerely, 

Mark A. Loveday 
Woolverstone House 
Pine Grove 
Bishop's Stortford 
Herts. CM23 SNP 

RR:AVH:PAG:pps 

bee: Maiselle 
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THE WHITE HOUSE OFFICE 
OFFICIAL TRAVEL AUTHORIZATION 

. .. 
... .. . 

No. 0818 

(TRAVELER TO COMPLETE SECTIONS 1-8.) 

I. TRAVELER 

Date of Request October 13, 1982 

Name: 

Extension: 

Morton· C. · Bl ackweJ J 

2657 . Room: .]...;;i9L..IJ'------

DxWhite House Staff 

D -Other 

2. PURPOSE(S) and DA TE(S): __ NULUOLMVu:e:.;mwb..uei:=..Lr___,J_5.,___t.._._.ac.....c;a:i.,t~t._eo;...n.1.d~~""'ni..,in~ui.caa..l1.--,A"""w~aHre-1dci-o6-,1:D,1--:,it-1nf¼1nHt!e-±r'-'-· -tO,,.,f1:-----

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Mor al i ty in Media, Inc., a 501(.c) (3) organization which will provide 

the ticket and hotel room. Plaza Hotel, New York 

ITINERARY Leave Washington ·aftQrnoon ll tl5 return 
(List all cities where s(opover occurs .) 

morning 11/16 

Stay overnight at Plaza in New York 
DEPARTURE: RETURN: 

Date: __ l_l_/_1_5_/_8_2 ___________ _ Date: ___ 1_1..:../_1_6__,_/_8_2 _______ _ 

Time=---=---+'-__.....,,_ ______________ _ Time: ___ l_0_:_0_0 __ a_._rn_. _______ _ 

Mode: Shuttle Mode: 1Shuttle 

NATURE: ~ 100% Official □ 100% Political 
All _ paid by Morality in .Media, .Inc. 

SIGNATURES~~ ~ · 

Traveler: P"//~e 
(lhavcrcaclandaenns set forth on the reverse side) 

lkpartmcnt Head Approving Officer 
(Special Assistant to the Prcsid_cnt for Administration) 

7. ESTIMATED COSTS: · .. SPECIAL EXPENSES: 

No. of Days Per Diem ______________ _ □ Registration Fee of$ _________ _ 

Hotel Name _________________ _ □ Commercial Car Rental 

Hotel Daily Rate $ ______________ _ □ Excess Baggage 

Other ____________________ _ □ Other 

8. TRAVEL ADVANCE REQUESTED: □ YES □ No Amount:$ _______ ~ 

Signature of Recipient: ____________________ _ Date: _______ _ 

REPAID: Amount ___ _ Date ___ _ Schedule ___ _ Balance this trip ____ _ 

9. FOR TRANSPORTATION OFFICE USE ONLY: 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON -

November 1, 1982 

WHITE HOUSE SENIOR STAFF 

JAMES A. BAKER, III~;r;­

TRAVEL AND ENTERTAINMENT BUDGETS 

We are continuing the practice in fiscal year 1983 of issuing 
travel and entertainment budget allocations to each office 
within the White House. However, the total amount appropriated 
by the Congress to the White House for these purposes has not 
increased in fiscal year 1983 from the amounts available in 
fiscal year 1982 and funds can not be taken from other areas of 
the budget to supplement the amounts appropriated in these 
categories. Thus, the amounts allocated to your office this 
year for travel and entertainment can not be changed from the 
amounts available last year except to adjust for specific changes 
in your programs which would affect your needs for these funds. 

As a result, you must continue your efforts to reduce travel and 
entertainment expenses so that the cost incurred by your office 
remain within the funds available to your _office. Your efforts 
in this regard should include sending only the minimum number of 
staff necessary to perform essential activities when travelling 
and the judicious selection of accommodation when travelling on 
White House official business so as to minimize costs. In addition, 
you should review your programs and activities and limit your 
staff travel to only those situations where it is essential to 
the conduct of your business and no other reasonable means are 
available to accomplish your requirements. 

You will be provided your budget allocations for travel and enter­
tainment ,expenses by a separate memorandum from John Rogers, 
Deputy Assistant to the President for Management. A monthly summary 
of your office's performance against your allocations will be 
reviewed by me. 

Thank you. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHI N G T ON 

November 1, 1982 

MEMORANDUM TO MICHAEL K. DEAVER 
\ 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JAY MOORHEAD, SPECIAL ASS~ TO THE PRESIDENT 
FOR PRIVATE SECTOR INITIATIVES. 

PRIVATE SECTOR INITIATIVES HIGHLIGHTS. 

President Reagan - met with CEO's and Private Industry 
Council Chairmen in the Cabinet Room to personally thank 
each person for their efforts in last year's Summer Jobs 
for Youth Program. Those attending the meeting agreed to 
organize a larger private sector program next summer. 

Jobs Training Bill - signed by the President after he 
met privately with 21 young people who have received 
private sector job training. New legislation will train 
4 times as many youth than -under .:t.ne" old CETA program. 

Boston. Federal Regional Council - awarded twenty-one 
Presidential citations to organizations and businesses 
who demonstrated exemplary public/private partnerships 
and private sector initiatives. This was the first 
Presidential recognition program for the Federal Regions 
and will be followed by many more. 

Minnegasco - a Mtnneapolis gas company, has contributed 
$150,000 to help pay the heating bills of the elderly 
and disabled. Customers have opted to have $1 or more 
added to their gas bills to assist. The company expects 
51% of its customers will make the tax-deductible contributions. 

The United Autoworkers Union and Ford Motor Com any - have 
armed a partners ip in Mic igan to ui a 1 mi ion 

"National Development and Training Center" to train 45,000 
laid-off workers. Ford will take 5¢ an hour out of 
paychecks of blue collar workers to help fund the center. 

The City of San Antonio, Texas - and the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, Control Data and Vanir 
Properties are major partners in creating a high-technology 
development cite in San Antonio's poorest section. City 
officials expect the development to attract new firms and 
create hundreds of jobs. 
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California - has passed the first Charitable Contributions 
Law, which allows non-itemizing tax-payers to take a 
deduction for charitable contributions beginning in 1984. 

Shopwell Store - in Allentown, Pennsylvania is offering 
a 10% discount for anyone who is unemployed in the 
Allentown area. 

The Jamie Foundation - in Lebanon, Pennsylvania has 
raised more than $777,000 to send 6-year-old Jamie Hoke 
to West Germany to receive treatment for a painful skin 
condition. Their goal is $100,000. 

Boston University and WBZ-TV - Boston, Massachusetts co­
sponsored dance performances of "Celebrity Series" to 
support performing arts in Boston. The team raised $50,000. 

Thirty-Five Entrepreneurs - from San Francisco's companies, 
unions, professional and community organizations saved 
the city $40 million last year by serving on Mayor Feinstein's 
Fiscal Advisory Committee. 

Milwaukee Redevelopment Corporation - recently opened the 
Grand Avenue Project, a four-block long enclosed mall 
using refurbished buildings in a decaying district. The 
mall was developed with private and public funds and is 
now managed by the Rouse Corporation. 

President Rea~an - delivered a televised message to the nation 
last week urging Americans to support the United Way 
campaigns this fall and to continue the tradition of 
'neighbo.r helping neighbor that is the hallmark of the 
American way of life.' ABC, CBS, and NBC contributed 
time to air the message. 

Public Broadcasting Systems' - major corporate underwriters 
are in the process of forming a support organization to 
encourage more corporate participation in PBS funding. 
TV critic Arthur Unger reports that corporate America is 
beginning to respond to the President's call for private 
initiatives to replace reduced governmental support for 
the arts. 
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Bloomington Volunteer Action Center - formed in 1979, works 
closely with the City Administration in Bloomington, Indiana 
to recruit, train and place volunteers in community agencies. 
Last year, the Center placed over 300 volunteers in the 
community. 

Boro Park Community Patrol - in Brooklyn, New York takes 
credit for an 11% reduction in crime over the last summer. 
The Community Patrol is supported by donations from the 
community and consists of armed off-duty policemen who 
regularly cruise the Park area. 

Four major corporations - in the Stamford, Connecticut 
area ~onated more than $200,000 in grants and loans 
to the Committee on Training and Employment to help erase 
an administrative debt accumulated during the agency's 
17-year existence. The agency serves mostly low-income 
minority groups. 

The Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Centennial Commission -
chaired by Lee Iacocca was organized as a private sector 
effort to re-educate Americans on the history of immigration 
into the United States. The Commission will expire in 1992 
with the restoration and preservation of the Statue of 
Liberty and Ellis Island. 

Mobil Oil Corporation - donated 1.5 million plastic 
"Hefty" bags to the Boy Scouts of America for their 
"Save Our American Resources" program. 

General Electric - opened a $6 million learning center 
at its Erie, Pennsylvania locomotive facility where employees 
are trained to use new automated equipment the company plans 
to install. 

Lake Erie College - in Cleveland, Ohio has developed creative 
fund-raising methods to deal with rising costs by selling 
natural gas from a well drilled on campus, earning $2,000 
a week from bingo games and nets $175,000 each summer by 
renting its facilities out. 

The Liaison Citizen Program - in Los Angeles, California 
is funded by private grants to train and motivate low 
income youth to strive for worthwhile careers. The staff 
works with the youth in training sessions and workshops 
and involves them in community projects and special services 
for social agencies. 
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The Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite of Free Masonry -
report that the combined Masonic and Masonic-related 
charities daily expend over $1,300,000 to charities. 

