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NOMINATIONS OF ALLEN FREDERICK JOHN-
SON, TO BE CHIEF AGRICULTURAL NEGO-
TIATOR, U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE; WIL-
LIAM HENRY LASH, III, TO BE ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF MARKET ACCESS AND COM-
PLIANCE, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE;
BRIAN CARLTON ROSEBORO, TO BE ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF FINANCIAL MARKETS,
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY; KEVIN
KEANE, TO BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF
PUBLIC AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES; AND WADE HORN,
TO BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF FAMILY
SUPPORT, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

THURSDAY, JUNE 21, 2001

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, DC.
The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 12:13 p.m., in

room 215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Max Baucus
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Rockefeller, Torricelli, and Grassley.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MONTANA, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order.
The committee will now turn to consider five more of the Presi-

dent’s nominees to crucial positions at the Departments of Treas-
ury, Commerce, and Health and Human Services.

The President has nominated Mr. Allen Frederick Johnson to be
Chief Agricultural Negotiator; Mr. William Henry Lash, III, to be
Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Market Access and Compli-
ance; Mr. Brian Carlton Roseboro, to be Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury for Financial Markets; Mr. Kevin Keane, Assistant Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services for Public Affairs; and Dr.
Wade Horn, Assistant Secretary of Health and Human Services for
Family Support.
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I want to congratulate each of you for enjoying the confidence of
the President, and also congratulate you on entering public service.
I think it is the most noble human endeavor and cannot thank you
enough for what you are about to do.

Since January, Senator Grassley and I have worked together to
continue this committee’s tradition of promptly moving Presidential
nominees. We have, to date, received 27 nominations from the
White House, held 6 different hearings, and voted favorably on 19
of the candidates. This will be our seventh hearing, where we will
consider five more candidates, leaving just three to be considered
by the committee at a later date.

As I have said, it is particularly important for the new adminis-
tration to have senior officers in place because crucial decisions are
being made and it is very important to get them confirmed quickly.

I might say, I have one brief statement with respect to one nomi-
nee, Mr. Lash. When I finish, Senator Grassley and Senator Rocke-
feller have short statements. Then Senator Bob Torricelli has kind-
ly agreed to chair the rest of the hearing, as each of us has commit-
ments that we have to attend to.

Mr. Lash’s credentials are very impressive, having received a
bachelor’s degree from Yale and a law degree from Harvard. Mr.
Lash has pursued a very distinguished career as a lawyer and a
businessman. He is currently a professor of law at George Mason
University.

Recognizing Mr. Lash’s many accomplishments, I want to make
clear that I have some serious concerns about his nomination to
head Market Access and Compliance at the Department of Com-
merce.

MAC, as it is known, is the first U.S. Government office to which
businesses turn when they are having difficulties getting access to
foreign markets.

According to its mission statement, MAC’s ‘‘overriding objectives’’
are ‘‘to obtain market access for American firms and workers and
to achieve full compliance by foreign nations with trade agreements
that they sign with our country.’’ In appropriate cases, MAC must
be able to pave the way for investigation by the USTR under Sec-
tion 301 of the Trade Act.

My concerns stem from your writings, Mr. Lash, in which you
openly criticized Section 301, and other U.S. trade laws. You have
called Section 301 and Super 301 protectionist, and have called for
their abolition.

You have also opposed invoking U.S. antitrust law to challenge
blatantly anti-competitive conduct in foreign markets such as Ja-
pan’s keiretsu.

You have criticized U.S. antidumping laws and expressed hos-
tility toward U.S. efforts to have trade laws meaningfully reflect
the link between labor standards and environmental standards on
the one hand, and trade on the other.

These views strike me as out of step, out of step with the direc-
tion in which U.S. trade policy is headed. It seems particularly in-
congruous for an agency whose mission is to help open foreign mar-
kets to be headed by someone who advocates eliminating the prin-
cipal tools designed to do just that.
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A few examples. In one article, Mr. Lash decries ‘‘Congressional
fascination with tough trade talk to try and open markets with
crowbars,’’ asserting that this ‘‘ignores U.S. culpability for the trade
deficit.’’

When members of Congress, including myself, sought to revive
Super 301 following its expiration in 1990, Mr. Lash wrote that
these efforts ‘‘demonstrated a recklessness that undermines the
multilateral trading scheme to which the United States claims to
be committed.’’

Concerning the keiretsu system that has kept Japan’s markets
closed to U.S. goods and services, Mr. Lash has stated, ‘‘An anti-
trust action against these firms would be an action against Japa-
nese corporate culture. Such an extraterritorial attack would weak-
en an already strained relationship with one of our closest trading
partners.’’

I am confident that U.S. industries such as the flat glass and the
auto parts industries will take little solace in this point of view.

Mr. Lash deserves a fair hearing. I will not oppose his nomina-
tion before I have heard what he has to say about the concerns I
have identified, and other issues that may bear on his suitability
to head MAC.

However, upon my initial review, particularly of Mr. Lash’s
writings, I do have reservations. I will listen carefully. Unfortu-
nately, I cannot be here for the whole testimony, but there will be
other opportunities for me to learn more directly your views. Upon
learning those, I will make up my mind as to what action I think
is appropriate.

But I must say, Mr. Lash, it is my experience, after 20-some
years on this committee, that no country—no country—altruisti-
cally, out of the goodness of its heart, is going to lower or diminish
a trade barrier. They do not do it. The only thing that works is le-
verage. It is the only thing that works.

I have seen trade negotiators, I have seen people appointed to po-
sitions, and new members of Congress get deluded by sweet talk
from other countries. Their effectiveness is diminished because of
sweet talk by other countries.

I am not saying we take advantage of other countries. I am just
saying we do not let ourselves get taken advantage of. We must be
fair, but firm. Writings such as yours indicate to me a point of view
which, at one level, does not sufficiently protect American interests.

I am not saying we should discriminate against other countries,
or be mean, or nasty, and so forth. But I am saying that we have
got to stand tall for Americans. Otherwise, countries will talk you
to death and nothing gets done. I have learned that through bitter,
long experience.

Senator Grassley?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM IOWA

Senator GRASSLEY. Yes. Thank you very much.
I have something to say about each one of you which I am going

to put in the record, except for my friend and former constituent
and still-Iowan, Allen Johnson, who is appointed to be U.S. Trade
Representative, Chief Agricultural Trade Negotiator.
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Allen, congratulations. Congratulations to all of you. But, most
importantly, for the position that you are appointed to. You come
with a strong background with your preparation academically,
through your MBA from Stanford, your MA from Stanford as well.

I appreciate very much the loyal service you gave the people of
Iowa, being on my staff for a 2- or 3-year period of time. You have
practical experience, most importantly, for a position like you are
being appointed to. You have a commitment to agriculture.

I think anybody on this committee knows that the Chief Agricul-
tural Trade Negotiator must have great knowledge of all the facets
of our agricultural economy. He must understand, as President
Bush said the other day, that our farmers face incredible barriers
to trade. So, our negotiator must know how to build coalitions so
that he can get good results at the negotiating table.

I have known you, Al, for some time. I know your background,
and your family’s background, as good farmers at Long Grove,
Iowa, and your knowledge of agricultural issues because you
worked with me.

I have worked closely with him since he has left my staff, since
he got out of Stanford University, in various positions that he has
had directly related to agriculture. More importantly, not just in
representing agricultural interests, but forming coalitions that are
so necessary for agriculture to get its job done.

So I think, Al, when—and I hope it is not an if—you are con-
firmed, you are going to be one of the best agricultural trade nego-
tiators that this country has had.

As Senator Baucus has said, he has a meeting. I have a meeting
that I have to go to. I wish you all well, and particularly you, Al
Johnson.

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you very much.
Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you.
Senator TORRICELLI. Senator Rockefeller, it is my understanding

that you would like to introduce Dr. Horn at this point. Then we
will have each of the nominees, in turn, introduce themselves and
their families.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV, A
U.S. SENATOR FROM WEST VIRGINIA

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I had to introduce my Governor at a National Governor’s Associa-

tion meeting 10 minutes ago, but I did not want to leave here be-
cause I did not want to not introduce Wade Horn.

I would also ask you, in absentia, a question, which I think you
want me to ask you, which you can respond to. I also notice the
presence of your wife Claudia and your daughter here, and that is
very great.

I want to introduce you to my colleagues. I just want to say that
the Finance Committee itself actually started the Children’s Com-
mission back in 1989. We carried that on for 4 years. It was an
enormous range of people, Marion Wright Edelman, to everybody
in the whole world.

We surprised the entire world with coming out with an abso-
lutely unanimous report, the Children’s Commission, ‘‘Beyond
Rhetoric,’’ we called it. I will have to say that a lot of what has
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happened in family policy and children’s policy has been as a result
of that report, of which you were a critical part.

I only ask those who listen to understand that Wade Horn was
a critical part in ways that are as dramatic, and forceful, and
poignant as any that I can remember in my professional life.

You care enormously about children and families, and there is
absolutely no doubt on that. You are vastly experienced. You have
taught in many places. You are highly credentialed.

It does not mean that you and I have to agree on every single
issue, but about the question of your commitment to children and
families, there is no doubt whatsoever. You are a proud public serv-
ant, and I look forward to working with you. I introduce you, and
I am very proud to say that I am going to support you.

Now, let me just quickly ask the question so that you can answer
it as if I were here. Some of your previous writings about social pol-
icy suggest that you believe that married couples should get pri-
ority for Federal programs and services over single mothers.

I do not think that is necessarily your view, and it troubled me,
obviously, when I read that, because single mothers oftentimes cre-
ate a need for services and support. I think you and I both want
you to have a chance to clarify what you mean by that.

So you are introduced, endorsed, voted for, and I am out of here.
Thank you, Dr. Horn.

Dr. HORN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator TORRICELLI. Thank you, Senator Rockefeller.
At this point, let us go through the nominees, if we could, with

an introduction of you own families and any statement you would
like to make.

Your complete statements are, of course, entered into the record,
but we would love to hear whatever you would like to share with
the committee, if only briefly.

In recognition of the new Democratic majority, why do we not
start on the left——[Laughter.]

Senator TORRICELLI [continuing]. And we will go down the panel.
Mr. Johnson?

STATEMENT OF ALLEN FREDERICK JOHNSON, TO BE CHIEF
AGRICULTURAL NEGOTIATOR, U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE

Mr. JOHNSON. All right. Well, first let me start with a priority,
which is introducing the family.

My wife Sandra is there. My son Andrew, my daughter Alexan-
dria, and my sister Thyese decided to come and visit from out of
town from Iowa. So, I am very glad I can have them with me here
today.

Senator TORRICELLI. Welcome.
Mr. JOHNSON. Let me just quickly go through the statement that

I have prepared.
First of all, we appreciate the opportunity to testify here today,

and for holding this nomination hearing.
I would particularly like to thank Senator Grassley for his com-

ments. More important than his comments was his training and
guidance over many years.
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I am honored and greatly appreciative of the President’s nomina-
tion to this position. The President places a high priority on trade,
and agricultural trade is the top priority.

If confirmed, I look forward to working with this committee and
the other committees in addressing the many challenges and oppor-
tunities facing our producers, agri-businesses, and food companies,
and recognize the need to work very closely with both sides of the
aisle in taking care of my responsibilities.

Throughout my career I have been fortunate to work in many en-
vironments, representing several agricultural interests, both pro-
ducers and processors, internationally and domestically, in the gov-
ernment and in the private sector.

I hope to continue the tradition of working with all of those in
industry that have an interest in the important trade policies that
we face, because the simple fact is that agriculture is dependent on
trade. We export one out of three acres, and we continue to be more
productive every year as our consumption is flat.

Our world trade picture is very different, with 96 percent of our
customers outside of our borders, and that population growing fast-
er, and per capita consumption being increased, much more rapidly
than we have here in the United States.

Just a couple of simple facts. The U.S. agriculture is 2.5 times
more reliant on trade than the general economy. Our bulk commod-
ities, in particular, are dependent on trade for 30 to 50 percent of
their total sales, and high-value products also depend on overseas
markets, with over 25 percent of their domestic production being
exported.

As Senator Grassley knows very well, in Iowa 27 to 37 percent
of cash farm receipts come from trade. Yet, the barriers to trade
worldwide are immense. Average agricultural tariffs are over 60
percent, with some as high as 300 percent.

Here in the United States our tariff is 12 percent, on average,
and that compares to industrial tariffs of only 4 percent. In addi-
tion, our industries face huge export subsidies that are 50 times
higher than those in the United States.

I will not repeat the facts that you heard earlier today. I have
the unique position of following my boss, so I do not need to repeat
everything that he said, except for to say that we are falling behind
and the world is moving on without us.

The only way that we are going to succeed is by taking an activ-
ist role in negotiating trade agreements, and that will only occur
if the administration, the Congress, and industry work together.

I particularly will repeat what the whole hearing was about
today, which is that we need trade promotion authority in agri-
culture, and Senator Grassley showed a letter showing that the ag-
ricultural community is broadly in support of that.

Another thing I would just like to recognize before I close is the
outstanding team that we have at USTR, USDA, and the other
agencies that deal with agriculture, that the quality of people that
I will have the pleasure of working with made the decision to ac-
cept this responsibility much easier.

Finally, I intend to dedicate myself to working to feed the world
more efficiently and more effectively through the negotiation, im-
plementation, monitoring, and enforcement of trade agreements.
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We are not going to unilaterally disarm. We will negotiate tough,
as Senator Baucus wants us to do. That will create an environment
that will be good for our farmers and businesses to compete.

