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Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Collins, Members of the Committee – thank you for inviting me to speak to you today.

As you know, I have been privileged to hold a number of public service positions – among them, Member of Congress, governor of Pennsylvania, Homeland Security Advisor and Cabinet Secretary. 
As I was then, I am now – a citizen of a country that embraces its Constitution, its Bill of Rights, its values, the greatness of our victories, the lessons learned from our mistakes and a 230+ year desire to uphold the tenets of our Founders, who rejected monarchy, said yes to liberty and had faith that its country would long endure. 
I take equal pride and awe in a government, that today, remains committed to a recurring review of its structure, its function and its fundamental tenets of checks and balances. It’s another reminder of the genius of our Founding Fathers.
So I appreciate the discussion that Members of this Committee are having this morning. It seems to be one of those rare issues that overrides partisanship and media hype in favor of a serious willingness to consider all points of view.

It is with that understanding that I accepted the invitation to share in today’s discussion. 
First, I must tell you that, having sat where you do today – having been a congressman, having been a governor, having been a so-called “czar” and a Cabinet Secretary – I have an empathy for everyone involved in today’s discussion. 
The huge complexities associated with good governance are real and are to be respected. The good intentions of good people are not to be demeaned, rather clarified for all involved and assisted by ongoing communication and civil debate.
It is in that context that I hope sharing my own personal experiences will provide a perspective that will help members of this committee as it reviews the issue of policy czars. 
Second, I am of the belief that President Obama, as is the case with many presidents before and after him, has the discretion and authority to appoint advisors who can assist him in the carrying out of his presidential obligations. So I leave it to the constitutional scholars to debate the issue of “advice and consent.”
My interests, rather, lay in the issues of effective management, good governance, transparency and lines of authority. 
1. Who’s reporting to whom? 
2. How specific is the job description?

3. Does the individual initiate, coordinate or execute policy? 

4. To whom does the individual report? 

5. Is it the same person to whom the individual is accountable?

My own experience, as many of you recall, is one that cannot be matched to all of the issues you’re addressing today. But I hope a brief recounting of it will help demonstrate some distinctions and some similarities that might serve the examination of the role of White House czars.
As we all know too painfully, the events of  September 11th, 2001, set in motion of series of events and actions – made by President Bush, his staff but also I would say, a united Congress and a united country. I will never forget the singing of “God Bless America” by Members of Congress on the steps of the Capitol. It was a statement to our attackers and to the world – that America was united, not divided. 

My appointment came under those extraordinary times – under exceptional stress and grief and yet also, a singular purpose. The people and its government, at its best, joined together in full throttle to rebuild in those early days and to secure the country from another attack. 
When I received the call from President Bush asking me to take on a new role, there was no job description. I asked for a month to wind up some matters in Pennsylvania; I was given two weeks. Presidential, Congressional and public urgency was ever present. And rightly so. 
Two weeks later, on the same day of my swearing-in as Homeland Security Advisor, October 8, 2001, President Bush issued Executive Order 13228, establishing the Office of Homeland Security and defining with great specificity the responsibilities and authorities of this new White House Office and my role as its Director. 
Again, my appointment came under extraordinary circumstances; it was both a new role and an Executive office. It took time for everyone to grasp this new role – amid, if you recall, a series of anthrax attacks that began just a couple of days before my arrival. 

Understandably there were legitimate questions and concerns about what I was doing…and many of those concerns came from my former Congressional colleagues. 
It was at the instruction of my President that I would not testify; typically and historically Assistants to the President did not do so…but many in Congress took exception to this. 
I offered to speak to Congress members privately. However, on a couple of occasions, when I visited Senator Robert Byrd, in his gentlemanly manner, he would slip from his coat pocket a copy of the Constitution and wave it before me. If I could paraphrase your colleague, he would observe that the Congress has the exclusive authority over appropriations and broad oversight responsibility. “Private briefings are not a substitute for public hearings,” he would say. 
I might observe – those hearings are an important element of the transparency within our system of government.

My responsibilities were detailed out for everyone to see from day one, but I didn’t wear my Executive Order pinned to my lapel. And understandably, regardless of an Executive Order, no matter how specific, Congress was legitimately concerned about my role, the extent of what I was doing and what influence I was having. Particularly given the uncertain times. Coordinating authority is one thing, but was I influencing budgets?  I was certainly affecting policy. But where was the transparency?  Who was I answering to and who was answering to me? 
The unique distinction for me was that when I was appointed, no Cabinet agency existed. I was reporting to the President, not a Secretary. But my role was a broad one -- cutting across federal departments and state and local jurisdictions. 
It was after discussions began between the White House and Congress about establishing a new department that President Bush decided I should testify about those plans. And I did. 
After I went over to the new Department as its Secretary, I came to benefit from the work of my White House successors, Gen. John Gordon and later, Fran Townsend. 
In both these principals, I had advocates who assisted in developing policy but not setting it. In both, I had good counsel who worked closely with me and Department officials to generate and coordinate measures that advanced the security of this nation. 
This offers up a significant point. Some of today’s White House czars have come to their positions with little public clarification of duty and already have a Department of subject authority, led by a Senate-approved Secretary. 
Is that role as respected and beneficial to agency progress and management effectiveness as my successors’ roles were to me?  
Again, do they direct or develop policy? Are the accountable to the President or the Secretary or to both?
What are those lines of report and are those well understood by all stakeholders – the advisors, the Cabinet Secretary, the Congress and federal, White House Staff and department officials in and outside the policy czar’s area of expertise? 
To whom do private constituencies look to provide input, guidance or opinions?
My concern is that without a clear delineation of responsibilities and reporting authority, this creates both a potential management problem and the appearance of potential conflict. 

This also would diminish the capacity of both advisor and Secretary to operate effectively in accordance with the Departmental missions, and cause confusion for those under the chain of command as well as outside the departmental purview. 

Greater transparency and communication about role delineation and reporting structure will promote greater collaboration and management effectiveness, which will promote good governance. 
Good governance is what the President and this country requires to address today’s serious challenges. And good governance is what the American people deserve. And what I know Members of the Committee, by your civil, thoughtful consideration to this issue, want to ensure.  
Again, I thank the members of the Committee for inviting me to join you today. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to the Committee’s questions.
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