Security Savings & Loan Association - in Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin sliced home-loan rates to 11.9% in response 
to a presidential appeal to spur ec::anon;iici:: recovery. 
The move was applauded by the Savings League of 
Wisconsin and members of the Milwaukee Board of Realtors. 

Citizens of Hatfield, Massachusetts - reported doing 
it the "Reagan-Way," when they raised $40,000 in 60 
days to purchase and equipt an ambulance. Their 
continuing goal is to raise an additional $10,000 to 
provide free ambulance service to the needy townpeople. 

Southland Corporation - has put together a community 
awareness video on corporate responsibility, highlighting 
its nationwide effort to reduce robberies in the 7-Eleven 
stores around the country. The program focuses on crime 
prevention, robbery and violence prevention and covers 
steps to help reduce crime by the corporate world. 

RAYS Data Systems - a non-profit corporation in Monterey 
Park, California, educates economically disadvantaged, 
Vietnam Veterans, unskilled workers, youth and 
displaced handicapped individuals to learn Data 
Processing via classroom training and hands on experience. 
Through the assistance and support of major corporations, 
the placement ratio is 91%. 

United States Department of Education - publishes 
"American Education," a magazine on voluntarism in 
the schools. Examples of private sector initiatives 
in the public schools are highlighted in each issue. 

Statewide School Volunteer Program - in Florida is 
managed through the state department of education. 
The 77,000 volunteers donate their time and talents 
to promote student learning and provide support to 
education programs. Volunteers can be found in 78% 
of the schools in Florida. 

Chicago Board of Education - organized an Adopt-A-School 
Program to involve the private sector in the school 
system through volunteer work, donation of equipment and 
supplies, and a sports-health program. It is hoped 
that through the involvement of the business community, 
the Board of Education will be able to build broader 
support for public education. 



THE WHIT:: HOUSE 

WA S H I r--1 G T O ~J 

October 1, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR MORTON BLACKWELL 

FROM: RED CAVANEf, 

SUBJECT Your Memorandum of 9/30 / 82 

Morton, there is no interest whatsoever on the part of Elizabeth 
or my self to see y ou depart. That was not the intent of my memo 
to y ou. 

My concern was that this matter was handled outside established 
procedures. By coincidence, you may not have attended those 
meetings when it was clearly explained to our staff what we 
could and could not do in this area. 

Briefly stated, procedures are as follows: 

If asked by an Assistant to the President for 
information, facts, background or whatever; 
provide it promptly with copy to Elizabeth. 

If providing advice, asking for a meeting or 
other schedule commitment, etc.; such should be 
sent under Elizabeth's signature saying "Morton 
Blackwell asked" or "Morton Blackwell wants to 
urge you to," etc. 

I will recover all this in a staff meeting next week and be glad 
to talk about the specifics of this instance if you would like. 

Let's forward this package to White House Counsel asking for 
guidance on the legal aspects. I had earlier asked Diana to 
have you do this less than 12 hours after I received your first 
memo on this subject. 



THE WHIT'.:: HOU3 i::: 

NOTES OF A MEETING HELD SEPTEMBER 29, 1 98 2, AT THE WHITE HOUSE 
NEBRASKA CHRISTIAN SCHOOL PROBLEM 

Present: State Representative Woody Je nk ins, Louisiana 
General Superintendent Nathan i ~l Urshan, United 

Pentacostals 
Morton Blackwell, Special Ass i s tant to the President 

Brother Urshan told of a United Pentacostal church operated school 
in York, Nebraska where the sheriff and a dep~tized school official 
came with a search warrant -- rushed up t o all doors of the church 
with their hands on their guns, and brought the pastor Edward D. 
Morey before the courts. Attached are copies of the warrant and 
the other things which they seized not c overed by it. They will be 
going to court on the issue shortly. 

The same thing is happening in Grand Island to a Mrs. Rich who is the 
pastor of a United Pentecostal church and school. 

The third situation is a man in Omaha, a Mr. Wasman. 

These people are frightened but increasingly angry. In York they 
had advance warning and dismissed the children to avoid traumatizing 
them. Brother Urshan was told the More y s were threatened with arrest 
and jail if they contacted Federal Authorities. Also that they 
would arrest the parents of the children if Federal authorities were 
contacted. He will attempt to find out who made these threats. 

Mississippi Governor Winters is starting the same thing and 
Arkansas has a case pending, he believes in a Baptist school. 

In five years the United Pentacostal Church has started 500 schools. 
Brother Urshan recommends the following s teps: 

1. Justice should investigate the way these warrants and arrests 
are made. Civil rights violations are probably involved. 

2. Deregulation of state schools. (Morton explained they would 
have to elect State Legislatures to pass such measures with 
Governors to sign them into law.) 

3. The President should make a strong public statement in support 
of private schools. There are a lot of court cases. 

The First Amendment guarantees freedom of religion. Provisions 
of the First Amendment, originally limiting Federal Government, 
were made applicable to the States by the 14th Amendment. The 
states have an obligation not to violate freedom of religion. 
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Each church has various ministries, preaching, teaching, helping 
the poor, and educating its members. In most cases the same 
rooms are used for Sunday School and weekday school and sometimes 
the same materials and teachers. A major function of the church 
is to educate its people. Many churches are beginning schools to 
strengthen the relationship between congregations and pastors. 
It causes the pastor to become more involved with the families. 
You could not pass a law as to who a church might hire as a 
pastor or teacher. It would limit the church's ability to say 
who their employees will be and what they will teach. 

Nebraska is insisting on something which violates the Constitutional 
rights of the church. When a sheriff brings a search warrant and 
surrounds a church building with hands on guns ... There is a 
conspiracy in Nebraska being executed ty the public education 
authorities. There are eight church schools now in the legal process. 

Some leaders of the Jewish community are backing the Christian 
schools because they know they will be next. A Jewish lawyer in 
Nebraska has volunteered to serve free of charge. 

There is a conscious effort by educational authorities in the 
State of Nebraska to deprive the Christians of their civil rights 
under the First and Fourteenth Amendments. 

The NEA is becoming increasingly powerful and part of the problem 
with these private schools. Brother Urshan called attention to a 
survey of seminary faculties which appears in the most recent 
issue of Human Events. The United Pentacostal college faculty 
were found to be the most conservative. 

There are 600,000 United Pentacostals, mainly in Texas, Louisiana, 
Indiana, Missouri, Ohio, Kentucky, Michigan, Iowa, and California. 
Woody told us that Brother Urshan pastored the largest Pentacostal 
Church in America in Indianapolis. They have 500 or more schools 
out of 3,500 churches. The Pentacostals have not traditionally 
been involved in polit~cs but they got involved in 1980. Brother 
Urshan chaired Senator Lugar's committee for ministers. 

Brother Urshan reported that the political activism which is new 
to his denomination, and the attack on their schools, is drawing 
the fundamental and "holinessll groups together. They are pooling 
their resources and their strengths. 

He told of his recent visit to Moscow Pentacostals -- how he met 
with an underground church which sat for 8 hours of meeting and 
broke up only because of the curfew. There are 16 underground 
churches in Moscow and more than two million (perhaps five million) 
Pentacostals in Russia. 

Brother Urshan is anxious to meet with the President, Mr. Meese, 
or Mr. Baker, and will be available from now until the 9th of 
October at which time he goes to Salt Lake for his annual meeting 
which runs through October 17. He would be happy to come to 
Washington after that date if one cannot be arranged before that 
time. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 5, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR PHOTO 

FROM: MORTON 

SHOP 6/ 
BLACKWEL~ ( V 

SUBJECT : Pictures of 21 September Jaycee Meeting 

We need the following additional pictures of the 
referenced meeting: 

Black and White: 
21 SE 82 102 03 02, 04, and 15 

Color: 
21 SE 82 102 03 02, 04, 18 

Thank you. 





Document No/1'"'j 't"/_/.J- Pl 
10/ 25782 

Date 

W hi te Hou se Offic e of Po,icy Information Tim e 

U Staffing Memorandum 
" 

Due 3y 

Time 

Clearance Memorandum 

10/ 28/82 
COB 

1~ase respond whether o r not yo u have comments 

Subject Is sue Uoda te on 1'The Private Sector Initiatives Proqram" 

ACTION FYI 

OFFICE OF POLICY INFOR:\L~T1Ot . 
HOPKi=--:S 0 
COBB O 0 
DL-FF O 0 
LA\1B ERTO:--: 0 0 
SCHCETTI~CER O 0 
S:-l!TH O 0 

.JE:--J'KI='iS 
KEYWORTH 
ROLu::--;s 

.\lGSS (PRBl 

REi\lARKS: 

□ 
□ 
CJ 
□ 

□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

Please review and comment on the above. 

Please return rhis trackin9 
sheet with your response 

ACTION FYI 

OFFICE OF POLICY DEVELOP\1ENT 

HARPER ~□□ 0 
t/20RTER 0 

BARR 0 
BOGGS O 0 
BRADLEY O 0 
CARLESO'.'i O 0 
DE~END O 0 
FA!RB A:'.\KS O 0 
FERRARA O 0 
CALE BACH O 0 
CARFI'.'iKEL O 0 
cc:--: :-r O 0 
u:o::--; ARD, 8. 0 0 
LCO>ARD, D. 0 0 
~O>TOYA O 0 
ROCK O 0 
TCRXER O 0 
CHL:.lA~:--J' 0 0 
AO.\[l)iISTRATIO::\ 0 0 

Thanks. 