Thank you.
Senator TORRICELLI. Thank you, Mr. Johnson.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Johnson appears in the appen-

dix.]
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Lash, to be Assistant Secretary of Mar-

ket Access and Compliance, Department of Commerce.
Would you introduce your family or guests? Then we would like

to hear your brief statement, and we will submit your full state-
ment for the record.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM HENRY LASH, III, TO BE ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF MARKET ACCESS AND COMPLIANCE, DE-
PARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mr. LASH. Thank you, Senator Torricelli.
I would like to introduce my wife, Sharon, as well as my friend,

J.B. Schwann, who has also been assisting me in this process.
Sir, I am honored and humbled to come before you as President

Bush’s nominee.
Senator TORRICELLI. Your wife is concerned that you pointed to

the wrong wife. [Laughter.]
Mr. LASH. She is not very open-minded, Senator. Thank you.

[Laughter.]
I am honored and humbled to come before you as President

Bush’s nominee for Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Market
Access and Compliance. I know the committee has had a hectic
schedule this week and I appreciate the time you have set aside
for this hearing.

This hearing room is a long way away from the streets of my
youth in Jersey City, NJ. They say when you see a turtle in a tree
you do not know how he got there, but you can be sure he had
help.

I would like to thank the people who have helped me in this
American journey, most of all my mother, Vivian Lash, who in-
stilled a sense of confidence, values, love, and stressed the impor-
tance of education in the difficult surroundings of the inner city.
Also, the nuns at Sacred Heart School in Jersey City, New Jersey
who never accepted anything but my best.

Senator TORRICELLI. I had no idea how persuasive these remarks
were going to be. [Laughter.]

Mr. LASH. Life is funny that way, is it not, Senator?
And Justice Allen Handler of the Supreme Court of New Jersey,

recently retired, who taught me that both sides must always be
heard in the quest for justice.

Senator TORRICELLI. Did you work for Allen Handler?
Mr. LASH. I was his clerk.
Senator TORRICELLI. You are confirmed. [Laughter.]
Mr. LASH. That is always good to hear. He will be glad to hear

that, too.
But, most importantly, Senator, I would like to thank my wife,

Sharon Zackula, and my son, Will, who cannot be here today, for
reminding me every day of what is most important in life.
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I would also like to thank the members of various industry
groups, ranging from the mining industry to the information tech-
nology industry, who have written in favor and support of my can-
didacy.

Although I am a law professor by profession, I served as a lawyer
for, and a corporate director of, several companies. Indeed, my first
assignment after graduation from law school was assisting a U.S.
firm exporting into Europe.

As a corporate director, the firms, I observed, have all grown by
exports. Indeed, one of these firms is totally dependent upon ex-
ports and the ability to invest in foreign markets.

So I have witnessed firsthand the challenges of small- and me-
dium-sized enterprises and am particularly sensitive to the impact
foreign trade barriers have on U.S. exporters and investors.

As I have met with several members of the committee and their
staffs over the past weeks, it has become abundantly clear the im-
portant role market access and compliance plays in administration
of trade matters.

The one thing that everyone has talked about and they have all
agreed upon, is the critical role compliance plays in establishing do-
mestic support for trade liberalization.

Last year, the Congress fully funded a MAC’s compliance initia-
tive and, if confirmed, I plan to work hard to fully implement that
plan, including the new initiatives on China compliance.

Given the international tariff and nontariff barriers that con-
tinue to limit U.S. exporters, the President has correctly identified
expanded trade and reestablishing Presidential trade promotion
authority as a priority.

Future trade agreements and trade liberalization can only be
successfully addressed by cooperation and communication with
Congress.

If I am fortunate enough to be confirmed by the Senate, I look
forward to working with you and your staffs to ensure that Amer-
ican businesses, workers, and farmers get the full benefits of cur-
rent and future trade agreements.

I look forward to regular consultations and communications with
this committee, as the administration and the Congress must agree
and move forward in concert on any trade liberalization efforts.

I know that, in particular, Congressional assistance, guidance,
and input are crucial for the success of MAC. If I am fortunate
enough to be confirmed, I will look to Congress for advice and guid-
ance in implementing the President’s trade agenda.

It cannot be disputed that we must enforce the trade agreements
we have entered into. We have entered into these agreements and
we must be allowed to recover the benefits of our bargains.

If confirmed, I will work with the trade professionals of MAC to
identify and investigate trade violations and build unassailable fac-
tual records in support of our claims and support the U.S. position.

In February, Secretary Evans asked each member of Congress to
identify one member of their staff to work as liaison with the de-
partment on trade compliance issues of their constituents.

They will work closely with Congress and our counterparts in the
Department of Commerce, the Office of the USTR, the Department
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of Agriculture, and other government agencies to ensure U.S. com-
panies receive the full benefits of our trade agreements.

As Senator Baucus stated in his opening comments, I have been,
in earlier writings, critical of Section 301. But my more recent
writings, I will say as early as 1999, explicitly recognized the im-
portance of trade retaliation.

Now, this revelation came after 10 years of teaching the follies
of the E.U.-U.S. beef hormone case with no resolution. After 10
years, obviously, it is clear that something was not working and re-
taliation is appropriate. My later writings have clearly indicated
that I am not afraid, and will eagerly be willing to jump in the fray
on behalf of U.S. exporters to open these markets.

Again, thank you for your time. I would be pleased to answer any
of your questions.

Senator TORRICELLI. Thank you, Mr. Lash, very much for your
statement. I am very relieved to hear you say that. Having spent
many years in the House on the Foreign Affairs Committee, trav-
eling the world, I once spent an evening with some Japanese indus-
trialists.

They in fact, said to me, you know, we believe in fair trade, but,
much as Senator Baucus said, no one gives up something for noth-
ing. This is ultimately about leverage. No one negotiates openness
of markets simply because it is the right thing to do.

So your revelation is well-placed, and I wish you every success
with it. A lot will be in your hands.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lash appears in the appendix.]
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Roseboro, Assistant Secretary of Finan-

cial Markets, Department of the Treasury. Please introduce your
family, and we will be pleased to hear your statement.

STATEMENT OF BRIAN CARLTON ROSEBORO, TO BE ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF FINANCIAL MARKETS, DEPARTMENT OF
THE TREASURY

Mr. ROSEBORO. Thank you, Senator Torricelli.
Unfortunately, my wife, Valerie, and young children, Cleo and

Brian, are unable to be with me here today, as they remain home
in the great State of New Jersey, taking care of personal matters.

Senator TORRICELLI. This is an unbelievable panel. [Laughter.]
Mr. ROSEBORO. It is.
Senator TORRICELLI. Well, we regret they are not here, but that

is better than identifying the wrong woman as your wife. [Laugh-
ter.]

Mr. ROSEBORO. That is true. That is true.
Senator TORRICELLI. So you are already ahead of Mr. Lash.
Mr. ROSEBORO. As in financial markets, that was my hedge, not

bringing her, so I was not faced with that possibility.
However, though, in support of my appearance here today is my

best friend of 25 years, Inspector Curtis Eldritch of the U.S. Secret
Service, who is, once again, watching my back.

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you today. I am
honored that President Bush has nominated me to serve as Assist-
ant Secretary of the Treasury for Financial Markets and, if con-
firmed, to have the opportunity to work with Secretary O’Neill, the
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Treasury staff, and others in the administration to advance the
President’s economic agenda.

Before proceeding further, I would like to take this opportunity
to thank my grandparents, Cleo Duncan Roseboro and James Ben-
jamin Roseboro, Jr., both deceased. It is because of their instilling
the values of hard work, perseverance, and faith that I am honored
to sit before you today.

If confirmed, I look forward to working closely with this com-
mittee, this Senate, and with members of the House of Representa-
tives on a broad range of issues addressed by the Office of Finan-
cial Markets.

The Department of Treasury plays a fundamental role in our fi-
nancial markets. The strength and resilience of the markets are of
critical importance to global financial stability and confidence.

In addition to serving as an advisor to Secretary O’Neill on cap-
ital market issues, debt management, and Treasury’s responses to
market events, I especially hope to have the opportunity to work
with this committee to improve the efficiency with which we fi-
nance the government’s obligations.

My 18 years of experience in capital markets have given me the
opportunity to learn about, and actively confront, many of the per-
tinent issues evolving from the globalization of banking and capital
markets.

Beginning my career with the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York, I learned that macroeconomic policy and operational issues
are critical for the development of efficient markets.

Later, private sector opportunities with preeminent global bank-
ing and insurance institutions honed my understanding of the
issues of those seeking to transfer financial risk and those choosing
to manage it.

In sum, I have been afforded a unique opportunity to understand
and actively address many issues evolving in financial markets
from the perspectives of a regulator, salesperson, a trader, and a
corporate-wide risk manager.

Senator Torricelli, thank you again for this opportunity to appear
before the committee. I hope the members of the committee will
support me, and I promise to work diligently and with an open
mind on all matters that this committee may wish to raise with
this office.I hope that this will be the beginning of a strong working
relationship.

Finally, I would like to thank Secretary O’Neill for the confidence
he has shown in me by supporting me for this office.

I would be pleased to answer any questions you or other mem-
bers of the committee may have.

Senator TORRICELLI. Thank you, Mr. Roseboro.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Roseboro appears in the appen-

dix.]
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Keane, to be Assistant Secretary of

Public Affairs, Department of Health and Human Services. What
part of New Jersey are you from? [Laughter.]

Mr. KEANE. Well, I am from Wisconsin, but we love New Jersey.
[Laughter.]

Senator TORRICELLI. Welcome. We are glad to hear from you.
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STATEMENT OF KEVIN KEANE, TO BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES
Mr. KEANE. Mr. Chairman, Senator Torricelli——
Senator TORRICELLI. Would you like to introduce anyone who is

here with you today?
Mr. KEANE. Yes. Please allow me to introduce my wife, Christine,

who is with us. Everyone tells me I will have a tough job out here,
but Chris has had a tougher job. While I have been here the past
four months, she has been back in Sun Prairie, Wisconsin caring
for our three children, Brendan, Patrick, and Maggie.

She has been taking care of their schooling, their First Com-
munion, the soccer practices, the school trips, the doctor’s appoint-
ments, the fears of moving. On top of that, she has had to get the
house ready for sale by herself, go through the entire sale process
by herself, and do the packing and moving by herself.

So, she is an amazing woman and there is no way I would be
before you today if God had not blessed me with the good fortune
of meeting her. Of course, she is probably thinking she should have
run the other way when she had the chance. [Laughter.]

I would also like to introduce my parents, Bill and Mary Keane,
who come here today from Geneva, Illinois, outside Chicago. A guy
could not ask for two better parents. They have taught me well,
supported my endeavors, and given me a strong set of values to
guide me through life. I thank them for all they have done for me.

Finally, I would like to thank President Bush and Secretary
Thompson for their confidence in nominating me to this position.
It is a great honor, and even greater responsibility. If confirmed,
I certainly do not plan to let either of them down.

To be brief, the Secretary is setting high expectations for himself
and his department to get things done, and he has instilled in his
staff a strong ethic for working hard and delivering results.

He has also passed on to us advice from his father, who often
told him, you have two ears and one mouth; use them in that pro-
portion and you will do just fine.

So, to members of this committee, the Senate, the Congress, if
I am confirmed and there is ever anything I can do to be helpful
to you or your staffs, please let me know, I am all ears. In working
together, our department will deliver results.

In closing, it is truly an honor to be nominated for this position
and testify before this committee. It is not often one gets the
chance to serve his President and his country, and this is an oppor-
tunity I do not take lightly.

We came here to make a difference. I would greatly appreciate
the opportunity to work with this dedicated committee to do just
that, if you see fit to confirm my nomination.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Senator TORRICELLI. Thank you, Mr. Keane, very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Keane appears in the appendix.]
Senator TORRICELLI. Dr. Horn, to be Assistant Secretary of Fam-

ily Support, Department of Health and Human Services.
You, of course, have been introduced, but we would be glad to

have any introductions of friends or family and would welcome
your statement.
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STATEMENT OF WADE HORN, TO BE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF FAMILY SUPPORT, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES
Dr. HORN. Thank you.
First, I would like to thank Senator Rockefeller for his generous

introduction. There are few people in this world that I have more
admiration and respect for than Senator Rockefeller.

Senator TORRICELLI. Well-placed.
Dr. HORN. His passion and commitment to children is unsur-

passed, and I am deeply, deeply humbled by his friendship and
confidence in me.

I also look forward to addressing the question he asked me dur-
ing the question and answer period.

I would like to introduce my family. My wife, Claudia, of 24
years, and my younger daughter, Caroline. My older daughter,
Christiana, could not be here due tot eh fact that she is working
as a camp counselor at a children’s summer camp.

I also wanted to mention, I grew up in New Jersey, Senator.
[Laughter.] In fact, I was there this weekend visiting my parents
in Bridgewater. It is a wonderful State. [Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, it is an honor to appear before this committee as
President Bush’s nominee to be Assistant Secretary for Family
Support at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

I am also excited about the prospect of working with HHS Sec-
retary Tommy Thompson, who has been a national leader and in-
novator in both welfare reform and social services for children and
families.

As you know, if I am confirmed for the statutory position of As-
sistant Secretary for Family Support, I also will serve as Assistant
Secretary for the Administration on Children and Families (ACF),
an operating division within HHS that seeks to help children
achieve healthy development and promote strong and self-sufficient
families.

Over the next few years, the challenges and opportunities facing
the Administration on Children and Families will be many. As you
know, the Nation has been experimenting with new ways of deliv-
ering services to low-income children and families through welfare
reform.

So far, the evaluations have been encouraging. Case loads are
down, as is child poverty. Work effort is up, as are family earnings.

Nevertheless, much remains to be done. We need, for example,
to find ways not only to help former welfare recipients find jobs,
but also aid them in developing job retention and career advance-
ment skills.

At the same time, we need to develop more effective strategies
for dealing with the hard to employ, and find ways to overcome the
problem of deep poverty.