□ □ . 
□ 0 
□ 0 

Kevin R. Hopkins 
Director, Office of Policy Information 

Spec ial Assistant t o the Pres ident 
(x6556) 



M EMORA N D UM 

MEMORANDUM FOR RED 

FROM: DEE 

THE WHITE HO U SE 

WA SHIN G TON 

November 15, 1982 

CAVANEY 

JEPSEJ))r 

SUBJECT: PRESIDENT'S SCHEDULE PRIOR TO THANKSGIVING 

The next 2 weeks President Reagan should visit activities and 
events where people are sharing their blessings with others. 

This would do several things. It wou·ld focus national attention 
upon his concern for the needs of other people. This would 
contribute to reshaping his public image as a compassionate, 
caring person which would evoke a positive response from women. 

It would also focus attention on the need and call for all 
Americans to lend-a-hand to those in need (Mission of his 
Private Sector Initiatives Task Force.) In addition, it would 
focus upon the traditional values most Americans still cherish 
and would uplift the importance of family and community spirit. 

Events of this type could be located if the idea is acceptable: 

I Attend an event where the needy are being fed for the Thanks­
giving celebration. (Some of these are held prior to the 
holiday). He should serve some of the participants himself. 

I Visit some children's hospital (possibly in the Washington, 
D. C. area)_ and give out some kind of holiday remembrance. 

I Visit some kind of drug rehabilitation center with Mrs. 
Reagan to show interest in the problems of others. 

I Visit some volunteer center for the needy. There are some 
here in Washington, D. C. that would be appropriate. If such 
a visit is done in California, Dr. E. V. Hill could be of 
assistance in Los Angeles. 

I Visit some site where assistance is given to women raising 
families alone. 

These are just some possibilities. We could come up with some 
specific ·ideas if ' requested. Above all, I think that the 
Reagans should attend church services in this season. Their 
inability to do so is often mentioned to me with regret. 

cc: Morton Blackwell 
Diana Lozano 
Jay Moorehead 





To: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Date 

From: Morton C~ Blackwell 

Please respond on behalf of 
the President 

Please prepare draft for 
Elizabeth Dole's signature 

Please prepare draft for 
my signature 

FYI 

Let's discuss 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 15, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL PORTFOLIO MANAGERS 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

RED CAVANEY~ 

"Lobbying" Activities 

As we have discussed on a number of occasions, it is absolutely 
imperative that we confine our outreach efforts to constituent 
building and consensus development. Our primary thrust is to 
educate private sector leaders and organizations about the benefits 
of the various Administration initiatives, and activities that 
they chose to undertake are to be done on their own. 

I thought you might be interested in a recent GAO finding 
involving a lobbying effort by government employees. I think 
you will find it makes quite clear what we can and cannot do. 
I request that you read the attached and be prepared to discuss 
at tomorrow's staff meeting. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 19, 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR ELIZABETH H. DO~ 1/ 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDEN 

FOR PUBLIC LIAISON 

FROM: FRED F. FIELDING~ 
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: "Lobbying" Activities by the Air Force 
Concerning the Lockheed C-SB Type Aircraft 

lO.CT. 2 a 188! 

Recently, the Air Force was the subject of a GAO investi­
gation, as well as Congressional hearings, for alleged 
violations of the anti-lobbying laws. At issue was the 
alleged use of defense contractors by the Air Force in a 
lobbying campaign designed to obtain Congressional approval 
of the Lockheed C-SB. With respect to this issue, the GAO 
report concluded that: 

Since the Air Force is prohibited by appropriations re­
strictions from directly mounting a grass roots lobbying 
campaign by requesting private citizen supporters 
throughout the country to contact their Congressional 
delegations on behalf of the C-SB procurement, ~ t ­
!roiTows. tn'a ·-,i i:--may.oof'°"enga ge a ' .. net.worlc- of De fen~se" 
eh1it-ifil=J;~s .. t_g'~~ac'cci_rnp:J.J. sJJ.,_ tq~~~~:i:.h:1-~<i :---~rffie- Air 
Force improperly expended appropriated funds for incre­
ments of the salaries of officers and employees while 
they were engaged in the prohibited activities. In our 
opinion, this constitutes a violation of Section 607(a) 
of the annual Treasury, Postal Service, and General 
Government Appropriations Act, which prohibits the 
expenditure of appropriated funds for publicity and 
propaganda activities designed to influence legislation 
pending before the Congress. 

While GAO did not attempt to recover the amount of improper 
expenditures due to the difficulty in determining the amount 
of time spent by Air Force personnel on the alleged lobbying 
activities, it took a more serious step -- referral of the 
matter to the Department of Justice under 18 u.s.c. 1913. 
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I bring this matter to your attention only to alert you to 
the reach of 18 U.S.C. 1913 as interpreted by GAO. 

A copy of GAO's findings are attached. 

Attachment 



,, 

.. . . 
-·~•.·. .- .:::---.. :. .. -. -::.;... ... ~· ~: ~· 

B-209049 

The Honorable Jack Brooks 
Chairnan, Cor.t.~ittee on 

Governnent Operations 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. ChairDan: 

. . ..:.,. - . -

SEP 2 9 1f162-

Subject: Improper Lobbying Activities by the Department of 
Defense on the Proposed Procurement of the C-SB 
Aircraft . {GAO/AFMD-82-123) 

• In your June 24, 1982, letter (encl. I), you asked us to 
determine what, if any, Governr.ient resources were used to pronote 
the procurenent of the C-SB aircraft. You also asked us to iden­
tify any co~puter installations and prograns or data bases existing 
in the installations used by the Departnent of Defense or Lockheed 
Corporation to plan, djrect, or monitor the lobbying effort. Fin­
ally, you asked us to provide any pertinent legal opinions on misuse 
of appropriated funds and other violations of law, and to determine 
if the cost of the lobbying effort could be charged to current or 
future defense contracts by .Lockheed or any subcontractor. 

We briefed your office on July 23 ~and Septer.'lber 13, 1982. At 
that time your office asked us to determine the extent of the 
Boeing Co~pany's lobbying and whether the costs of its effort could 
be charged to oefense contracts. The scope and methodology of our 
review and a detailed statement of our findings and conclusions are 
attached as enclosure II. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

We found that an e~tensive and cooperative effort was made by 
officials of the Air Force, the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
( OSD)-, -the Lockheed Corporation, and several other Defense contrac­
tors and subcontractors during the period May 14, 1982, througb 
July 22, 1982, to influence merabers of the House of Representa­
tives~ · and later the House and Senate conferees, on the proposed 
$10 billion procureraent of the C-SB aircraft. We found that this 
effort was initiated and directed by officials of the Depart.r.lent 
of. Defense and ··that naterial, but undete".nninable, amounts of appro­
priated funds and Government resources were spent for the purpose 
of influencing this procurement appropriation authorization measure 
which was pendi'ng before the Congress. Certain actions taken by 
Air Force and OSD officials to influence the Congress _through the 

(913701) 
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use of contract.ors were ir.iproper and violat.ed the Federal appro­
pr~ations act restrictions which prohibit the use of appropriated 
funds for publicity and propaganda purposes designed to influence 
legislation pending before _ the Congress. Also, ~the Defense Depart­
ment may have exceeded the limitation on the funds it can spend on 
legislative _ liaison activities contained in the Defense Appropria-
tion Act of 1982. ·· · 

We found that the computerized recordkeeping system used to· 
manage and coordinate these lobbying efforts was developed and 
operated by Lockheed personnel. The computer equipment and soft­
~are used were owned or leased by Lockheed. 'The pri.r.iary computer 
equipment was located in a Governnerit~o~~ed facility operated by 
Lockheed in Marietta, Georgia. The data base and all backup files 
were erased by Lockhe~d personnel between June 17 and June 23, 1982, 
at the direction of the president of Lockheed. 

At the Pentagon Data Services Center, operated by the Air 
Force for the Department of Defense, we reviewed the listings of 
accounts, files, prograns, and transactions £or the period May 14, 
1982, through August 18, 1982. We could find· no evidence that the 
Center's resources had been used in any way to assist the lobbying 
effort. Air Force and OSD officials involved in the lobbying have 
all stated that no Federal co~puter systeras or terminals were used 
for this purpose or to access the Lockheed data bases and reports. 

LOCKHEED'S LOBBYING COSTS WERE SUBSTANTIAL 
AND MAY BE REIMBURSED IF ACTION IS NOT TAKE~ 

Lockheed's lobbying costs were substantial. Lockheed offi­
cials estir.iated that from May 15, 1982, through August 14, 1982, 
about $496,000 was spent. This did not include $265,190 in related 
corporate advertising costs, \or'hich are expressly unallowable charge: 
to Federal contracts. Lockheed views its lobbying cos~s as aJlow­
ab~.einiPJJI:.Se.';lent un~er existing Federal c_~n-~ract.§_, primarily 
because Defense Acguisition Regulation 15-205.51 (Contract Cost 
Principles Governing . Lobbying Costs) was adopted in October 1981 
and wa~ not incorpor.a.t..e.!3_in __ the contracts for_tbe vast rnajo~ity 
of ~l<.heed' s-etlr~eR-t.......£eQ~• Lockheed officials have indi­
cated a willingness to negotiate a voluntary oisallowance. Unless 
Defense takes specific action to prevent it, Lockheed could be re­
imbursed an allocable share {roughly estimated at 54 percent dr 
$287,840) of the C-5B lobbying costs through Federal payments for 

· current cost-type contracts. In our opinion. such reiraburseoent 
for lobbying costs is prohibited by existing appropriations act 
restrictions on· the use of appropriated ,funds. 

DE~E~SE SPENT APPROPRIATED FUNDS 
TO INFLUENCE CONGRESS 

The Defense Department has spent material, but undeter~iria­
ble, ar.lounts of appropriated funds to conduct the cooperative· 

___ !obbying ~ffort to win approv~l of the C-SB aircraft acquisition 

2 -
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~.f:J~,C~-- i~. t.:tie ~~'i~g-~e~~-<-·!h~~)?rfect._or . of~~-~he . Air_ Force Office -· of Leg is- -
"::?",i~~~::;_ .1 at.i ve -Li

0
a;i.~ <?.n -:-_..;.wi th_J _h,e :. kn owl edge.· and consent of the Secretary of 

·\ ::(~L'.- ~ · t.1:1e· _Air F?n;:e .. t.he A_s~~~t.ant. Secr_e_t.ary of Defen~e f'?r ~egislative 
- ;. .. ;;:. ,,. _ ti ve. Affairs ., ; and t.he Deputy _ Secretary of Defense--1nv1 t.ed offi-
- ·_ y~ cials of Lockheed and ··several C-SB subcontractors to attend meet-
------~~}/ · - ings held almost daily in his office. The stated rationale for 

,, 

--- inviting the· . contractors to these· ., airlift strategy" r.teetings was 
to use the contract.ors' lobbyists and subcontractor network to get 
the "right" infor~ation about the President's prograc to the Con­
gress quickly and to get feedback on Congressional views. In other 

·words, the purpose was to do things the Air Force was restricted ' 
fro~ doing by antilobbying and legislative liaison appropriation 
restrictions, by bringing pressure to- bear on rnenbers · of the Con-
gress. (d,-..A,~ _ 

The Air Force sbould not be permitted to use a contract~ 
engage in lobbying activities.csince the Air Force is prohibited 
by appropriations restrictions from directly mounting a grass roots 
lobbying campaign by requesting private citizen supporters through­
out the country to contact their congressional delegations on behalf 
of the C-SB procurement, it follows that it ~ay not engage a network 
of Defense contractors to accomplish the sane thing. !}le Air Force 
improperly expended appropriated funds for increments of the scila-
rie-:S-of __ _ -officers and eI:1ployees while the·y ~~re._.en.gaged _;J?_ ~he pro-
h "bi ted actTv1iies-;:..:-In our .. opi-n-i-on,·-t1i'is constitutes a violation 
of ection 6b7.(a) of the annuai Treasury, Postal Service, and Gen­
era ernnent ppropriations Act which prohibits the expenditure · 
of appropriated funds for publicity and propaganda activities ·c,e- / 
signed to influence legislation pending before the Congress~ Sine~ 
the improper lobbying activities were performed by employees who. 0 • 

were also doing legiti~ate tasks, we were unable to detemine the 
amount of time expended on the iraproper activities and arrive at 
a cost of enployee tirne. Because the improper and legitimate per­
sonnel salary costs are cor.iraingled ,. the ar:-.ount of the i_)Jl..£r.Qp.er ex­
~d i ture cannot be d':_terr.tineiL __ _It_ ~oul0 ':~_e_~!~e'be ir.1practical 
t.o att.e:-:ipt t:t> x_ec;o~r the improp:r expend.;!,µ.res. · · - --· -- - .-
... 

Since 18 Q.S.C. 1~13, ~Lobbying with appropriated r.1oneys," 
c0ntains fine and . iraprisonnent provisions, its enforcement is the 
responsibility of the Departr:lent of Justice and the courts. Ac­
cordingly, this Office does not consider it appropriate to comr.ient 
on its applicability to particular situations or to speculate as 

· to the conduct or activities that would or would not constitute a 
violation. (20 Comp. Gen. 488 (1941)) Our role in this area is 
lir.1ited, for the nost part, .to deterr.1ining whether appropriated 
funds were used in any given instance, and referring natters to 
the Depart.r.ient of Justice where deemed appropriate or when reques­
ted to do so. Therefore, we are referring the matt.er_ of ~he_pos~ 
sible violation of 18 u.s.c-: torney General. 

------ -·----'-- ·• -·. ·-------

3 . 



DEFENSE mY · HAVE EXCEEDED FlSCAL·. 1982 
LEG!SLATlVE LlAISOl, FUNDS L1Ml1' 

The Defense Departr.ient ma have exceeded its legisla±.iue...J iai-
son fu n a ition, i~!-~ 
inappr Cassi in for example--the costs of 

. . were obviously relate~ to le_gisl athz.e_l,_i~is?n _pur-
p~ Section 728 of ti1e Department of Defense Appropriations 
~ct (Public Law 97-114, Dec. 29, 1981, 95 Stat 1565) limits to · . 
$7.5 million the anount of funds that Defense can spend on legis­
lative liaison actlvities. This limitation was increased to $8 mil­
lion by Public Law 97-257 (Sept. 10, 1982), the 1982 Suppler.iental 
Appropriation Act. Defense estimate~ that it will spend about 
$9.6 million on activities it presently classifies as legislative 
liaison (primarily the salaries of directly assigned personnel). 
Although it appears that Defense rnay exceed the current limitation 
by as ouch as $1.6 million, this fact cannot be conclusively estab­
lished until after the end of this fiscal year. 

The actual cost of legislative liaison may be even higher than 
reported because of Defense's accounting treatment. For exa1nple, 
the Air Force and the Army staged a demonstration of the C-5 air­
craft at Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland, from June 14 to 16, 
1982. The stated purpose of this demonstration was to provide in­
formation to interested merabers of Congress and their staffs. - The 
estimated cost of the demonstration, about $69,800, was not charged 
to legislative liaison. It could be argued that the appropriation 
restriction language requires that the cost of the -demonstration be 
accounted for as a legislative liaison expenditure. However, an 
OSD official stated that based on a 1975 verbal agreement between 
the then Assistant Secretary of Defense for Legislative Affairs and 
the then Chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, the legis· 
lative liaison activity restriction is limited primarily to p~rson­
nel costs. Congressional demonstrations are not charged against tht 
restriction. However, we believe the restri_ction shoulg_be amenqed 
tQ specifically indic~ which cost~ related to legislative liaison 
activities are covered. 

BOEING WILL SEEK REIMBURSEMENT 
OF ITS LOBBYING COSTS 

,,, 

Boeing Cor.ipany officials estimate that about 166 hours of-di­
rect lobbying time, about 20 directly related trips, and hundreds 
of telephone calls and rnailgra~s to Boeing's principal subcontrac-

· tors were involved in their lobbying effort to sell Boeing's B-747F 
between February 1 and July 31, 1982. 1',ssuning a narrow interpre­
tation of the .Defense acquisition regulations, Boeing officials 
estimate that its lobbying costs anounted to $21,800 -and that re­
lated unallowable ·corporate advertising expenses were $78,000 fror.i 
February 1 through July 31, 1982 • . The Boeing estimate excludes 
many relevant elements of cost, such as salar_ies of executives;. 
lobbyists, and other employees and related fringe expenses; com­
munications; and outside services; and includes only directly 

4 -
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-!~i- _'_"::: ass~~~te~_2 t j a _v~l_; •· expense_s _-. : ___ Be>~i-ng _asserts that an appropriately 
~(~::t'--~: ··,_--al l _~c-~ ~ea_·_. porti~~-~-~f ·lts -1 egi~sl_ati ve · 1 ia i son · and ·: lobbying costs is 
---'c--:,.~ -- . ·: ·-a1 lo~able;;: and reirnbursi ble under current Federal contracts because rt:: . .. . _D~fense __ A.cqu"fsit;(?n Regulation 15-205. 51 was_ effective in October 

07 ~--- _. 1981-~ _ then '· amended in April 1982, ano.__appropriate clauses :were not 
_- __ ---· incorporated in · Boeing• s pree;xi s;:t; n.g contracts, Such contracts 
. -- . ' ·-- - - . ·-· . -- --
- con st i tute.::._the v·ast IJajori ty of B_oein9 • s. Federal wou _in .198_2 under 

_., _ c _ost-type contracts. · lP.~~pinion such reirnbursera~~_t_is~rohib- . 
... i ted by existing restrictions on the use of appropriate.d . .£w,ds .- · 

--------------
RECOMM!:~DATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

We recomr.iend that the Secretary.of Defense take all necessary 
I steps to preclude the charging of any lobbying costs by Lockheed 

, Corporation, the Boeing Company, and their subcontractors, or other 

I 
firr.ts, to any existing Federal contract. The De.fense Cc;,ntract 
Audit Agency and Defense plant representatives should be directed 
to disallow such costs in their audits of overhead accounts. 

l We recornmend that the Secretary of Defense direct all Defense 
... , - .{.\ negot'iators -to seek contract amendments or provisions which will 

specifically exclude all lobbying costs in all current as well as 
future contracts. · 