In addition, we need to build upon encouraging news concerning
declining teen pregnancy rates, as well as recent efforts to help
non-custodial parents both pay the child support their children de-
serve, and provide the emotional and psychological support their
children need.

Finally, rather than merely accommodating to present realities,
we also need to be engaged in prevention. As such, I believe we
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need to think creatively about finding ways to help couples form
and sustain healthy, mutually-satisfying, and equal-regard mar-
riages so that more children can grow up with the love and devo-
tion of both their mom and their dad.

In these and every other programmatic effort within ACF, my
goal, if confirmed, will be to put the needs and interests of children
first. That is why I am excited about the prospect of helping the
President fulfill his promise to strengthen the early literacy compo-
nent in Head Start so that we can better ensure that every eco-
nomically disadvantaged child arrives at school better prepared for
academic success.

If confirmed, I also will challenge the programs within ACF to
bring more focus to the needs of our Nation’s youth. With high
rates of teen drug and alcohol use, school failure, violence, preg-
nancy, and most tragically, suicide, I will, if confirmed as Assistant
Secretary, seek to bring a renewed emphasis on the needs of our
Nation’s youth in addition to those of our very young.

The goal of ACF is to improve the well-being of children and
strengthen families. This is a goal to which I have been deeply
committed throughout my career.

Mr. Chairman, if confirmed, I pledge to work on a bipartisan
basis with you, the members of this committee, the Congress, and
the administration to ensure that ACF reaches that goal.

Thank you.
Senator TORRICELLI. Thank you, Dr. Horn, very much.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Horn appears in the appendix.]
Senator TORRICELLI. It is customary now to ask three standard

questions that may seem routine, but are also very important to
members of this committee.

Mr. Johnson, I am going to ask you. We want this on the record
for each of you for future reference. If you would respond yes or no,
going across the panel, to each of these three questions.

First, Mr. Johnson, is there anything you are aware of in your
background that might present a conflict of interest with the duties
of the office to which you have been nominated?

Mr. JOHNSON. No.
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Lash?
Mr. LASH. No, Senator.
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Roseboro?
Mr. ROSEBORO. No, sir.
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Keane?
Mr. KEANE. No.
Senator TORRICELLI. Dr. Horn?
Dr. HORN. No.
Senator TORRICELLI. Each of the nominees, for the record, have

responded ‘‘no.’’
Second, do you know of any reason, personal or otherwise, that

would in any way prevent you from fully and honorably dis-
charging the responsibilities of the office to which you have been
nominated?

Mr. Johnson?
Mr. JOHNSON. No.
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Lash?
Mr. LASH. No, sir.
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Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Roseboro?
Mr. ROSEBORO. No, sir.
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Keane?
Mr. KEANE. No, Senator.
Senator TORRICELLI. Dr. Horn?
Dr. HORN. No, sir.
Senator TORRICELLI. The nominees have responded in the nega-

tive.
Third, and this is, indeed, an important question that I trust you

will remember, it has to do with the relationships between your of-
fice and this Congress, and I can assure you you will be asked in
the future to respond based on this question, do you agree without
reservation to respond to any reasonable summons to appear and
testify before any duly-constituted committee of Congress, if you
are confirmed?

Mr. Johnson?
Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir.
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Lash?
Mr. LASH. Yes, sir.
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Roseboro?
Mr. ROSEBORO. Yes, sir.
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Keane?
Mr. KEANE. Yes, sir.
Senator TORRICELLI. Dr. Horn?
Dr. HORN. Yes, sir.
Senator TORRICELLI. Each of the nominees have each responded

in the affirmative.
If I could, Mr. Lash, I know that, in substance, you responded

to Senator Baucus’ comments earlier in the exchange you had with
me.

It would, however, be helpful to the committee if you would, in
writing, respond in some substance to Senator Baucus’ comments
and the comments that you shared with me about your current
views, putting the prior statements in perspective, about the use of
sanctions, law, or influence to open markets and enforce access.

Mr. LASH. I would be glad to, Senator.
Senator TORRICELLI. Please do that.
[The information appears in the appendix.]
Senator TORRICELLI. Mr. Roseboro, Secretary O’Neill created

some concern and consternation in recent days with his comments
about the assets in Social Security, which I am sure he is in the
process of clarifying.

But let me ask you, simply, in your estimation, does Social Secu-
rity have assets?

Mr. ROSEBORO. It has been my experience in markets that, when
statements are reported, what is usually missing is the context in
which the statement was made. In this particular instance, not
having attended the conference where the Secretary reportedly
made the comment, or seen a transcript of it, I would answer that
question based on my personal perspective and interpretation of it.

I would say, from the perspective of the trust fund, and it is a
perspective that is effectively a subset of a whole, holding these se-
curities are obligations of the Federal Government and, from an ac-
counting/bookkeeping perspective, can be classified as assets.
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However, from the perspective of the Federal Government or the
perspective of all of the accounts, these assets are offset, balanced,
by the liability of issuing these securities.

So from the perspective of the Federal Government, there is no
net asset. I personally would assume that that is what the Sec-
retary was saying.

Senator TORRICELLI. I think that is helpful. My point in doing
this is not to embarrass Secretary O’Neill, it is to get a clarification
because it is important that senior citizens, that citizens of our
country, generally, understand the strength of the Social Security
fund.

For them to read that Social Security has no assets has a dis-
turbing impact on people who are basing their lives on the strength
of the fund. So, in fact, these special securities in Social Security
have the same full faith and credit of the U.S. Government as a
marketable security.

Mr. ROSEBORO. Absolutely.
Senator TORRICELLI. Therefore, defaulting on these securities

held by Social Security is as unlikely as defaulting on any other
U.S. Government security, making the Social Security fund equally
secure.

Mr. ROSEBORO. I fully agree, Senator.
Senator TORRICELLI. Indeed, Social Security could redeem these

securities for cash at any time, if it were in its interests to do so.
Mr. ROSEBORO. Yes, sir. I understand that to be true.
Senator TORRICELLI. That is all very helpful.
I do not have any other questions at this time. It is, however,

possible—even likely—that each of you might be asked, in writing,
to answer further questions of the staff before confirmation or any
clarifications of points. I assume each of you, in the absence of any-
one saying anything to the negative, are free to do so.

Will each of you agree to respond in writing to any questions
that staff may present to you before confirmation?

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes.
Dr. HORN. Yes.
Mr. LASH. Yes.
Mr. ROSEBORO. Yes.
Mr. KEANE. Yes.
Senator TORRICELLI. Dr. Horn, you were also asked a question by

Senator Rockefeller. Would you like to respond at this point before
we close?

Dr. HORN. Yes, I would. I welcome the opportunity to clarify my
thinking on this particular point.

Five years ago, I co-authored a report called ‘‘Fathers, Marriage,
and Welfare Reform’’ for the Hudson Institute. In that 35-page re-
port, there were 20 recommendations, of which one was the idea
that one way States could consider encouraging marriage would be
to privilege marriage in the distribution of certain limited supply
welfare benefits for low-income married couples.

That report was intended to kick-start a conversation at the
onset of welfare reform about ways to think creatively about imple-
menting one of the stated purposes of welfare reform, which was
to encourage marriage.



16

I have listened thoughtfully to critics of that particular rec-
ommendation over the years and have come to the conclusion that
it is neither a viable, nor helpful, recommendation. In fact, I have
come to the conclusion that it is a divisive recommendation, one
which I no longer hold to.

In fact, I was asked this winter by the Acton Institute for my
permission to reprint that report as part of a collection of writings
on welfare reform. I agreed, under one condition, which was that
I would have the opportunity to update the report. One of the
things that I did when I updated that report, was delete that rec-
ommendation.

I have come to the conclusion that the far better way of sup-
porting marriage is to help couples who choose marriage for them-
selves on the front end by helping them develop the skills and
knowledge necessary to form and sustain healthy, mutually-satis-
fying, equal-regard marriages.

In doing so, the existing literature suggests that about 10 to 15
percent of couples that go through premarital education will get di-
verted away from marriage, because some couples are simply not
ready for marriage.

There may be domestic violence issues, for example, which would
be a contraindication for marriage. I know of no research that
would suggest that the solution to domestic violence is for the cou-
ple to get married.

To the contrary, the solution for domestic violence is for the cou-
ple to break up, and for the victimizer, to enter treatment and/or
perhaps even go to jail.

So I have come to a very different conclusion than I held 5 years
ago, a very different viewpoint. As such, I welcome this opportunity
to clarify my current thinking on this particular issue.

Senator TORRICELLI. Thank you, Dr. Horn, very much.
First, I am gratified you clarified your comments. I know Senator

Rockefeller will be pleased.
I do want to note, however, that in my judgment it is also the

responsibility of the government to be fairly neutral in these mat-
ters.

I remember, during welfare reform, what we were finding in my
own State was that welfare laws were, indeed, set up where some-
times there was a financial incentive in setting up a new house-
hold.

We found this less in marriage than we often did with minors
having their own babies, where having your own baby allowed you
to get a new household set up under welfare.

So, an 18-year-old, not wanting to live at home, having a child,
was then subsidized to establish a new household in poverty. I
think that there are always unintended consequences of these
things and a single mother should not be discriminated against.

I think it is also important to try to look at these as carefully
as possible to make sure that they are not unintended con-
sequences of living arrangements or disincentives for people to be
in stable settings, of mothers, fathers, or other support groups for
young children.
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It is a complicated and difficult enterprise. I am glad that you
have given more thought to this and given the community your in-
sights about it.

Are there any further comments that any of the nominees would
like to make?

[No response.]
Senator TORRICELLI. If not, I will look forward to seeing you con-

firmed, and wish you good luck in your responsibilities. I know you
will serve our government with distinction.

The committee is recessed.
[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the hearing was concluded.]
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A P P E N D I X

ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WADE F. HORN, PH.D.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is Wade F. Horn, Ph.D.
It is an honor to appear before you this morning as President George W. Bush’s
nominee to be Assistant Secretary for Family Support in the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS). I am also excited by the prospect of working with HHS
Secretary Tommy Thompson who has been a national leader and innovator in both
welfare reform and social services for children and families.

As you know, if I am confirmed for the statutory position of Assistant Secretary
for Family Support, I also will serve as Assistant Secretary for the Administration
for Children and Families (ACF), an operating division within HHS that seeks to
help children achieve healthy development and promote strong and self-sufficient
families.

If confirmed, I will bring to this position a broad range of experiences that I be-
lieve have prepared me for this important job. I began my career at Michigan State
University where I was an assistant professor in the Department of Psychology and
associate director of the MSU Psychological Clinic.

From there, I went to Children’s Hospital National Medical Center in Wash-
ington, D.C., where I served as director of outpatient psychological services and vice
chair of the Department of Pediatric Psychology. Subsequently, in 1989, I was ap-
pointed by President George Herbert Walker Bush to serve as Commissioner of the
Administration for Children, Youth and Families and Chief of the Children’s Bureau
at HHS, where I gained valuable experience administering many of the programs
I will be overseeing, if confirmed, as Assistant Secretary for Family Support.

After leaving HHS in 1993, I helped to found the National Fatherhood Initiative,
a non-partisan, non-sectarian organization whose mission is to improve the well-
being of children by increasing the number of children growing up with involved,
committed and responsible fathers in their lives. Since 1993, I also have been an
adjunct professor at Georgetown University’s Public Policy Institute.

It also has been my privilege to serve on a number of national commissions and
advisory panels concerned with improving the well-being of children. From 1989–
1993, I served as a presidential appointee to the National Commission on Children,
ably chaired by Senator Jay Rockefeller, a member of this Committee. Over the past
decade, I have also served on the National Commission on Childhood Disability, the
U.S. Advisory Board on Welfare Indicators, the U.S. Advisory Board on Kinship
Care, and the U.S. Advisory Committee on Head Start Research and Evaluation.

Over the next few years the challenges—and opportunities—facing ACF will be
many. As you know, the nation has been experimenting in new ways of delivering
services to low-income children and their families through welfare reform. So far,
evaluations of those efforts have been encouraging. Caseloads are down, as is child
poverty. Work effort is up, as is family earnings.

Nevertheless, much work remains to be done. We need, for example, to find ways
not only to help former welfare recipients find jobs, but also aid them in developing
job retention and career advancement skills. At the same time, we need to develop
more effective strategies for dealing with the hard-to-employ and find ways to over-
come the problem of deep poverty.

In addition, we need to build upon encouraging news concerning declining teen
pregnancy rates as well as recent efforts to help non-custodial parents both pay the
child support their children deserve and provide the emotional and psychological
support their children need.
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Finally, rather than merely accommodating to present realities, we also need to
be engaged in prevention. As such, I believe we need to think creatively about find-
ing ways to help couples form and sustain healthy marriages so that more children
can grow up with the love, devotion and support of both their mom and their dad.

In these and every other programmatic effort within ACF, my goal, if confirmed,
will be to put the needs and interests of children first. That is why I am excited
about the prospect of helping the President fulfill his promise to strengthen the
early literacy component in Head Start to ensure that every economically-disadvan-
taged child arrives at school better prepared for academic success.

If confirmed, I also will challenge the programs within ACF to bring more focus
to the needs of our nation’s youth. Too often when we speak of children’s programs,
we speak almost exclusively of services for infants, toddlers and preschoolers. Such
work is, of course, of great importance. As a clinical child psychologist, I know how
important it is to help children get off to a healthy and secure start in life.

At the same time, however, we cannot neglect the needs of our nation’s youth.
With high rates of teen drug and alcohol use, school failure, violence, pregnancy
and, most tragically, suicide, I will, if confirmed as Assistant Secretary, seek to
bring a renewed focus on the needs of our nation’s youth in addition to those of very
young children.