. . 
\ We recor.imend that the Secretary of Defense conduct an adr.linis-

- ,.r. {trative investigation after the end of the fiscal year to deternine 
- -~ · "if a violat· of the Anti-deficiency Act 31 U.S.C. 665) has oc-

., curre 1.p_ t~~_expe · e to le_gisl~t.iy_e __ l~ai~_~n activi-
and take action as required by the statute if the appropria­
restriction has been exceeded . Further, the Secretary needs 

er accounting and internal cont.:cQis to prevent 
probler.i from _recurring. - - · · ---
We recornnend that the Secretary of Defense review_.any existing 

ouida""'n'ce rel~"t,ip_g~o-·act.1.onsand behavior of Defense officials \,.'1len 
~onununicating wi th-.. nenihers of Congress . on legislation, procurement 
proposals, and budget initiatives and revise such guidance in an 
effort to preclude future incidents such as described in this re­
port. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS 
• 

·To better ir.iplement the intent of the annual antilobbying ap­
propriation restrictions, the Congress may wish to enact in perma­
n...!:-~t legislatiq~--~ _set _o~ _ _s_~j.9elines on appro.eti-ate ...a~ by 
a~encies, Federal el!l.P_l_o__y~!:_E_,~i:-ic3 __ cont.r:a.c::tars when carrying out 
legi t1.r.1ate - c6r.ir.iun1cation with the Congress regarding agency poli­
cies, programs, activities, and procure~ents. S.Uch cuidanc~ should 
s_pec;J fically p-recl ude cooperative ef for~, as ·exhibited in this 
case, arnorig Governnent _ officials and Federal fund recipients·, such 
as contractors and grantees. for the purpose of influencing r.ier.iber.s 
of the Congress on legislation being considered by that body--and 
in particular, ·for mounting ct contractor-directed grass roots 

s . 
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lobbying ca~pai9ns. Permanent legislation should lea~ to agency 
heads establishing appropriate implementing rules anj regu~ations. 

We also recornnend t.hat the Cong.ress consid~er amending the leg­
islative liaison appropriation restriction that li~it.s the amount 
of funds t.hat Defense and the service departments rnay spend on 
these activities. The law should specifically state which costs 
are subject to . this restriction: for exanple, whether the Congress 
intends for this restriction to apply to any or all of the costs· 
of personnel, travel and transportation, data processing services, 
subscription services, and eguiprnent and troop demonstrations that 
are related to legislative liaison carried on by Defense. 

We are concurrently issuing a letter with similar enclosures 
to Senator Proxmire, the Ranking Minority Member, Senate Committee 
on Appropriations. We did not obtain agency comments on this let­
ter. Unless you release its contents earlier, we plan no further 
distribution of this letter until 30 days fro~ its date. At that 
tirne, we will send copies to the Director of the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget, the Attorney General, the Secretary of Defense, 
the.Secretary of the Air Force, the Secretary of the Army, the 
Lockheed Corporation, pnd the Boeing Company, and will make copies 
available to other interested parties. 

Enclosures 

... 

Sincerely yours, 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

6 ... 
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UC.lSUTIOH I.HD HJ.TIOKA.L StCURJTT SUBC:OMMnn:I 

C,TM[ 

COIO(rTill: OH c;ov£RHMO.'T Ol"DU.TIOHS 

Jl.1.,-.- ■ Hau:a 0,na lhlll.ZIIII~ Ra::,o, 1--Dl . 
WA&HIN'1T0Pol. D.C. ZDSII 

.Jmie 24. 1982 

Bcniorable Cbarte. ~- Sovsbu 
Ccqtrollu ww.ral. o! the th:dt.ed · State.a 
'D.S. wnua.l .6.cc.omitilli Offi.ee 
~l C Street..•-~• 
~ ... ~,tou. D.C. 20548 

I>e.ar wneral: 

Accor~ to recent 11CVBJ>&per repona. the kfen.ae I>cp~eut iii coujanction 
-.dtb the Loc.kheed Corporation ha.a aomited a.saaaive rlfort t.o iliflnence &e:bera of 
CO'nETe.a• ou the propoaed procure:.ent of the C-5 a.1.r t.ra.u.pon. Such an effon. 
il tn,e. ra.iaea •e.rloua que.atUn:i.a on the propriety a.n.d le,;ality of the a..e of 
gcrver=eD't re.source.a. 

1. therefore. reqoeat that CAO detend.ne what.. :1f aJrJ 9 goveni:icnt reaourcu 
we.re a.el! i.Jl a:ay effort to prvi:,,cte the procurc:::oCDt of the C-5. lour rcrlev ahoul.d 
:S.dcDti.!y arry c.ccpgte.r 1:ist.al.l.atloua Ui.&t ,.01:1 r.J&Y dete.=1.ne vere oaed l,7 the 
DeparueDt cf k!~e or Loc:khee.d to pl.an. direct or s.ouitor thia lobb~ effon. 
ilao. pl~e 1.de.lld.fy all pro,r~ or data b-..u proc~•e.d er reaidJ.ng 1.u these 
:uuit.■..ll.ations a. ve.ll •• detu,::1.ne the aource.a of theJ..r fandai. · 

l.11 adiltiO"C.. ple.aae deten::1.ne il the coat cf tM..a effort could be ch&rged to 
arry curreDt or fcnu-e c!e.fe:n11e ccnitract l,y Locl:l>eed or any aubcontract.or. 

I voul.d appreci.ate CAO a.l.ao prD'Y'i.ding pertaent leEal. op1.Dion■ coacen:dng a 111 
tlsuae c! a.ppropri&te.d fund■ aad other Yiol.a~ioa. of l.av. It voul.d . be helpful il 
t.hi.a revirv ccnu.d l>e ca:::plued rtt.b.1.zi 30 cuya. 
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DETAILED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

Our review was performed in -accordance with our current 
"Standards for Auoit of Goverlllilental Organizations, Programs, Ac­
tivities, and Functions," except that we did not obtain agency 
corarnents on our findings, conclusions, and recomnendations. · we 
interviewed officials of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
and of the Air Force, to determine w.1at efforts they made to in­
fluence nernbers of Congress on the C-SB program. We also obtained 
cost oata from the Army. We interviewed officials of Lockheed 
Corporation, potential subcontractors· for the C-5B program, and 
other companies involved to determine the scope of their lobbying 
effort and whether the costs of their effort would be charged to 
Government contracts. We also interviewed officials of the Boeing 
Corporation to determine the extent of their lobbying effort, the 
subcontractors aiding them, and their position on charging this 
expense to current or future Defense contracts. 

We reviewed the legislative history of Federal laws pertain­
ing to lobbying activities and appropriations restrictions on leg­
islative liaison activities. We also reviewed the listings of 
accounts, files, prograr.is, and transactions of the computers in 
the Air Force Data Services Center to determine whether the compu­
ters there were used in any way in the C-5B lobbying. 

MILITARY AIRLIFT ·PROGRAM 

The Defense Department has long been concerned about the mil­
itary services' inadequate airlift capabilities, with recent empha­
sis on intertheater airlift. In 1979 the Secretary of Defense di­
rected that the services emphasize development of the CX--an inter­
theater transport plane with secondary intratheater capability. A 
CX Request for Proposals was released to industry in October 1980. 

In response to the CX Request for Proposals, Boeing, Lockheed, 
and McDonnell-Douglas submitted proposals for a newly designed CX 
aircraft. In August 1981, the Secretary of the Air Force announced 
that the McDonnell-Douglas C-17 was the winner of the CX cornpeti~ 
tion. In September 1981, Lockheed submitted an unsolicited prppo­
sal to build SOC-SB aircraft--a new version of C-SA, the primary 
aircraft currently in use for transporting outsize and oversize 

· cargo--as an alternative to the CX development program. 

In early ~anuary 1982, the Secretary of the Air Force advised 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense that as executive agency it had 
chosen a combination of C-17 cargo aircraft, McDonnell-Douglas KC-
10 tanker/cargo aircraft, and Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) en­
hancements as the recor:tr.tended airlift program. Ho~ever, with. ~n 
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ad~itional $5 billiori of available funds in the budget, · the Defense 
Department announced in late ~anuary 1982 that it was not going to 
procure the . C-17 now, and instead proposed the purchase of 44 KC­
lOs _under an existing contract and 50 C-5Bs · under a new sole-source 
contract with Lockheed. 

On May 13, 1982, the Senate deleted authorization of funds 
for .the C-5 aircraft and authorized instead the procurement of new 
and used commercial wide-body cargo aircraft to meet its current · 
military airlift requireraents. A similar change was initiated in 

·the House by Congressnan Norman Dicks and others. 

INTENSE LOBBYING EFFORT 

After the defeat of the C-SB program in the Senate, the Direc­
tor of Air Force Legislative Liaison initiated, organized, and di­
rected an intense legislative liaison and lobbying effort to pro­
mote the c-SB prograr.t in the House. The effort included numerous 
visits to Congressnen by Air Force, Army, and Marine officials, 
other Congressmen, Lockheed Corporation officials, and representa­
tives of other companies that had an interest in the C-SB program 
or did business with Lockheed or the Department of Defense. It 
also included drafting and distributing "Dear Colleague" and Defense 
position letters on the C-SB aircraft and a special demonstration 
of the aircraft's capabilities for interested members of Congress 
and their staffs. A computer was used by Lockheed to monitor the 
progress of the legislative liaison and lobbying effort. 

Strategy formulated to influence Congress 

A neeting was held on May 24, 1982, at the Pentagon to deter­
nine actions neces~ary to win approval of the C-SB program prior 
to the House floor debate of the fiscal 1983 Defense Authorization 
Bill. Several high ranking civilian and nilitary Air Force offi­
cials attended the neeting. In addition, staff members of three 
Congressraen (one Senator and two Representatives) from Georgia, 
the State that would benefit most from a contract award to Lockheed, 
attended the airlift raeeting. As a r~sult of the meeting, a stra­
tegy was developed that included 14 actions to be taken by the Air 
Force or OSD. - Key elements of this initial strategy ll that appear 
questionable are: 

• 

..;_·_ "Energize AFA [Air Force Association] and ROA [Reserve Offi­
cers Association]." 

1/Taken fror.t an· internal, unsigned, Air Force Legislative Liaison 
- ner.torandum, dated May 24, 1982. 
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~--· - ·'"•;,. -.· _are: ··· mil1tary ~utility, · present CRAF [Civil Reserve Air 

Fleet] -availability of the 747s, ownership issues, false 
savings associated by budget outlays." 

,, 

--"Estab1ish· bi-week.ly strategy session with OSD, Air Force 
and Lockheed." 1/__ 

The Secretary of the Air Force and the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Legislative Affairs were aware of the strategy · 
established to achieve approval of the C-5B program in the House, 
and both believed that the actions t _aken and the coordinated effort 
with Lockheed were appropriate and necessary. The Deputy Secre­
tary of Defense and the Under Secretary of Defense for Researcb 
and Engineering were . also aware that Defense personnel were talk­
ing to Lockheed and other contractors, but stated they were not 
aware of the extent of the coordinated effort. 

According to Air Force officials, Lockheed was invited to 
attend the near-daily airlift strategy ~eetings to ensure that the 
corporation's actions were consistent with what the Air Force was 
doing. The intent of working with Lockheed was to use Lockheed's 
network of lobbyists and other contacts to get the "right" infoma­
tion about the President's program to the Congress quickly and to 
get feedback on congressional views. One Air Force official stated 
that "Lockheed did things that the Air Force couldn • t. It was a 
great advantage cooperating with them because they could work the 
Hi ll every day. 11 

Air Force ann Lockheed officials contend that a massive effort 
was needed to counter the 1'misinfomation°' that had been provided 
by Boeing on nilitary airlift requirements. Air Force and OSD ·of­
ficials believe that the lobbying efforts were proper since it is 
in the public interest to defend the budget in support of the Presi 
dent's program. Ari Air Force official stated that there are no 
Defense guidelines on what constitutes proper legislative liaison 
activities and that "we do things unless otherwise proscribed." 

Lockheed's lobbying effort was extensive 

The Secretary of the Air Force suggested to Lockheed's chair­
oan of the board that the company "better get raoving or it will ­
lose the c-5B program in the House." Subsequently, Lockheed ini­
tiated an intense lobbying effort to pro~ote the C-5B program in 

'. 

!/Schedule. permitting, airlift strategy meetings with contractors 
were actually held daily in the Pentagon. 
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t.he House. Lockheed's involvement· in the lobbying efforts included 
t.he fol lowing: 

. 
---Solicited and received lobbying support from its subcon­

tractors such as General Electric, Avco, Colt Industries, 
and General Dynamics. Other firns that are not subcontrac­
tors, such as Kodak, Arthur Young, 1/ and other Defense 
contractors such as Flying Tigers also participated in the 
lobbying efforts on behalf of the c-SB program. The lob- · 
bying support often involved contacting the Congressman 
representing the district in which the company has facili­
ties and explaining· the program's possible impact on jobs 
and the local economy. ·· 

--Made numerous visits to congressional rnembers or their 
staffs to provide information on the C-SB and military air­
lift requirements and to put Boeing's arguments for the 
B-747F aircraft in a different perspective. According to · 
Lockheed-prepared computer printouts, more than 500 visits 
were to be ~ade by eraployees of Lockheed and other companies 
to members of Congress or their staffs. We did not deter­
mine how nany visits were actually made. 

--Attended the near-daily airlift strategy meetings at the 
Pentagon. During these meetings, Lockheed officials provided 
f~edback from congressional contacts and made suggestions 
to the Air Force on what members should be visited and the 
issues to be addressed. Lockheed officials also reviewed 
draft Air Force and Defense position papers, letters, and. 
testinony and made suggestions for their utility~ 

--Obtained and distributed copies of Defense Depart.r.\ent posi­
tion letters on the C-SB program to members of Congress · 
who were not the addressees. Lockheed also ensured that 
its subcontractors had copies of supportive Defense letters 
to distribute. 

--Prep~red point papers on the Civil Reserve Air Fleet and 
other airlift issues. 

--Contacted all the najor airlines and requested that they 
stay out of military business and remain neutral in the· 

· airlift issues. A letter from the chairman of the board 
of Lockheed Corporation was also sent to every airline 
that owned a Boeing 747 aircraft, requesting neutrality on 
the airlift issue. The letter stated that if the B-747F 

!/Arthur Young is the public auditor for both Lockheed and Av.co. 
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Computer used tomanage lobbying effort 

Lockheed developed a computerized recordkeeping system to 
help manage · the C-SB lobbying efforts. Two types of reports were 
generated from the computerized system. The first was a report 
of actions to be taken and their status. Typical entries in the 
action report included: · 

----------------------------------------------------------------
ACTION: 05/26 AF 

DOD 

Energize all military associations and obtain 
leadership and "back home" support. 

STATUS: Open 
LL: Issue too split by contractors. 

ACTION: 06/01 LK 

Menber to request cor.unents from AF on Dicks' letter. 

STATUS: 6/3 
6/4 . 
6/11 

Montgor.iery did 
M' response in work 
Ora ft prepared 

---------------------------------------------·-------------------
ACTION: 06/14 . LK 

Get AF letter to Sonny MonLgornery--responding to Dicks' 
points distr'ibuted to· merabers. 

STATUS: Cor.iplete • 

----------------------------------------------------------------
The first action shown, "energize all military associations ... · 

was one of the actions proposed at the Pentagon oeeting ~hat es­
tablished the strategy to influence the Bouse on the C-5B progra.-n. 
The printout indicates that the Air Force and Defense Department · 
were · to be· responsible for carrying out the action. It also .sl1ows 
that the Air Force Office of Legislative Liaison (LL) decided not 
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to pursue obtaining support fron military associations. ·_ A senior 
Air Force official stated that it was oecided to "stay ·away from 
the associ'ations because they would be torn ar..ong the contractors 
involved and they might cone up with sor.iething on their own." 

The second and third actions shown are related. The print­
out indicates that Lockheed was to be responsible for asking a 
Congressman to ask the Air Force to cor.unent on Congressman Dicks' 
"Dear Colleague• letter. This particular "Dear Colleague" letter· 
strongly_ advocated the Boeing 747 aircraft for military airlift. 
The printout also shows that Congressman Montgomery did ask the 
Ai~ Force to respond and that on June 11, 1982, a draft response 
was prepared by the Air Force. The letter was actually dated 
June 10,· 1982. We asked Congressman Montgomery's administrative 
assistant whether the Congressnan was asked to request the infer~ 
mat.ion from the Air Force. He stated he believed . that Congressman 
Montgomery made the request on his own initiative. The third ac­
tion on the printout shows that Lockheed was responsible for dis­
tributing the Air Force response to Congressoan Montgomery to other 
members of Congress and that the action was completed. Normally, 
this response would not have been distributed by the Air Force, 
except to the addressee. 

The second report was a "Congressional Contact Tally" which 
listed each member of the Hous~, the member's position on the C-SB 
progran, _contacts to be made to the r.iernber by contractors, Defense 
officials, and other members of the Congress and further actions to 
be taken. Typical entries include: 

Contr. 
Member Contacts Pos 

Member 
Contacts 

Further 
Actions 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
Adabbo, Joseph P. 
(D-NY) 2256R 
225-3461, HAC~Def. 
s/ C--Chairman 

LOK 

Gen. Dyn. (GELAC) Blackshaw 
Colt. Indust. (GEL.AC) Bolles 
Gen. Dyn. (GELAC) Stirk 

13 

u Ginn Carlucci one on 
one. Orr one on 
·one. Against CS 
in FY 82 markup. 

More work to • 
swing. Will 
contact. Buy 
both c-S's and 
747s. RKC: 
See Seelnyer 
(A/A) 
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Menber contact 
P.X. Kelly 
contact •c-s 
in trouble' 

. . - . ------------------------------------------------------------------' . . -

.The following explains the abbreviations used in the reports: 

.A/A . . 
.LL . . 
LK . . 
LOK . . 
GELAC: 
RBO . . 
RKC : 
Pos . . 
0 . . 
u . . 
s/c . . 

Administrative·Assistant 
Legislative Liaison 
Lockheed Corporation 
Lawrence o. Kitchen, President of Lockheed Corporation 
Lockheed Corporation, Georgia Company 
Robert B. Ormsby, President of Lockheed Corporation, 

Georgia Company 
Richard K. Cook, Vice President, Lockheed Corporation 
Position 
opposed 
uncommitted 
subcomr.iittee 

The computerized recordkeeping system was developed by Lock- · 
heed employees on a Lockheed computer. The computer that produced 
the reports is located •in Building 6, a Governr.tent-owned facility 
of the Lockheed plant in Marietta, Georgia. The development work 
and data entry were accomplished from Lockheed's Washington office 
via a data comr.iunications link to the main computer. This appli­
cation of the computer system was developed uniquely for the C-5B 
lobbying effort. 