The goal of ACF is to improve the well-being of children and strengthen families.
This is a goal to which I have been deeply committed throughout my career. Mr.
Chairman, if confirmed, I pledge to work on a bi-partisan basis with you, members
of this Committee and the Congress to ensure ACF reaches that goal.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify before you today, and I would be pleased
to answer any questions you may have.
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR BAUCUS

Question 1: Dr. Horn, next year we will reauthorize the landmark 1996 welfare
reform law. I supported that law and I’m glad to have done so. I think we’re moving
in the right direction and making welfare into a real welfare-to-work program. Do
you agree? What are specific ways we can keep making progress?

Answer: I agree that the historic welfare reform legislation passed by the Con-
gress in 1996 and signed into law by President Clinton was a move in the right di-
rection. Indeed, evaluations of welfare reform efforts to date have been encouraging.
Caseloads are down, as is child poverty. Work effort is up, as are family earnings.

Nevertheless, much work remains to be done. We need, for example, to find ways
not only to help former welfare recipients find jobs, but also aid them in developing
job retention and career advancement skills. At the same time, we need to develop
more effective strategies for dealing with the hard-to-employ and find ways to over-
come the problem of deep poverty.

In addition, we need to build upon encouraging news concerning declining teen
pregnancy rates as well as recent efforts to help non-custodial parents both pay the
child support their children deserve and provide the emotional and psychological
support their children need.

Finally, rather than merely accommodating to present realities, we also need to
be engaged in prevention. As such, I believe we need to think creatively about find-
ing ways to help couples form and sustain healthy marriages so that more children
can grow up with the love, devotion and support of both their mom and their dad.

Question 2: Dr. Horn, I am concerned by what I have heard about Susan Orr, the
Bush Administration’s pick to run programs helping abused and neglected children
at HHS. In 1999 she advocated ending requirements that professionals who work
with children, such as teachers or doctors, report suspected child abuse. She also
proposed narrowing what we consider to be child abuse. It seems to me that we
should be doing more to prevent child abuse, not looking the other way when par-
ents harm a child. Dr. Horn, do you agree with her controversial proposals?

Answer: I have known Susan Orr for nearly a decade. From 1991–1993, she
served as my special assistant when I was Commissioner of the Administration on
Children, Youth and Families (ACYF) within the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services. After I left ACYF in 1993, she went to work at the Children’s Bu-
reau before leaving government service several years later to pursue other career
opportunities. Her background suggests that she has the knowledge and expertise
necessary to serve with distinction as the Associate Commissioner of the Children’s
Bureau.

Nevertheless, I do not agree with everything Dr. Orr has written. In particular,
I do not agree with recommendations she made in an October 1999 report entitled,
‘‘Child Protection at the Crossroads: Child Abuse, Child Protection, and Rec-
ommendations for Reform.’’ For example, I do not agree with the recommendation
she included in that report to repeal mandatory reporting laws. Mandatory report-
ing laws have been very effective in helping to identify abused and neglected chil-
dren. Repealing mandatory reporting laws would, in my view, jeopardize our na-
tion’s ability to protect children from abuse and neglect. Indeed, in my work as a
clinical child psychologist, I was a mandatory reporter of child abuse and neglect.
I never felt burdened by such a requirement. To the contrary, it often proved helpful
in my work with families.

Nor do I agree with recommendations contained in the aforementioned report sug-
gesting that the federal government narrow the scope of child abuse and neglect
definitions, re-criminalize child abuse and neglect, or make child and family services
voluntary for those parents found to have abused or neglected their children. While
I do agree that egregious cases of child abuse, and especially child sexual abuse,
ought to be prosecuted through the criminal justice system, I believe the appropriate
response to the most common cases of abuse and neglect is to provide the family
with supportive services and interventions designed to both ensure the safety of the
child and improve the parents’ parenting skills. I also believe that families who have
been found to have abused or neglected their children ought to be required to enter
treatment as a means of helping to ensure the abusive or neglectful parenting does
not recur. If that cannot be accomplished I, like Dr.Orr, believe the appropriate ac-
tion is to ensure that the children are moved swiftly toward a permanency arrange-
ment, preferably adoption.

Questions 3: Dr. Horn, some are concerned that your emphasis on the role of fa-
thers in families denigrates single mothers trying to raise their children on their
own. I certainly agree that it would be better if more American children were raised
by married parents. But I wouldn’t want steps we take to encourage marriage to
result in children of single mothers being further behind in life. Your own writings
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describe the challenge those children already face. Could you discuss your views of
single mother families?

Answer: Promoting the importance of positive father involvement and encouraging
the formation and stability of healthy, mutually-satisfying, equal-regard marriages
should never be used to denigrate the important work that single mothers do as
they endeavor to raise their children well. In my writings, I repeatedly emphasize
that while the absence of a father does raise the risk of poor outcomes for children,
most children in single mother households do well. Moreover, it is precisely because
children living in single parent households, compared to those being reared in in-
tact, two-parent married households, are at increased risk of poorer outcomes that
we need to provide single parent families with support and encouragement as they
struggle, often with great success, to overcome the unique challenges of being a sin-
gle parent.

I often use the following analogy to illustrate this point. Imagine there were two
airplanes en route to the same destination. If we knew one of the planes had an
increased risk of crashing, would we want the air traffic controllers to pay more or
less attention to that plane? The answer, of course, is more attention. The same,
in my view, is true for children living in single parent households. Because we know
there is an increased risk (although by no means a certainty) of poorer outcomes
for children being reared in single parent families, we need to provide these families
with more—not less—support in order to help their children grow up healthy, happy
and secure.

Question 4: Some have suggested that we emphasize a goal of reducing poverty
during next year’s reauthorization of welfare reform. If that means we’ll do more
to ensure families who work aren’t poor, I’ll certainly consider it. We need to make
work pay. That was one reason I put so much effort into making the expansion of
the child credit in the tax bill refundable, to make certain that low-income working
families were supported. What do you think of emphasizing poverty reduction in
TANF?

Answer: I believe that the most important measure of success of welfare reform
is not declining caseloads, but improvement in child well-being. There is ample evi-
dence that child well-being is jeopardized by poverty. As such, poverty reduction is
an important goal. I am aware that there is pending legislation in Congress that
would direct the Department to include poverty reduction as a part of the TANF
high performance bonus. Currently, the TANF law requires States that experience
a certain level of increase in the child poverty rate to submit a corrective action
plan. TANF, however, is only one vehicle for addressing poverty, albeit a very im-
portant one. If confirmed, I look forward to discussing with you and other members
of Congress ways to reduce poverty both as part of the TANF reauthorization proc-
ess and through other programmatic efforts with ACF.

Question 5: I asked Montana’s TANF director for advice on next year’s welfare re-
authorization and he said continued funding at least the current level was critical
if he was to keep making progress. Those left on the rolls are more troubled and
cost more to help. If we go into a recession—which we’re already too close to in Mon-
tana for comfort—then more people are likely to need assistance. What are your
views about TANF funding in the future.

Answer: I know that States are very interested in seeing that the level of TANF
funding not be reduced. Funding will be a primary concern as we work with the
Congress on TANF reauthorization. Clearly, if we are to move to the next phase of
welfare reform—including confronting the unique challenges faced by those left on
the rolls, working to improve the job retention rates and career advancement skills
of those who have left welfare for jobs, helping fathers fulfill their responsibilities
to their children, and supporting the formation and stability of healthy, mutually-
satisfying, equal-regard marriages—adequate funds will need to be available to sup-
port these efforts.

Question 6: My State of Montana is very rural. We have made tremendous
progress in reforming welfare—the welfare caseload is down to half of what it was—
but there’s still much to do. Could you talk about what you see as the challenges
of welfare reform in rural areas and how we can do better in reauthorization?

Answer: Rural areas face magnified concerns in areas such as childcare, transpor-
tation, and job availability. Fortunately, the flexibility in TANF allows States to ad-
dress special rural issues. In addition, the Administration for Children and Families
(ACF) operates a technical assistance network that provides information on prom-
ising practices, which includes information on addressing rural issues. As we move
forward with TANF reauthorization, if confirmed, I will be pleased to work with you
and the Congress on ideas for improving services to special populations such as
those in rural areas.
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Question 7: An issue of particular concern to me is the status of Native Americans
in poverty. The 1996 welfare reform law permitted tribes to operate their own
TANF programs. Do you support continuing this? Do you have additional sugges-
tions for ways to better assist Native Americans in escaping poverty?

Answer: There is widespread support for tribal TANF, and many States have been
collaborating well with tribal organizations that operate separate TANF programs.
I don’t foresee any change in this direction. However, I know that many tribal orga-
nizations are confronted with conditions that can result in widespread unemploy-
ment and deep poverty. In TANF reauthorization discussions, if confirmed, I would
want to take up the unique issues associated with poverty among Native Americans
and consider ways to modify the program to further assist tribal organizations in
overcoming persistent poverty. If confirmed, I will be pleased to work with you and
the Congress on ways to strengthen tribal TANF programs. I also will be interested
in hearing from tribal organizations as to what recommendations they have for bet-
ter assisting Native Americans to escape poverty.

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR GRASSLEY

Question 1: As you well know, the Safe & Stable Families Program is up for reau-
thorization this year. Funded through Title 4–B of the Social Security Act, states
received grants to provide family preservation and family support services to fami-
lies in need. I was pleased to see two new categories for adoption support and time-
limited family reunification services added to the program in 1997 with the passage
of the Adoption and Safe Families Act.

I understand the importance of this program to the President, and I believe no
time should be wasted in gathering stakeholders to move forward with the reauthor-
ization process. Your leadership will be particularly useful in providing data to the
Senate to ensure the best possible policy is achieved.

Can I have your commitment to work with the Senate to reauthorize the Safe &
Stable Families Program?

Answer: As you know, the President strongly supports the reauthorization of the
Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program and his FY 2002 budget has, in fact,
requested a $200 million annual increase for the program. I assure you that, if con-
firmed, I will be pleased to work with you and other members of the Committee to
ensure the timely enactment of legislation to reauthorize the program and to in-
crease funding for its important services to families.

Question 2: As you know, the passage of welfare reform in 1996 has yielded many
positive outcomes. For one, millions of Americans have joined the workforce and
have moved from dependence to independence. There is plenty of credit to go
around, but States in particular deserve a great deal of credit for their targeted and
successful efforts to transition individuals for welfare to work.

In my view, one of the reasons Congress was able to enact such sweeping reforms
was because of the working relationships that were established among Congress, the
States, and the Administration. In preparing for reauthorization, I am interested in
replicating a process by which all of the major stakeholders work together to assess
the successes and review areas of improvement. As a key leader on TANF reauthor-
ization, can you agree to working closely with the Congress and the States as we
begin to prepare for reauthorization next year? In other words, I’m really asking
about ‘‘process.’’ I’m interested in knowing what kind of process you envision.

Answer: I agree that the success of TANF is attributable to the positive working
relationships that were established among Congress, the States and the Administra-
tion. As we move forward towards TANF reauthorization, it will be important to
continue and strengthen those partnerships through a collaborative process. As
such, it will be important to hear from state and national associations and organiza-
tions, current and former welfare recipients, and advocacy groups. When Secretary
Thompson testified on the 2002 budget, he emphasized his desire to work with the
Congress on these issues. If confirmed, I also promise to work closely, and in a bi-
partisan manner, with the Congress concerning the reauthorization of TANF.

RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR ROCKEFELLER

Question 1: I support President Bush’s initiative to increase the funding for the
Safe and Stable Families by $200 million a year, and to reauthorize this important
program to promote adoptions, reunify families, and invest in protecting and sup-
porting families. How can we work together on this initiative?

Answer: I am pleased to know of your support for the President’s proposals to re-
authorize and increase funding for the Promoting Safe and Stable Families pro-
gram, which as you note, provides important services to protect children and
strengthen families. I assure you that, if confirmed, I will be pleased to work with
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you and other members of the Committee to ensure the timely enactment of legisla-
tion to reauthorize the program and to increase funding for its important services
to families.

Question 2: During the debate on ASFA and since then we all have heard a lot
about the challenges substance abuse is creating for individual families and the
child welfare system overall. ASFA required a comprehensive study of the issue of
substance abuse among families known to the child welfare system. Based on that
HHS report, Senator Snowe and I developed the Children Protection and Alcohol
and Drug Partnership Act (S. 484). It would require child protection and substance
abuse agencies to join forces to ensure that the timeliness for decision-making in
ASFA are effective for these families. Our bill is cosponsored by Breaux, Collins
DeWine, Dodd, Graham, Jeffords Kerry, Landrieu, and Lincoln. What do you think
are some of the most effective approaches for getting appropriate help to these fami-
lies so that prompt decisions about permanence can be made?

Answer: I certainly share your concern about meeting the needs of families in the
child welfare system through effective substance abuse treatment. As we all know,
substance abuse is a critical issue for many, if not most, of the families involved
in the child welfare system, and is a particularly challenging issue when trying to
address children’s needs for timely permanency decisions. As we look at the reau-
thorization of the Promoting Safe and Stable Families program, it will be important
to consider how these services are meeting the needs of families with substance
abuse problems. One of the most effective approaches for getting appropriate help
to these families is coordination. As such, it will be important to continue to
strengthen collaboration between child welfare and substance abuse treatment pro-
grams, both at the Federal and State levels, to ensure that the needs of this popu-
lation are met. The Department recently submitted a Report to Congress on this
issue. I look forward to reviewing this report and, if confirmed, working with you
on this important issue.

Question 3: The President has asked Secretary Thompson to conduct a state-by-
state inventory of the substance abuse treatment needs and its capacity in this
country. We hope you will work to ensure that this specific population of families
with substance abuse problems that come to the attention of the child welfare sys-
tem be a part of this analysis and included in any effort to close the treatment gap.
What plans do you have for this type of an initiative?

Answer: If confirmed, I look forward to learning more about this activity and will
work with the Secretary and others in the Department to ensure that the needs of
families in the child welfare system are considered as part of this initiative.

Question 4: What is the plan of the Administration to thoroughly implement the
new Child and Family Service Review process? What kind of help can states expect
from the federal government if they are not able to pass these initial reviews?

Answer: It is my understanding that the Administration intends to continue to im-
plement the Child and Family Services Reviews. The effort to plan these reviews
was a bipartisan one and the feedback I hear from the States is that the process
effectively identifies the strengths of state child welfare systems as well as identi-
fying areas that need improvement. This process, which looks at outcomes, is infi-
nitely superior to the older system that only looked at process.

States unable to pass the initial review will receive technical assistance from ACF
regional office staff that participated in the review as well as from the appropriate
Child Welfare Resource Centers funded by the Children’s Bureau. The assistance
will address such areas as the development of a Program Improvement Plan, the
improvement of data reporting, and efforts to improve the outcomes and indicators
related to safety, permanency and child well-being.

Question 5: On January 23, 2001, the Administration on Children, Youth and
Families (ACYF) announced a policy change that seems to impede the adoption of
children with special needs by significantly limiting the ability of faith-based and
community-based organizations to facilitate these adoptions.

Prior to January 23, 2001, Title IV–E Adoption Assistance Payments were avail-
able to parents adopting children with special needs who met certain criteria, re-
gardless of whether the children were placed by private agencies or were adopted
out of state foster care systems. The revised ACYF policy, however, draws a distinc-
tion between children with special needs who are adopted out of the state foster care
system, and those adopted from private adoption agencies. As a result of this
change, if a special needs child is voluntarily surrendered to a private agency, rath-
er than to the state, and the private agency is able to find a loving, adoptive family,
the adoptive family will not be eligible for Adoption Assistance Payments.

In announcing the policy change, ACYF stated that the prior policy needed to be
revised in order to bring it into compliance with the relevant statute. However, the
relevant statute—Section 473(a)(2)(A)(i) of the Social Security Act—does not distin-
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guish between special needs children who are adopted through private agencies and
those adopted from public agencies. Since there was no amendment of the statute
to trigger the policy change, it is not clear why ACYF felt the need to revise a policy
that had been working well (and presumably was deemed to be in compliance with
the statute) for more than a decade.

It seems to me that the Administration should review and consider this policy
[ACYF–CB–PA–01–01] because promoting adoptions of special needs children and
working with faith-based organizations are a priority. Will you review this policy?

Answer: I am committed to promoting the adoption of children, especially those
with special needs, who need the permanency of a loving adoptive home. I also am
committed to treating public and private adoption agencies, including faith-based or-
ganizations, equitably, to the maximum extent allowable under the law. As you
know, the title IV–E adoption subsidy was created to support the adoption of chil-
dren in foster care with special needs by providing financial and medical assistance
to the families who adopt them. You have my commitment that, if confirmed, I will
review the recent policy issuance expeditiously to ensure that it conforms to the law
and will work with your office to consider any changes that may be needed to ensure
that there are no unnecessary barriers to promoting the adoption of children with
special needs.

Question 6: When a child is abused, or neglected, and reunification efforts have
not been successful, the parental rights of the abusing parents are terminated and
many of these children go on to adoption. Yet, under current law, only those abuse
children whose biological parents were poor enough to meet the now obsolete 1996
AFDC standards are eligible to receive federal adoption assistance. For years I have
introduced bipartisan legislation known as Adoption Equality Act, to rectify this in-
equity. I plan to reintroduce this bill, and in 1997 a similar provision passed the
Senate by unanimous consent. My goal is to ensure that all special needs children
who have been abused or neglected can be eligible for federal adoption assistance
regardless of the income level of their biological parents. Adoption and permanence
for children is the central goal of the Adoption and Safe Families Act. I have long
been concerned that current eligibility rules for the federal adoption assistance pro-
gram allow help only for AFDC-eligible children, even though their parental rights
have been terminated. This seems to be not only inequitable but also a serious dis-
incentive to adoption. My Adoption Equality Act would extend eligibility for federal
adoption assistance to all children with special needs who are adopted. Can we work
together on ways to encourage adoption assistance?

Answer: As you know, I am a strong advocate for adoption. I appreciate and share
your concern about abused and neglected children who cannot be safely returned to
their homes. Every effort must be made to ensure that these children, and especially
special needs children, are adopted into loving, permanent homes. Identifying and
removing the barriers and disincentives to adoption is important to the Administra-
tion and me. If confirmed, I look forward to working with you to find ways to pro-
vide adoption assistance for children who cannot be returned to their homes.

Question 7: Last year a Congressionally mandated bi-partisan commission of busi-
ness leaders, federal state and local human services representatives, and children’s
advocates sent a report to the Department of Labor and HHS recommending that
a number of steps be taken to improve the likelihood that children raised in single-
parent families would have access to health insurance. A number of their rec-
ommendations involved federal legislative change. This is an important system to
provide health care coverage to children. I would like a full report of the actions
taken to date to implement the administrative and best practice recommended by
the commission, as well as plans for the future. I want to work with you close on
implementing the legislative recommendation for this commission.

Answer: I look forward to reading the report and considering the recommenda-
tions to address the issue of improving access to health insurance for children being
reared in single-parent families. I can assure you that, if confirmed, I will provide
the update you request on the status of implementing the administrative rec-
ommendations.

Question 8: Some of your previous writings about social policy suggest that you
believe married couples should get a priority for Federal programs and services over
single mothers. This is troubling to me because single mothers often have a greater
need for services and support. Could you clarify your views on this issue.

Answer: As I noted during the confirmation hearing, in 1997 I co-authored a re-
port for the Hudson Institute entitled, ‘‘Fathers, Marriage and Welfare Reform.’’
One of the twenty recommendations included in that report suggested that states
consider privileging marriage in the distribution of certain limited supply welfare
benefits. The intent of that report was to ‘‘kick-start’’ a conversation about how
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states might best fulfill one of the stated purposes of welfare reform—to support the
formation and stability of two-parent, married households.

Since the publication of that report, I have thoughtfully considered critics of this
particular recommendation, and have since concluded that this idea is neither viable
nor helpful. Rather, I now believe the best way to fulfill this purpose of welfare re-
form is through front-end efforts, most notably helping couples who choose marriage
for themselves develop the skills necessary to form and sustain healthy, mutually-
satisfying, equal-regard marriages. One such strategy is helping low-income couples
contemplating marriage access premarital education. Indeed, research indicates that
couples who undergo premarital education are better able to form and sustain
healthy marriages and are less likely to divorce. Pre-marital education also helps
to divert some couples away from marriage, including those couples in which domes-
tic violence is present, and in so doing prevent a bad marriage from forming in the
first place.

Question 9: What are your views on domestic violence, and what do you believe
the Federal government should do to help abused persons?

Answer: As I have written on numerous occasions, wherever and whenever domes-
tic violence occurs, it is an unacceptable tragedy. Fortunately, the vast majority of
married couples never experience domestic violence. But when they do, the violence
scars not only the abused spouse, but also the children who witness it. As such, I
have consistently advocated a zero tolerance policy towards domestic violence. Being
married to, cohabiting with, or dating someone does not give anyone the license to
assault the other.

When domestic violence does occur, two things should happen. First, the victim
of domestic violence must be made safe. This includes providing the victim with safe
shelter and the support services needed to overcome the physical and psychological
scars that result from having been victimized. Second, the victimizer needs to enter
treatment and be prosecuted to the fullest extent of the law. I am consistent in my
belief that the solution to domestic violence is not just a trip to family court, but
to criminal court as well. Domestic violence is a crime, and it should be treated as
such.

The role of the federal government in this area is to make it clear that domestic
violence is unacceptable, and to fund programs and services to prevent domestic vio-
lence and intervene in cases where domestic violence has already occurred.

Question 10: I am working with a bipartisan coalition on the Strengthening Work-
ing Families Act, (S. 685). It has many key initiatives for families. How can we work
with you on this legislation?

Answer: I understand there are a number of proposals in the bill that are similar
to proposals in the President’s FY 2002 budget, including proposals for funding of
community-based fatherhood initiatives, increased funding for the Safe and Stable
Families program, and funding for training for older children aging out of the foster
care system. In addition, S.685 contains several suggested revisions to the child sup-
port program. If confirmed, I look forward to working with you and other members
of the Congress on these areas of mutual interest.

RESPONSE TO A QUESTION FROM SENATOR BINGAMAN

Question 1: Under the initial welfare reform legislation in 1996, many States
would have received fewer Federal TANF funds than others. There would be a great
disparity in the per child funding between States. In recognition of this problem,
an amendment was added to provide supplemental funds to 17 states. This legisla-
tion is due to expire in fiscal year 2002. Legislation has been introduced to extend
it, until the large bill is reauthorized next year. Congress has included this exten-
sion in the Budget Resolution. Will you support the legislation authorizing the ex-
tension of these supplemental funds and work with us to ensure greater equity in
TANF funding during the reauthorization process?

Answer: I am aware of the importance of TANF supplemental grants in helping
many states move toward parity in terms of federal spending on welfare programs.
It is my understanding that the President’s 2002 budget did not provide for exten-
sion of the TANF Supplemental Grants, which expired in 2001 under the TANF law.
It is my understanding that the Administration took this action in light of the over-
all departmental budget and with the intention of taking up the issue of TANF
funding as a whole during reauthorization. If confirmed, I look forward to working
with you within that context to find ways to provide States with federal funds for
welfare reform efforts on an equitable basis.
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR GRAHAM

Question 1: Mr. Horn when welfare was reformed in 1996, given its size and the
number of low income families, Florida received substantially fewer Federal TANF
dollars that he majority of other States, including Maryland (where you reside) and
Secretary Thompson’s home State of Wisconsin.

To put this into very concrete terms, Florida received $839 per poor child in fiscal
year 2002 in its basic TANF grant, while Wisconsin received $1940. In other words,
Florida received less than one-half of the Federal dollars that the State of Wisconsin
received per poor child.

In recognition of this disparity, a compromise amendment in 1996 provided addi-
tional funds to 17 States like mine—including Texas, New Mexico, Mississippi, Mon-
tana, and Alaska to name a few—so we would get a bit closer to parity in terms
of resources available to States to reform welfare. Including the supplemental grant,
Florida received $930 per poor child in 2000.

In spite of the fact that we had significantly fewer resources to provide employ-
ment training and critical work supports such as child care subsidies, the expecta-
tions for what my State could accomplish under welfare reform were not different
from the expectations for Wisconsin.

The supplemental grants are due to expire in fiscal year 2002, which means some
States may have to reduce spending on program to help people move from welfare
to work.

Congress has shown its support for this extension by including it in the Budget
Resolution passed by Congress.

Mr. Horn, would you work with us to ensure the extension of these supplemental
grants for 2002? A one-year extension would allow us to reexamine this equity issue
along with others when TANF is reauthorized in 2002.

Answer: I am aware of the importance of TANF supplemental grants in helping
many states move toward parity in terms of federal spending on welfare programs.
It is my understanding that the President’s 2002 budget did not provide for exten-
sion of the TANF Supplemental Grants, which expired in 2001 under the TANF law.
It is my understanding that the Administration took this action in light of the over-
all departmental budget and with the intention of taking up the issue of TANF
funding as a whole during reauthorization. If confirmed, I look forward to working
with you within that context to find ways to provide States with federal funds for
welfare reform efforts on an equitable basis.

Question 2: The 107th Congress will be faced with the task of reauthorizing the
1996 welfare reform law. We are aware of the innovative work that you have done
to help non-custodial fathers to become better parents and we applaud your efforts.
In fact, the Senate New Democrats have introduced the ‘‘Strengthening Working
Families Act,’’ which includes provisions focused on fatherhood and child support
initiatives and the restoration of the Social Services block grant. We hope that you
will work with us to ensure passage of this legislation this year.

Looking towards the future, we all know that welfare reform has had some im-
pressive initial successes. However, though caseloads have dropped dramatically,
there is a great deal left to be done to ensure that people keep their jobs and move
up the employment ladder.

For example, one of the biggest problems facing America’s working families today
is the cost and scarcity of high-quality child care. In a 1997 Heritage Foundation
lecture, your new boss, then-Governor Tommy Thompson was quoted as saying:

‘‘The solution (to moving families from welfare to work) was developing mean-
ingful programs that could support (families) in their struggle for independ-
ence—program such as child care, health care, job search assistance, and trans-
portation.’’

Many of us here would agree with this statement and believe that the Federal
government and the States have an obligation to provide these very important, ad-
mittedly expensive, supports to families moving from welfare to work and those who
are working with the hopes of moving up the employment ladder.

As we look toward reauthorizing the TANF program in 2002, the Administrator
of ACF will have to carefully consider how to ensure the program’s continuing suc-
cess.

As Administrator, will you work to support policies including maintaining the
basic $16 billion in annual TANF funding for another six years, FY 2003–2008?

Will you work with Congress to ensure that ALL States have the support to pro-
vide current and former TANF recipients with tools such as health care, child care
and transportation vouchers to ensure that their transition to work is a permanent
one?
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Answer: If confirmed, I am committed to ensuring that the TANF reauthorization
process fully considers all of the important supportive services that families need
to transition from welfare to work. I am eager to be involved with all relevant part-
ners in shaping TANF for the future. I know that the States are very interested
in not having the current level of TANF funding reduced. As such, funding will be
a primary concern as we work with the Congress on TANF reauthorization. I know
that child care, transportation, and health care are key supports for helping families
move from welfare to work and make sustained progress towards self-sufficiency.
There are many good ideas about all facets of the program that should be considered
in reauthorization, including those of Secretary Thompson, who was in the vanguard
of welfare reform. I know that the stakes are high in ensuring that the reauthorized
TANF is prepared to meet evolving challenges that face low-income families.