The computer system was updated daily by Lockheed personnel. 
Other companies involved in the lobbying effort reported to Lock­
heed actions they had taken. Often, the actions taken were re­
ported in meetings held by Lockheed with its subcontractors. For 
the most part, progress on Air Force and OSD actions was entered 
fron notes taken by the president of Lockheed or other Lockheed 
personnel who attenced the airlift strategy· meetings. However, 
un at least one occasion, an Air Force official called a Lockheed 
enployee to report progress made on 10 to 15 tasks that the Air 
Force was responsible for accomplishing. 

• 

The co~puterized reports were used primarily by the president 
of Lockheed to help him manage the lobbying effort. One copy of 
each report was provided to . the Air Force Office of Legislative 
Li.aison and the Defense Office of Legislative Affairs. Al though 
Air Force and OSD officials had copies of the Congressional Contact 
Tally and the lobbying action report, they stated that the reports 
were neith~r used nor asked for. One Air Force official stated tha1 
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the reports were "shredded" after he read them. However, Air 
Force airlift strategy mee.ting ner.1oranduns ceased · shortly after 
the Lockheed · reports became available. 

Co~puterized records were destroyed 

No airlift strategy meeting was held on June 14, 1982. Be­
cause there was no meeting, the updated copies of the Congressional 
Contact Tally and lobbying action report were hand delivered by a 
Lockheed employee to the Air Force Office of Legisla~ive Liaison 
and the Defense Office of Legislative Affairs. A copy of each of 
the two reports for June 14, 1982, was subsequently leaked to the 
Project on Military ProcureQent, a private nonprofit public inter­
est organization which, in turn, provided copies to the press. 

-
Lockheed officials said they discovered that their C-5B lob-

bying reports were provided to members of the press on June 16, 
1982. After a final update on June 18, 1982, Lockheed destroyed 
all computerized records, retaining one copy of the final update. 
We reviewed that copy and found a number of new items and changes 
in the fomat of the reports. 

Lockheed's lobbying costs were substantial 

The total cost of the Lockheed C-5B program lobbying effort 
has been ·estinated by Lockheed at about $496,000. This amount 
does not include advertising expenses in the amount of $265,190 
(which are unallowable charges to Defense contracts) for the Wash­
ington Post, Wall Street ~ournal, and Roll Call, nor does it include 
lobbying costs of Lockheed subcontractors and other companies that 
supported Lockheed's efforts. 

Lockheed has advised us that it views its lobbying costs as 
allowable costs for reimbursement under existing Federal contracts, 
prinarily because Defense Acquisition Regulation 15-205.51, prohib­
iting the reimbursement of contractor lobbying costs, was adopted in 
October 1981 and is not incorporated in the contracts for the vast 
majority of Lockheed's current Federal work. LockheeJ believes 
the C-5B lobbying costs were incurred in response to requests .by 
congressional and executive branch personnel. Howev~r, Lockheed 
officials have stated that the firm is willing to negotiate a volun­
tary disallowance for overhead settler.tent purposes. Unless Defense 
takes specific action to prevent it, Lockheed could be reimbursed 
an allocable share (roughly estiQated at 54 percent or $287,840) of 
the C-5B lobbying costs through Federal p?yments for current cost­
type contracts • . We believe such reinburseraent for lobbying costs 
is prohibited by existing legal restrictions on tne use of appro­
oria ted funds. . . 
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Boeing- ··corapany officials ~sti~ate that about 166 hours of 
.· -:· direct lobbying, about 20 directly_ related trips~, and hundreds 

··-:." · of telephone _ calls aI1_d r.tailgrarns to Boeing's principal subcont·rac-
. tors -...,ere _ involv~d · iri . ~heir _ lobbying effort to sell Boeing's B-747F 
between February 1 and July 31, 1982. Assuning a narrow interpre­
tation of the Defense acquisition regulations, Boeing officials -
estimate that its lobbying costs ar.tounted to $21,800 and that re­
lated unallowable corporate a~vertising expenses were $78,000 from 
February 1 througb July 31, 1982. The Boeing estimate excludes raan~ 
relevant eleraents of cost, such as salaries of executives, lobby­
ists, and other employees and relate·a . fringe expenses: corarnunica­
tions; and outside services; and includes only directly associated 
travel expenses. Boeing asserts that an appropriately allocated 
portion of all of its legislative liaison and lobbying costs is 
allowable and reimbursible under current Federal contracts because 
Defense Acquisition Regulation 15-205.51 was effective in October 
1981, then amended in April 1982, and appropriate clauses are not 
incorporated in its preexisting contracts. Such contracts consti­
tute the vast najority of Boeing's Federal work in 1982 under cost­
type contracts. In our opinion, any reimbursement for lobbying 
costs is prohibited by existing legal restrictions on the use of 
appropriated funds. 

Lobbying techniques not unique to C-5B 

Air Force and OSD officials stated that the actions taken to 
pror.iote the C-5B prograr.l were similar to those taken for other 
large Defense prograr.is such as the B-1 Bomber and the sale of 
AWACS aircraft to Saudi Arabia. A senior Air Force official com­
mented that the lobbying effort was "democracy in action." 

A s ·enior Lockheed official stated that the lobbying effort 
was unique only in that a computer was used to help raanage it. 
Similar efforts .were cade for other large Defense programs; the 
tasks were similar. The airlift strategy meetings and the use of 
the computer made the effort raore highly organized. 

DEFE~S-E OFFICIALS VIOLATED 
A..~TILOBBYING AND OTHER LAWS 

• 
Air Force and OSD officials violated Federal antilobbying 

laws by using contractors to do things that they could not do them· 
selves. Also, the Defense Department ·rnay have exceeded the lirnita· 
tion on ·the funds it can spend on legis~ative liaison activities 
and inappropriately classified--as training, for exanple--the cost 
of activities that were obviously for legislative liaison. 
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Federal antilobbyino restrictions 

Two laws prohibit .the use .of appropriated ·funds for lobbying 
activities by Defense officials. · These are 18 U.S.C. 1913, en­
titled "Lobbying with appropriated moneys" and section 607(a) of 
the annual Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government Appro­
priation Act. 

Penal antilobbying law is the 
responsibility of the Justice Department 

The penal statute that is pertil)ent to lobbying activities of 
Federal agencies is 18 U.S.C. 1913, and provides that: 

"'No part of the r.ioney appropriated by an enactment of 
Congress shall, in the absence of express authorization 
by Congress, be used directly or indirectly to pay for 
any personal service, advertisenent, telegrar.i, tele­
phone, letter, printed or written matter, or other de­
vice, intended or designed to influence in any manner a 
Member of Congress, to favor or oppose, by vote or other­
wise, any legislation or appropriation by Congress, 
whether before or after the introduction of any bill or 
resolution proposing such legislation or appropriation; 
but this shall not prevent officers or employees of the 
United States or of its departments or agencies from 
communicating to Members of Congress on the request of 
any Mer.lber of Congress, through the proper official 
channels, requests for legislation or appropriations 
which they deer.1 necessary for the efficient conduct of 
~1e public business. 

"'Whoever, being an officer . or employee of the United 
States or of any depart.nent or agency thereof, violates 
or attenpts to violate this section, shall be fined not 
raore than $500 or imprisoned not more than one year, or 
both; and after notice and hearing by the superior 
cfficer vested with the power of removing him, shall be 
rer.toved from office or ernployr.tent." 

A review of the legislative history and the case law con­
struction of this statute establishes that the Congress intended 
to prohibit Federal agencies from using appropriated funds to as­
sist individuals and/or organizations outside Governnent such as 
defense contractors, in urging members.of Congress to support or 
oppose legislation pending before the Congress. By the sar.te token 
the Congress intended to exer.ipt frora the lo'l?bying restriction cer­
tain direct cor.ll!lunication~ from the executive branch by the follo~ 
ing provision: 
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.. 7 .. ,.-~. ~-- -- -but thi's-~-sha·1i :·-_ not._-''-'pre~ent officers or employees 
. of_ ·: th·~ti--Uriited ~ St ~\~~:· -~r -~f-- . .fts: departments or agencies 

-- from -- communicating _ to _ Members - of Congress on the request 
of any _mem1:>er -or to Congress; through the proper offi­
cial channels, ·· request for legislation or appropriations 
which they deem necessary for the efficient conduct of 
.the public business.~ (Emphasis added.) . 

In light of the foregoing, it appears that 18 u.s.c. 1913 is­
intended prinarily to restrict officers and employees of Federal 
agencies fro~ _expending appropriated funds to encourage and assist 

" persons and organizations outside the Federal Governr:tent to contact 
members of Congress on behalf of legislation favored by the agency. 

Since the above statute contains fine and imprisonment pro­
visions, its enforcement is the responsibility of the Department 
of Justice and the courts. Our role in connection with this 
statute is limited for the most part to determining whether ap­
propriated funds were used in any given instance, and referring 
matters to the Department of Justice when we deem it appropriate 
or when we are requested to do so. To the best of our knowledge, 
no one has ever been successfully prosecuted under this statute. 