Question 3: For the past few years I, along with Senators Grassley, Jeffords,
Rockefeller and many of our collages in the Senate and House have been fight to
restore the draconian cuts that were made to the Social Services Block Grant in
1998.

This year a bipartisan group of Senators worked to include a one-year restoration
of SSBG into the Senate budget resolution (the language fell out in conference).

You are well aware of the fact that Title XX funds support needed services for
children and families in crisis. The block grant has also been one of the only funding
sources available for community-based services for elderly and disabled persons. It
is also an important source of funding for fighting child abuse and neglect. Finally,
SSBG is a flexible funding source that allows states and local communities to apply
the funds to those most in need in their areas.

If efforts are not made to restore these necessary social service dollars, vulnerable
children, families, elderly, and disable persons will be without the services they
need to live independently.

I believe that cutting funding for services that keep people in their communities
and out of expensive institutions such as hospitals and nursing homes is short sight-
ed and has and will continue to lead to unnecessary suffering as well as increased
spending in other federal programs.

Mr. Horn, can we have your commitment that you will support full funding of
SSBG at the $2.38 billion level, as agreed upon in the 1996 welfare law and will
you insist upon its inclusion in the Administration’s budget for fiscal year 2002?
Further, will you support efforts to bring SSBG back to $2.8 billion in FY 2003 and
beyond, as mandated in the 1996 welfare bill?

Answer: I agree that the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) is an important
source of flexible funding for States. Funds made available through the SSBG allow
states to target resources to areas of greatest need and to fill in service gaps that
may exist as a result of categorical funding programs. Hence, I look forward to
working with you, if confirmed, to determine how we might best support the SSBG
within the larger context of the Administration’s commitment to strengthen services
to our Nation’s children and families.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALLEN F. JOHNSON

Chairman Baucus, Senator Grassley, and Members of the Committee,
I would like to thank you for making time during this busy period in the United

States Senate to hold this confirmation hearing. I am honored and greatly appre-
ciative of the President’s nomination to this position. As you know, the President
has placed a high priority on trade and has emphasized that agricultural trade lib-
eralization is a top priority.

If confirmed, I look forward to working with this committee and the other commit-
tees in the House and Senate in addressing the many challenges and opportunities
facing our producers, agri-businesses and food companies. I recognize the need to
work very closely with both sides of the aisle in carrying out my responsibilities.

Throughout my career, starting in Iowa and continuing to today, I have been for-
tunate to have many experiences working with a wide variety of agricultural inter-
ests both in government and in the private sector, domestically and internationally.
As an agricultural and trade assistant to Senator Grassley during the 1980s, I had
the unique learning experience watching how the Senator was able to reach across
the aisle and develop common objectives with people and groups that on the surface
would appear to be very different. As the CEO of both farmer organizations, in the
Iowa Soybean Association and Iowa Soybean Promotion Board, and an industry or-
ganization, National Oilseed Processors Association, I have been able to experience
the challenges of many parts of the U.S. food chain. In addition, I have been blessed
by the opportunity to coordinate and co-chair several agricultural trade coalitions
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that have provided me a broader view U.S. agriculture. Finally, I have worked on
the ground internationally and been involved in international organizations that
have provided practical experience that can now be put to work finding practical so-
lutions to the issues in front of us.

Trade is critical to U.S. agriculture. The simple facts of U.S. agriculture are that
one out of three acres are exported, we increase our productivity every year, and
domestic consumption is relatively flat. The simple fact of world trade is that 96%
of the world’s population is outside our borders. This population will grow much
faster than the population in the U.S., and each of those people, as their economic
environment improves, will increase their per capita consumption of food more rap-
idly than in the U.S. We will need to marry these domestic and world trade facts
into one coherent policy if we are to take advantage of the enormous opportunities
worldwide and build a bright future for U.S. agriculture.

U.S. agriculture is two and one-half times more reliant on trade than the general
economy. Bulk commodities such as corn, soybeans, rice, cotton, and wheat rely on
overseas markets for 30–45% of their total sales. Many high-value products also de-
pend on overseas markets for consuming over 25% of their domestic production.
Since 1991 my home state of Iowa has relied on exports for 27% to 37% of its farm
cash receipts.

Yet the barriers to trade worldwide are significant with agricultural tariff
bindings averaging over 60%, with some as high as 300%, while the U.S. agricul-
tural tariffs are 12%. By comparison, average non-agricultural tariffs worldwide are
about 4%. In addition, our industries must compete for these markets against EU
export subsidies that are 50 times higher than the U.S.

Another simple fact is that others are moving forward without the U.S. There are
over 130 preferential trade agreements in the world today, and the U.S. is a party
to only two. Out of the more than 30 reciprocal trade agreements in this hemi-
sphere, the U.S. has participated in one.

As these agreements are negotiated without us, our competitors create pref-
erential treatment and establish standards that put U.S. agricultural exporters at
a disadvantage. If this trend continues, we will find ourselves irretrievably in the
back seat while others in the world drive the agenda. Meaningful liberalization in
agricultural and food trade will not take place on its own. It must be achieved in
the World Trade Organization, the Free Trade Area of the Americas, and bilateral
negotiations. The Administration will need to work closely with our trading part-
ners, the Congress, and industry if this is to occur. Our joint message to the world
must be that the U.S. is ready to lead, and the most critical part of that message
is the Congress granting the President Trade Promotion Authority as soon as pos-
sible this year.

Another important part of our successful team are the committed career profes-
sionals at USTR, USDA and the other agencies that work with agriculture. Knowing
the quality of people that I would be working with made the decision to accept this
important responsibility much easier. This position must serve an important coordi-
nating role in bringing together the best assets and talents from other agencies to
focus on agricultural trade policies and related issues.

In the coming years, I intend to dedicate myself to helping the world feed itself
more efficiently and more effectively through the negotiation, implementation, moni-
toring and enforcement of agricultural trade agreements. We will not unilaterally
disarm and will negotiate tough to level the playing field in order to create an envi-
ronment where our farmers and businesses can compete.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for this opportunity to testify before the Senate
Finance Committee today.
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR BAUCUS

Question 1: As you know, Montana is highly reliant on exports of wheat and beef
to the Pacific Rim. I have heard reports that the Chinese are stockpiling their wheat
supplies and may not meet import expectations touted as a result of the ag agree-
ment. In fact, since the agreement was signed, only 10 small shipments have made
it to Chinese ports. And further, there still seems to be some hesitation about the
importation of pacific Northwest wheat even though the TCK ban has theoretically
been dropped. How will you work to ensure that China opens its market not only
Montana wheat but other agricultural commodities, such as soybeans, citrus and
meat products?

Answer: While China’s initial implementation of the bilateral agreement was un-
even, importation of U.S. citrus and meat into China has been smooth in recent
months. China continues to be one of the largest importers for U.S. poultry, and its
imports of U.S. beef and pork are increasing. China published revised poultry im-
port regulations on February 14 to address concerns expressed by USTR late last
year over an earlier draft of the regulations.

U.S. exports of citrus to China have increased and are experiencing very few prob-
lems at port. In addition, Chinese quarantine officials visited the United States in
April to inspect citrus producing regions, and are now considering adding additional
counties to the U.S. export protocol.

China removed its nearly 30-year ban on imports of wheat and other grains from
the PNW, as agreed bilaterally in April 1999. However, I know that a few ship-
ments of barley and wheat have experienced problems on entry. This may not be
a central government policy, but rather the failure of quarantine officials to imple-
ment the agreement correctly. I will ensure that USTR continues to put significant
effort into getting the affected shipments cleared and will continue to press the Chi-
nese until we are satisfied that confidence of U.S. exporters and Chinese importers
is restored to the point where they are willing to do business.

U.S. farmers and ranchers also will benefit from China’s accession to the World
Trade Organization. USDA estimates that U.S. exports of agricultural goods to
China will increase by $2 billion annually by 2005. This increase will derive from
the commitments China made to: reduce tariffs; create substantial tariff-rate quotas
for bulk commodities; eliminate export subsidies; adhere to the WTO SPS agree-
ment; and liberalize trading rights and distribution services.

Although significant work remains to be done multilaterally on China’s accession,
the agreement USTR reached in Shanghai earlier this month and the one the EU
concluded with China last week in Brussels should get this process moving. While
it is possible for the Working Party to finish its work by the end of this year, when
China actually becomes a member depends on China and how quickly they are will-
ing to move.

Question 2: Recently, the WTO Appellate Body held that a safeguard measure put
in place to stave off injury to our lamb meat industry was inconsistent with WTO
rules. I find this decision very troubling and hope that, if confirmed, you will work
hard to defend the safeguard measure. What steps do you foresee taking towards
that end?

Answer: On June 14, 2001, the United States filed a letter with the WTO Dispute
Settlement Body (DSB) announcing U.S. intentions on implementing the DSB’s rul-
ings and recommendations arising from the Appellate Body’s report. The letter stat-
ed that we intend to implement the WTO recommendations in a manner that re-
spects U.S. WTO obligations, that we have begun to evaluate options for doing so,
and that we will need a reasonable period of time to do this. Our letter reflects
standard procedure at this stage in a dispute.

The Administration is assessing the best course of action. As preliminary steps
in that process, we intend to consult with the U.S. industry, as well as Australia
and New Zealand, the two countries that export lamb to the United States. Our
next steps on this issue will depend in part on the outcome of our discussions with
the domestic industry and foreign suppliers.

Question 3: While Canada is a significant trading partner, in terms of ag products,
it is often our greatest headache. On the other hand, the cattle industry is begin-
ning to have success with its Northwest Pilot Project (sending cattle north to Al-
berta to feed and then back south to slaughter). Wheat imports, however, continue
to be an issue. As you know, the USTR initiated an investigation into the predatory
pricing practices of the Canadian Wheat Board in third country markets. The re-
sults of the study are due in late October; however, I would suggest that a more
successful resolution of the matter, would be to continue negotiations regarding
transparency and eventual elimination of the Canadian Wheat Board.
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What are your plans to ameliorate cross-border trade relations particularly in the
ag sector?

Answer: The 1998 Record of Understanding on Agricultural Trade has resulted in
meaningful progress to resolving many trade irritants between the United States
and Canada. The Northwest Cattle Project that you mention is one significant ex-
ample. The ROU established a U.S./Canada Consultative Committee on Agriculture
chaired by USTR and USDA. I plan to encourage this Committee to resolve issues
before they become problems which will help promote a positive and constructive re-
lationship between our two countries.

I fully support the U.S. proposal to reform state trading enterprises in the WTO
agriculture negotiations. The proposal calls for ending the exclusive export rights of
single desk exporters, like the Canadian Wheat Board, as well as transparency of
costs, pricing and sales information, and elimination of government funds or guar-
antees to ensure financial viability of single desk exporters.

In addition, USTR is now conducting an investigation under section 301, with
which the International Trade Commission is assisting in certain data collection. I
hope the investigation will provide information that will be useful in our ongoing
efforts to address our concerns with the Canadian Wheat Board.

Question 4: The peace clause of the Uruguay Round is set to expire at the same
time as the US Farm Bill. Clearly Congress will find itself trying to balance a sound
domestic ag policy (including price supports) at the same time we are negotiating
the dramatic reduction/elimination of such supports with global trading partners/
competitors such as the EU. How will you reconcile both policy changes and can you
assure me that you will consult closely with the Congress and the USDA as we
move forward in the next round of Ag talks?

Answer: The peace clause provision of the Uruguay Round Agreement of Agri-
culture is set to expire on December 31, 2003. The current provisions of the U.S.
farm bill are in effect until the end of FY 2002, or September 30, 2002. I would ex-
pect that a new farm bill will be in place before the peace clause expires, which will
help to guide our negotiating strategy in the WTO talks. Some countries view the
expiration of the peace clause as a leverage point to bring countries with high do-
mestic support and export subsidy levels, such as the EU, to the negotiating table
and ensure that progress is made in the agricultural negotiations. This strategy is
based on the assumption that the EU’s subsidy programs will be highly vulnerable
to challenge once the peace clause protection expires. I will work closely with Con-
gress and USDA to take these policy considerations into account as we develop our
negotiating position in the WTO.

Question 5: Leverage—I ask this question of every ag negotiator. We need some-
thing more than our existing trade laws or the carte blanche give-away (unilateral
reduction) of our tariffs to move the EU to reduce its export subsidies. The value
of U.S. ag exports dropped $10 billion since 1996 and has remained at a fairly stag-
nant $50 billion since then. America needs an aggressive ag negotiator who will pro-
mote our products abroad, defend our antidumping/surge policies, and not hesitate
to use tools such as the Export Enhance Program (EEP) when our markets are
threatened. What expertise can you bring to this job that will significantly boost
U.S. ag interests overseas?

Answer: Throughout my career, starting in Iowa and continuing to today, I have
been fortunate to have many experiences working with a wide variety of agricul-
tural interests both in government and in the private sector, domestically and inter-
nationally. As an agricultural and trade assistant to Senator Grassley during the
1980s, I had the unique learning experience watching how the Senator was able to
reach across the aisle and develop common objectives with people and groups that
on the surface would appear to be very different. As the CEO of both farmer organi-
zations, the Iowa Soybean Association and Iowa Soybean Promotion Board, and an
industry organization, National Oilseed Processors Association, I have been able to
experience the challenges of many parts of the U.S. food chain. In addition, I have
been blessed by the opportunity to coordinate and co-chair several agricultural trade
coalitions that have provided me a broader view U.S. agriculture. Finally, I have
worked on the ground internationally and been involved in international organiza-
tions that have provided practical experience that can now be put to work finding
practical solutions to the issues in front of us.

In the WTO agriculture negotiations, I intend to keep the pressure on other coun-
tries by making ambitious proposals for global trade policy reform. A key element
will be to build reform coalitions that will bring countries to the table and isolate
some of the policies of Japan and Europe. Highlighting market-distorting policies
and explaining the economic benefits for reform also will be of critical importance.
A broad reform package will assist all countries in identifying the pay-off of con-
cluding the negotiations. We must maintain our options to use all the tools at our



72

disposal to increase pressure on other countries for multilateral reform, such as dis-
pute settlement, and bilateral and regional trade negotiations. Finally, we must
build a bridge to the other countries that have an interest in reform. For example,
we all know the Cairns Group of countries and many other developing countries are
eager to see tariffs and subsidies reduced in developed countries. We have to let
them know that this will only happen if we see improved access to their markets
and in other countries. The European Union too has an interest in using a WTO
agreement on agriculture to help smooth the way for CAP reform and EU enlarge-
ment. WTO negotiations allow us to help shape the changes in our interest.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KEVIN W. KEANE

Chairman Baucus, Senator Grassley, distinguished members of the committee, it
is an honor to come before the Senate Finance Committee. I sincerely appreciate
your consideration of my nomination.

Please allow me to begin by introducing my wife, Christine. Everyone tells me I
will have a tough job out here, but Chris has certainly had the tougher job. While
I’ve been here the past four months, she’s been back in Sun Prairie, Wisconsin, car-
ing for our three children, Brendan, Patrick and Maggie. She’s been taking care of
their schooling, a first communion, the soccer practices, the school trips, the doctor’s
appointments and the fears of moving. On top of that, she had to get the house
ready for sale by herself, go through the entire sale process alone and do the pack-
ing and moving by herself. She’s an amazing woman, and there’s no way I would
be before you today if God hadn’t blessed me with the good fortune of meeting her.
Of course, she’s probably thinking she should have run the other way when she had
the chance.

I would also like to introduce my parents, Bill and Mary Keane, who come here
today from Geneva, Illinois, outside Chicago. A guy couldn’t ask for two better par-
ents. They’ve taught me well, supported my endeavors and given me a strong set
of values to guide me through life. I thank them for all they have done for me.

Finally, I would like to thank President Bush and Secretary Thompson for their
confidence in nominating me to this position. It’s a great honor and an even greater
responsibility, and if confirmed, I certainly don’t plan to let either of them down.

Mr. Chairman, I humbly come before you today seeking Senate confirmation for
my nomination as Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs at the Department of
Health and Human Services. If confirmed to this position, I would oversee an imme-
diate staff of 35 employees in a public affairs office charged with communicating and
marketing HHS programs and initiatives. I would also functionally manage public
affairs offices in each of the department’s agencies as well as coordinate outreach
to the groups and constituents the department serves. During the past four months,
I have come to realize I would have the good fortune of working with the most dedi-
cated and professional public servants in the department.

Secretary Thompson calls the Department of Health and Human Services the ‘‘De-
partment of Compassion.’’ We are all being given a remarkable opportunity to help
people—whether it be with greater access to health care, safer foods and consumer
products, or new medicines that wipe away our most hideous diseases.

The Secretary plans to aggressively take advantage of this opportunity. He’s in-
stilling a can-do attitude for finding ways to better help and serve the people of
America. He wants to solve problems with common sense solutions. What excites
me is that there is no better place to be for such a mission than in the Office of
Public Affairs. We’re in the center of the action.

The Secretary is setting high expectations for himself and his department to get
things done. And he’s instilled in his staff a strong ethic for working hard and deliv-
ering results. He’s also passed on to us advice from his father, who often told him:
‘‘You have two ears and one mouth, use them in that proportion and you’ll do just
fine.’’

So to members of this committee, the Senate and the Congress, if I am confirmed
and there is ever anything that I can do to be helpful to you or your staffs, please
let me know. I’m all ears. And working together, our department will deliver results.

In closing, it is truly an honor to be nominated for this position and testify before
this committee. It is not often one gets the chance to serve his president and this
is an opportunity I don’t take lightly.

We came here to make a difference. I would greatly appreciate the opportunity
to work with this dedicated committee to do just that, if you see fit to confirm my
nomination.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR BAUCUS

Question 1: Do you believe that this new media campaign will be sufficient for
beneficiaries to make informed choices about their health plans? Will the campaign
provide comparable plan information, as current law requires?

Answer: As you know, this education campaign was just recently announced by
Secretary Thompson and we are in the very early planning stages for this effort.
The intention and goal of the education campaign is very straightforward—to use
the enrollment period as an opportunity to more effectively educate beneficiaries
about their health plan options and how each option might affect them. The reason
for this campaign is that, as a department, we don’t believe beneficiaries currently
have enough easy-to-understand information about the health plans available to
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them so that they can make informed decisions about what plan will best serve
their needs. Too many beneficiaries are confused about the system and their op-
tions. We want to eliminate the confusion.

Our hope is that this campaign will go a long way toward being sufficient for bene-
ficiaries to make informed choices about their health plans. But we know we must
also reach out to them in other ways, including making sure they have access to indi-
viduals at CMS who can talk them through any questions and concerns. This is why
extending the toll-free number to 24 hours, seven days a week will be a very impor-
tant component to our education efforts. The department also intends to pursue
training librarians on how to walk seniors through their health plan options. This
will allow seniors to go to their local library, log onto www.medicare.gov—the CMS
website—find information on their options, and make sure they fully understand
their options. Librarians can be effective partners in helping to educate seniors on
this subject.

This initiative falls right in line with the Secretary’s goal to make the Centers
for Medicare & Medicaid Services more consumer-service oriented. The Secretary
wants to better serve Medicare beneficiaries and an effective way to do that is by
educating them about their health plan options.

As for the second part of your questions, the campaign absolutely will provide
comparable plan information, as current law requires. The campaign most definitely
will not steer consumers toward one choice or another, or favor one health plan over
another. The goal of the education campaign is to fully inform beneficiaries as to
their choices so they can make an informed decision.

Question 2: Since the Administration has not requested a supplemental appropria-
tion, what programs are you cutting in order to fund the $35 million media cam-
paign.

Answer: The education campaign will be internally funded through savings from
staff vacancies, new efficiencies in operations and resources already geared toward
education and information. No existing programs will be cut. CMS is reallocating its
budget to reflect the shift in its priorities by being more responsive to the people
it serves, primarily beneficiaries. It is also my understanding that Administrator
Scully intends to meet further with you, your committee and others interested in
this question to outline how CMS plans to fund this worthwhile campaign.

I hope these answers are sufficient to your questions. If I can be of further help
on these questions or as the campaign is launched, please let me know.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. LASH, III

Chairman Baucus, Ranking Member Grassley, I am honored and humbled to come
before you as President Bush’s nominee for Assistant Secretary of Commerce for
Market Access and Compliance. I know the committee has a hectic schedule this
week, and I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today.

I would like to thank President Bush and Secretary Evans for their confidence
and their support of my nomination, and, if confirmed, look forward to working on
their trade agenda. I know that many of the members of this committee have
worked with Under Secretary Aldonas, and I look forward to working with and
learning from him. I am very excited about working with the team Secretary Evans
and Under Secretary Aldonas have assembled for the International Trade Adminis-
tration, including Faryar Shirzad as Assistant Secretary of Import Administration,
Maria Cino as Assistant Secretary for the Commercial Service, and Linda Conlon,
who was recently nominated to be Assistant Secretary for Trade Development.

This hearing room is a long way from the streets of my youth in Jersey City, New
Jersey. They say when you see a turtle in a tree, you do not know how he got there
but you can be sure he had help. I would like to thank the people who have helped
me in my American journey. My mother Vivian Lash who instilled a sense of con-
fidence, values, love and who stressed the importance of education in the difficult
surroundings of the inner city; the nuns at Sacred Heart School in Jersey City who
would never accepted anything but my best; and Justice Alan Handler, of the New
Jersey Supreme Court who taught me that both sides should be always be heard
in a quest for justice. But most importantly, I would like to thank my wife Sharon
Zackula, and my son Will for reminding me everyday what is most important life.

Although I am a law professor by profession, I have served as a lawyer for and
corporate director of several companies. Indeed, my first assignment after gradua-
tion from law school was assisting a U.S. firm exporting into Europe. As a corporate
director, the firms I have served have all grown by exports. Indeed, one of these
firms is totally dependent on exports and on the ability to invest in foreign markets.
I have witnessed first hand the challenges of small and medium-sized exporters and
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am particularly sensitive to the impact foreign trade barriers have on U.S. exporters
and investors.

As I have met with several members of the Committee and their staffs over the
past few weeks, it has become clear the important role Market Access and Compli-
ance plays in Administration trade issues. The one thing everyone I talked with has
agreed upon is the critical role compliance plays in establishing domestic support
for trade liberalization. Last year, the Congress fully funded MAC’s compliance ini-
tiative, and, if confirmed, I plan to full implement that plan, including the initia-
tives on China compliance.

Given the international tariff and non-tariff barriers that continue to limit U.S.
exporters, the President has correctly identified expanded trade, and re-establishing
Presidential Trade Promotion Authority, as a priority. Future trade agreements and
trade liberalization can only be successfully addressed by cooperation and commu-
nication with Congress. If I am fortunate enough to be confirmed by the Senate, I
look forward to working with you and your staffs to ensure that American busi-
nesses, workers and farmers get the full benefits of current and future trade agree-
ments. I look forward to regular consultation and communications with this com-
mittee, as the Administration and Congress must agree and move forward in concert
on any trade liberalization efforts.

I know that, in particular, Congressional assistance, guidance and input are cru-
cial for the success of MAC. If I am fortunate enough to be confirmed as Assistant
Secretary, I will look to Congress for advice and guidance in implementing the
President’s trade agenda. It cannot be disputed that we must enforce the inter-
national trade agreements we have entered into. We have entered into these deals
and we are entitled to receive the benefits of these bargains.

If confirmed, I will work with the trade professionals of MAC to identify and in-
vestigate trade violations and build unassailable factual records in support of our
claims and support the U.S. position. In February, Secretary Evans asked each
member of Congress to identify one member of their staff as a liaison with the De-
partment on trade compliance issues of their constituents. They will work closely
with Congress and our counterparts in the Department of Commerce, the office of
the United States Trade Representative, the Department of Agriculture and other
U.S. government agencies to ensure U.S. companies receive the full benefits of our
trade agreements.

Again, thank you for your time. I would be pleased to answer your questions.
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR BAUCUS

Question 1: In your oral remarks, you stated, in substance, that your views about
Section 301 of the Trade act, ‘‘Super 301,’’ and other market-opening tools in U.S.
law have evolved in recent years, and that your more recent writing reflect support
for an aggressive approach to opening foreign markets. Please identify the writing
to which you were alluding?

Answer: I recognize the importance of trade retaliation in international trade ne-
gotiation. In my more recent writings, I observe the importance of trade retaliation.
In an article, ‘‘The Limited but Important Role of the WTO’’ 19 Cato Journal Num-
ber 3, I recognize the importance of trade sanctions.

Question 2: You have made some critical statements concerning the Section 301
and Super 301 provisions for U.S. trade law. You have stated that it is ‘‘question-
able whether Section 301 is a proper tool of trade policy.’’ [U.S. International Trade
Regulation at 117 (1998).] You have described as ‘‘understandable’’ Japan’s com-
plaints that Super 301 was ‘‘smokescreen by the U.S. to shift blame for the trade
imbalance onto Japanese practices instead of U.S. domestic problems.’’ [. . . In
Our Stars: The Failure of American Trade Policy, 18 North Carolina Journal of
International Law & Commercial Regulation 1, 22 (1991).] Yet you have been nomi-
nated to head an agency whose stated mission is ‘‘to achieve full compliance by for-
eign nations with trade agreements they sign with our country.’’ In my view, achiev-
ing full compliance sometimes means that the United States has to exert pressure
on foreign countries. The United States must not refrain from using all of the tools
at its disposal, including sanctions in appropriate cases. How do you reconcile your
stated views with the mission of the agency you have been named to head?

Answer: I believe that Section 301 is a valid and valuable tool in trade policy and
market access negotiations. My views on this topic have been influenced by my own
recent experiences in attempting to export into foreign markets as a consultant and
corporate director. Additionally, after speaking with several successful exporters at
small and medium enterprises, I have learned that we cannot rely on the WTO or
other institutions when pursuing market access and compliance. I understand the
significant differences between academic theory and business and political reality.

I fully embrace the stated mission of MAC ‘‘to achieve full compliance by foreign
nations with trade agreements they sign with our country.’’ The Senator is correct
in his view that achieving full compliance sometimes means that the United States
has to exert pressure on foreign countries. If I am fortunate enough to be confirmed
by the Senate, I will support the use of every tool at the disposal of the federal gov-
ernment, including sanctions. If confirmed I will communicate regularly with Con-
gress and seek Congressional guidance in market access and compliance issues.

Question 3: In your 1998 monograph, U.S. International Trade Regulation, you
state [p. 117], ‘‘section 301 shifts the burden of our economy’s problems and it bla-
tantly protectionist; this violates the spirit of the GATT,’’ You go on to state [p. 117],
‘‘It is questionable whether section 301 is a proper tool of trade policy.’’ As head of
MAC, how would you deal with a U.S. business that ought to use 301 to obtain ac-
cess to a market that could not be opened through action short of a 301 petition?

Answer: If I am fortunate enough to be confirmed by the Senate, I will work with
the trade professionals at MAC and our counterparts in the Department of Com-
merce and the United States Trade Representatives to investigate trade violations
and build unassailable factual records in support of our Section 301 investigations
and support the use of Section 301 by the United States.