Section 607(a) antilobbying appropriation 
restriction is also applicable 

Since the early 1950s, various appropriation acts have con­
tained general provisions prohibiting the use of appropriated funds 
for "publicity or propaganda" designed to influence legislation. 
The acts appropriating funds for the Department of Defense do not 
contain such restriction. However, section 607(a) of the Treasury, 
Postal Service, and General Governnent Appropriation Act contains 
an antilobbying restriction: 

"No part of any appropriation contained in this or any 
other Act, or of the funds available for expenditure by 
any corporation or agency, shall be used for publicity 
or propaganda purposes designed to support or defeat 
legislation pending before Congress." ·(Emphasi~ added.) 

The prohibition set fortb in section 607(a) applies to the 
use of any appropriation "contained in this or any other Act.". 
Thus, it is applicable to the use of appropriated funds by the 
Department of Defense. 

We recognize that every Federal agency has a legitimate in­
terest in . communicating with the public and the Congress regarding 
its policies and activities. If the policy or program of an agency 
is affected by pending legislation_, including appropriation rneasure 

18 -



\ I t ) 

discussions of that policy by officials will necessarily refer to 
such legislation and will presur.,ably be either supportive of or 
in opposition to it. An interpretation of section. 607(a), which 
strictly prohibited expenditures of public funds for dissemination 
of views on pending legislation, would consequently preclude virtu­
ally any comment by officials on administration or agency policy, 
a result we do not believe was intended. 

The prohibition of section 607(a) applies primarily to ex­
penqiture by agencies and Departments of appropriated funds de­
signed to encourage and assist certain individuals, members of the 
public at large, or private organizations in urging members of the 
Congress to support or oppose pending legislation. 

What constitutes a violation?--The question to be answered 
when there is a possible violation of the appropriations restric­
tion contained in 607(a) is whether any Federal funds were expended 
on an iraproper activity. Inproper expenditure of funds is diffi­
cult to demonstrate when the expenditure is nade in connection with 
authorized activities. However, in the past we have held that im­
proper expenditures include increments of the salaries of officers 
and enployees who spend part of their tine performing activities 
that violate the above-referenced antilobbying appropriations re­
strictions. Our decision, B-178648 of Septecber 21, 1973, involved 
a situation in which agencies authorized their enployees to prepare 
recorded news reports of agency activities for daily dissemination 
to radio stations. Generally, agencies may legitimately expend 
funds to keep the public infornied of their activities. However, 
sone of the agencies would occasionally include in the recorded 
naterial an exhortation that listeners contact their congressional 
representatives and urge them to support or oppose certain legis­
lation. We found this to be a violation of the antilobbying appro­
priations restrictions. Since the improper lobbying activities 
were per_forned by employees who were doing legitiraate work, we 
were unable to determine the amount of time expended on the im­
proper activities and arrive at a cost of employee time. 

We believe the precedent set by this earlier decision applies 
to the Defense Depart:.r.lent's lobbying activities in support of the 
c-5B program. The Director of the Air Force Office of Legislative 
Liaison invited certain C-5B contractors to attend "airlift strat­
egy" raeetings held in his Pentagon office almost daily. The stat;d 
rationale · for inviting the contractors was to use the contractors' 
network of lobbyists and other contacts to get the "right" infor­
nation to the Congress quickly and to get feedback on congressional 
views. In other words, the purpose was to do things the Air Force 
was restricted from doing under the antilobbying appropriation re­
strictions by bringing pressure to bear on ~embers of Congress. 
During the daily raeetings. the contractors reported the results 
of their lobbying efforts. Defense officials would also report 
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.· the resiil ts of their -lobbying efforts. On at least two occasions 
an Air . Force official . telephoned a Lockheed official to provide 
an upd~te on Air Force actions taken and to obtain information 
on Lockheed's lobbying efforts. 

The Air Force should not use a contractor to engage in grass 
roots lobbying activities that it could not perform itself. Since 
the Air Force is prohibited by . the above-cited statutory provisi.on: 
frora directly raounting a grass roots lobbying car.ipaign by request­
ing private citizen supporters throughout the country to contact 
their congressional delegations on behalf of the C-SB procurement, 
it follows that the Air Force may n.ot engage a network of Defense 
contractors to accomplish the same - result. 

Improper activities on the part of Air Force and OSD official1 
were intermingled with legitinate functions. ·we found that office 
space of the Director of the Air Force Office of Legislative Liai­
son was used for about an hour on about 19 occasions from May 26 
through July 12, 1982. Air Force and OSD personnel took part in 
these meetings. Part of the time was spent discussing activities 
that the Air Force could not have performed on its own. The costs 
of salaries for the individuals attending these meetings cannot 
be segregated from otherwise authorized activities. Without con­
tractor participation, Air Force and OSD officials would not have 
spent time discussing contractor lobbying activities. Therefore, 
an undetermined amount of appropriated funds was used improperly 
to influence pending legislation--a violation of section 607(a). 
Because of the corningling of proper .and improper expenditures, we 
do not believe it would be practical to recover ar.,ounts illegally 
spent. 

Since 18 U •. s.c. 1913 contains fine and irnprisonnent provi­
sions, its enforcement is the responsibility of the Department of 
Justice and the courts. Accordingly, this Office coes not consideJ 
it appropriate to comment on its applicability to particular situa­
tions or to speculate as to the conduct or activities that would OJ 
would not constitute a violation. (20 Comp. Gen. 488 (1941)). Ou1 
role in this area is limited, for the most part, to determining 
whether approp~iated funds were used in any given instance, and 
referring matters to the· Department of Justice where deemed appro­
priate or when requested to do so. Therefore, we· are refer~ing 
the matter of the possible violation of 18 U.S.C. 1913, "Lobbying 
·with appropriated moneys•• to the Attorney General. 

Defense Department may have exceeded its 
. legislative liaison funds limitation • 

Another limitation on activities carried out by the Defense 
Depart.r.te~t is an appropriation restriction that limits the amount 
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of funds that can be spent on legislative liaison. Defense may 
have exceeded this limitation and may have also inappropriately 
classified . as training, certain activities that were obviously for 
legislativ~ liaison. 

Section 728 of the Department of Defense Appropriation Act 
(Public Law 97-114, Dec. 29, 1981, 95 Stat 1565) limits to $7.5 mil­
lion the amount of funds that the Defense Department can spend on 
legis.lative liaison activities during fiscal 1982. This limita- . 
tion was increased to $8 million with the enactr.lent of the 1982 
Supplemental Appropriation Act (Public Law 97-257, Sept. 10, 1982). 
However, Defense estimates . that it will spend about $9.6 million 
for reported legislative liaison activities. Although it appears 
that Defense may exceed its current limitation by as much as 
$1.6 million, this fact cannot be conclusively established until 
after the end of this fiscal year. 

The actual cost of legislative liaison may be even higher 
than reported because of accounting treatment. For example, the 
Air Force and the Army have performed legislative liaison activi­
ties and classified them as training. At the request of the Air 
Force's Director of Legislative Liaison, the Air Force and the 

. Army staged a demonstration of the C-5 aircraft at Andrews Air 
Force Base, Maryland, from June 14 to 16, 1982. The stated purpose 
of the der.1onstration was to show interested members of Congress and 
their staffs the capability of the C-5 aircraft to haul outsize Army 
corabat equiprnent. Clearly, this is a legislative liaison activity. 
However, the funds used for the demonstration were charged to train­
ing. The C-5 aircraft used in the demonstration was based at Dover 
Air Force Base, Delaware, and flew to Pope Air Force Base, North 
Carolina, to pick up Arrny person·nel and equipment. The equipment 
.included two Cobra and one Blackhawk helicopters and two armored 
vehicles. The cost of the demonstration was estimated at . about 
$69,800. 

The legislative history of this provision contained in House 
Appropriations Committee report 1830 (85th Cong. 2d sess. 1958 p. 
19) establishes that it was the intent of the Congress in enact­
ing the provision to include within the restriction"*** ~11 
costs related to such work including pay of civilian and military 
personnel and other direct expenses." (Emphasis sup~lied.) 

• 
It . could be argued that the appropriation restriction language 

requires that the cost of the demonstration be accounted for as a 
legislative liaison expenditure. However, an OSD official stated 
that, based on a 1975 verbal agreement between the then Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Legislation and ~he then Chairman of the 
Senate Appropriations Conrnittee, the legislative liaison activity 
restriction is limited primarily to personnel costs. Congressional 
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~ demonstrations are not charged against the restriction. However, 
we believe the restriction should be amenned to specifically indi­
cate which costs related to legislative liaison activities are 
cover~d. 

Conclusions 

An extensive and cooperative effort was initiated and direc-. 
ted by officials of the Air Force and the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense, with the Lockheed Corporation and several other De­
fense and non-Defense fims, for the purpose of influencing rnem-

,, bers of the Congress on the proposed . $10 billion procurement of 
SO c-5B aircraft, then under consideration by the Congress. 

Air Force and OSD officials have violated Federal antilobby­
ing laws by expending appropriated funds in the aiding and support­
ing of contractors to perform lobbying activities. Also, reimburse­
~ent to these contractors for portions of their lobbying costs as 

· overhead expenses incident to current year Government cost-type 
contracts is prohibited by section 607(a). 
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