Question 4: You have written, ‘‘If the U.S. is to remain a valid partner in the mul-
tilateral trading system. Section 301 should be abandoned. . .’’ [In Our Stars at
27.] Section 301 is still in the books. Does this mean that the United States is not
a valid partner in the multilateral trading system? Do you still advocate repeal of
section 301?

Answer: The United States is a valid and leading partner in the multilateral trad-
ing system. I do not advocate repeal or amendment of Section 301.

Question 5: You have referred in your writings to ‘‘U.S. culpability for the trade
deficit.’’ [In Our Stars at 25.] Are you still of the view that the United States is ‘cul-
pable’’ for its trade deficit? In particular, its bilateral deficits with Japan? China?
To what degree, if any, do you view foreign market access barriers as contributing
to those bilateral deficits?

Answer: I am not of the view that the United States is culpable for its trade def-
icit. Foreign market access barriers, tariff and non-tariff barriers contribute to the
trade deficit. For example, Asia represents 33% of U.S. trade yet accounts for 86%
of our trade deficit. Half of this amount is from the trade deficit with Japan. Foreign
trade barriers, including foreign nation’s failure to de regulate their economies, are
clearly a factor in the trade deficit.
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Question 6: You have written that ‘‘Super 301 violates the spirit of the GATT and
is blatantly protectionist.’’ [Sanctions World Undermine Free Trade, St. Louis Post
Dispatch at 11B (Mar. 15, 1994).] Do you support the abolition of Super 301?
Wouldn’t you agree that, as head of MA, having Super 301 as a tool would strength-
en your ability to assist U.S. companies? Please explain your response.

Answer: The Super 301 Act I wrote of was passed in 1988 and expired in 1994.
It was re-instituted by the prior Administration in 1994 for a two year period, and
extended in 1995 for two more years (to 1996 and 1997). In April 1999, it was again
re-instituted by Executive Order for the years 1999–2001. It expired with the sub-
mission of a report to Congress at the end of April 2001.

Section 301 is a valid and valuable tool in trade negotiations. If Congress were
to pass a new Super 301 Act, if confirmed as Assistant Secretary of MAC, I would
utilize all the tools at the disposal of the federal government.

Question 7: You have written that ‘‘(a)n antitrust action against (keiretsu) firms
would be an action against Japanese corporate suture and would weaken an already
stained relationship with a close trading partner.’’ (U.S. Should Import Antitrust
Ideas. The San Francisco Chronicle at A21 (Mar. 9, 1992).) As head of MAC, would
you refrain from assisting a U.S. company challenge foreign anti-competitive con-
duct on the grounds that it might offend the ‘‘corporate culture’’ of the country?
Please explain your response.

Answer: If I am fortunate enough to be confirmed by the Senate, I would never
refrain from fighting for and serving any U.S. firm in their challenge of foreign anti-
competitive conduct on the grounds that it might offend the corporate culture of the
country. There is no legal or statutory basis for refraining from attacking the anti-
competitive conduct of a foreign country or its corporate system. If I am confirmed
by the Senate, offending the corporate culture of our trading partners will never be
a factor I consider when representing American businesses.

The article in question concerned applying United States antitrust laws to the
extraterritorial activities of Japanese keiretsu system in 1992. This plan was not
supported by then USTR Carla Hills or former USTR Clayton Yeutter. This article
expressed my belief that the most effective way of addressing some of the challenges
presented by the Japanese keiretsu system would be to allow U.S. firms to enter
into more joint ventures and cooperative research and development operation, simi-
lar to the keiretsu. In the article, I quote then TRW chairman Joseph T. Gorman
and business scholars at the University of Michigan Office for the Study of Auto-
motive Transportation who expressed support for more keiretsu like cooperation by
American firms to compete with Japanese firms.

The article also expresses strong support for the National Cooperative Research
Act Extension, passed by the Senate in February 1992. This bill was designed to
promote international joint ventures and industrial cooperation by American firms
and exempts certain industrial combinations from prosecution under U.S. antitrust
law. The article also praises industrial cooperation like Sematech, the government
sponsored computer chip consortium. Increased cooperation by the U.S. auto makers
in developing electric car batteries was also lauded.

I recognize the anti-competitive effects of the keiretsu system. In 1994, I testified
as an expert witness against the keiretsu system in an employment case in Cali-
fornia Superior Court.

Question 8: You have decried the use of trade remedy laws against respondents
in developing countries. (In Our Stars at 37.) Is it your view that MAC should take
a different approach to opening markets in developing countries than in other coun-
tries? If yes, would you use a different standard for developing countries that are
WTO members and have passed the time for phase-in of obligations under agree-
ments such as the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property
Rights?

Answer: I am not of the view that MAC should take a different approach to open-
ing markets in developing countries than in other countries. Congress has not estab-
lished statutory authority for taking different approaches to opening markets in de-
veloping countries as opposed to other countries. If I am fortunate enough to be con-
firmed by the Senate, I would never take nor advocate such an approach.

Question 9: You have stated that U.S. foreign policy goals should be taken into
account in deciding dumping cases. (In Our Stars at 46.) Do you also advocate tak-
ing foreign policy goals into account in deciding how to help U.S. companies gain
access to foreign markets? Is it appropriate for MAC to take foreign policy goals into
account in deciding how to assist U.S. companies?

Answer: I do not advocate taking foreign policy goals into account in deciding how
to help U.S. companies gain access to foreign markets. It is not appropriate for MAC
to take foreign policy goals into account in deciding how to assist U.S. companies.
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I also believe that foreign policy goals also should not be taken into account in the
administration of our unfair trade laws, including our Antidumping laws.

Question 10: In a 1992 article, you state, ‘‘(T)he information gathering process for
the National Trade Estimate (NTE) reports is clumsy at best.’’ (In Our Stars at 14.)
As head of MAC, what would you propose doing to improve the gathering of infor-
mation for the NTE?

Answer: There have been a great strides made in gathering information regarding
foreign trade barriers since the article I wrote in 1992. The Trade Compliance Cen-
ter was established in 1996, giving U.S. firms an easy and cost effective tool in noti-
fying the Department of compliance and market access issues. The Trade Compli-
ance Center actively searches for instances in which foreign countries are not living
up to their trade obligations.

The Trade Compliance Center has established a Compliance Liaison Program, a
public/private partnership of 71 trade associations, 8 labor associations and 156 Dis-
trict Export Councils to facilitate communication and prompt action on compliance
issues.

The Trade Compliance Center also is home to the Trade Complaint Hotline, allow-
ing easy contact by exporters.

In addition to these efforts, MAC will be placing compliance professionals in se-
lected embassies abroad and working with the Department of State and USTR to
develop staff training at the Foreign Affairs Institute for compliance officers.

In February, Secretary Evans asked each member of Congress to designate one
member of their staffs to serve as a Congressional Compliance Liaison. The Sec-
retary has also established a system of monthly reporting and monitoring of compli-
ance problems and results. He has also established a case system whereby compli-
ance issues may be addressed and monitored on line by MAC and Department of
Commerce professionals

If I am fortunate enough to be confirmed by the Senate as Assistant Secretary
for MAC, I will continue and expand the compliance outreach efforts of the Depart-
ment of Commerce. I will work with industry and trade associations to learn of and
investigate their compliance problems. If confirmed I will work with Congress to
continue outreach in the compliance area.

Question 11: Increasingly, foreign countries have been challenging U.S. trade rem-
edy laws at the WTO. These laws are entirely consistent with the applicable WTO
agreements. Challenges by Japan and others plainly are aimed at accomplishing
what they failed to accomplish in negotiations. At the same time, other countries
increasingly are using their own trade remedy laws to reduce market access for U.S.
products. Often foreign countries’ uses of trade remedy laws are blatantly incon-
sistent with the applicable WTO agreements.

The United States cannot afford to sit back and watch other countries deny us
market access in violation of the Antidumping Agreement and the Agreement on
Subsidies and Countervailing Measures. As the world’s most open market, we ought
to stand up and challenge these violations. As head of MAC, would you be prepared
to assist U.S. companies in challenging other countries’ WTO-violative use of their
antidumping and countervailing duty laws? If not, please explain.

Answer: I agree with the Senator that the United States cannot afford to sit back
and watch other countries deny us market access in violation of the Antidumping
Agreement and the Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Measures. We are
the world’s most open market and we must challenge these violations. If I am con-
firmed by the Senate, I will aggressively assist the Import Administration and
USTR in challenging other countries’ WTO-violative use of their antidumping and
countervailing duties laws.

Question 12: In a recent paper, you refer to ‘‘efforts . . . to hijack the train of
trade in the name of the environment, labor, global ethics and sovereignty.’’ You dis-
miss those who want trade rules to address labor and the environment as ‘‘trade
terrorists,’’ and you call them ‘‘new trade-come-latelys.’’ (All quotes come from ‘‘The
Limited but Important Role of the WTO’’ Speech Delivered at Cato Inst., Nov. 17,
1999.)

As you probably are aware, I differ strongly with this view. To the extent that
people want to see trade policy address labor and environment issues, it is simply
a recognition of an inherent relationship among these issues. Policy should reflect
economic reality. Moreover, those who press for inclusion of these issues on the
agenda are hardly ‘‘tradecome-latelys.’’ Recognition of these relationships goes back
to the 1947 GATT, which states in preamble that ‘‘relations in the field of trade and
economic endeavor should be conducted with a view to raising standards of living,
ensuring full employment and a large and steadily growing volume of real income
and effective demand, developing the full use of the resources of the world and ex-
panding the production and exchange of goods.’’
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Your dismissive attitude towards the presence of labor and environment in the
trade agenda cause me serious concern. Is my concern unwarranted? If so, why?

Were those who sought to include intellectual property rights protection in the
trade agenda two decades ago ‘‘trade terrorists?’’ Were they trying to hijack the
trade policy agenda?

Answer: I share the Senator’s concerns regarding trade, labor and the environ-
ment. I believe that trade can have its most positive impact on labor and the envi-
ronment by raising the standards of living. I believe that a wealthier trading part-
ner will have higher environmental and labor standards. I have also written that
a nation should be able to comply with its obligations under multilateral environ-
mental agreements without fear of being in violation of trade obligations and that
environmental regulations of our trading partners not be disguised trade barriers,
both views that I believe the Senator has also expressed.

I agree with the Senator that policy should reflect economic reality. I support the
views of President Bush that we must develop mutually supportive trade, environ-
mental and labor policies. Market distorting subsidies by our trading partners
threaten the environment. Canadian lumber subsidies and logging of old growth
timber, foreign subsidies to fishing industries causing overfishing are examples of
foreign trade practices which threaten the environment.

If am I fortunate enough to be confirmed by the Senate, I will unhesitatingly en-
force environmental or labor provisions of international trade agreements.

I do not believe that those who sought to include intellectual property rights pro-
tection in the trade agenda two decades ago were trade terrorists. Nor were they
trying to hijack the trade policy agenda. Intellectual property rights protection was
an important and logical extension of trade policy, a policy that the United States,
with a clear consensus, took the lead globally. U.S. firms were losing billions of dol-
lars due to the piracy of intellectual property.

Question 13: In your November 1999 Cato article (p. 372), you characterize the
views of some as opposition to trading ‘‘with states that have environmental or labor
standards that differ from those of the United States of the European Union.’’ Do
you recognize a difference, for example, between seeking countries’ adherence to
core labor standards as defined by the International Labor Organization and seek-
ing countries’ adherence to U.S. standards? Is it your position that countries’ failure
to adhere to the core ILO standards has no effect on our trade relationship with
those countries? Is it your view that countries’ failure to adhere to the core stand-
ards defined by the ILO should not be taken into account in formulating our trade
policy?

Answer: I recognize the difference between seeking countries adherence to core
labor standards as defined by the International Labor Organization and seeking
countries adherence to U.S. standards. It is not my position that countries’ failure
to adhere to the core ILO standards has no effect on our trade relationship with
those countries. It is not my view that failure to adhere to the core standards de-
fined by the ILO should not be taken into account in formulating our trade policy.
In prior oral testimony before the Senate Finance Committee, January 28, 1999, I
have expressed support for the ILO.

Question 14: In your November 1999 Cato article (p. 372), you state that
‘‘(g)overnments and environmental NGOs for whom trade is not a primary goal are
unlikely to take a balanced perspective when evaluating trade and the environ-
ment.’’ Is it your contention that bureaucrats in the WTO are likely to take a bal-
anced perspective when evaluating trade and the environment? Please explain.

Answer: It is not my contention that bureaucrats in the WTO are likely to take
a balanced perspective when evaluating trade and the environment. I believe that
the WTO lacks expertise and the collective knowledge to make such evaluations on
a regular basis.

Question 15: In a recent article in the Cato Journal, you wrote, ‘‘Although well
suited to handle trade disputes, the WTO is primarily a trade forum and lacks ex-
pertise in assessing environmental or labor standards.’’ (The Limited but Important
Roles of the WTO, 19 Cato Journal 371, 372 (Winter 2000).) Would you agree that
the same could be said of intellectual property rights? Sanitary and phytosanitary
standards? Is there something that distinguishes labor and environment, on the one
hand, and intellectual property rights and SPS, on the other, when it comes to the
analytical abilities of WTO dispute settlement panels? Please explain.

Answer: What I believe distinguishes intellectual property rights from labor and
environmental issues in WTO expertise is expertise, knowledge and consensus. In-
tellectual property is a direct trade issue in the sense that goods are produced with
the explicit belief that they may cross borders and that they are the property of the
person who creates them. The WTO could not serve American interests if it did not
address an issue that was costing U.S. firms billions and billions of dollars. There



99

is a consensus that intellectual property is an issue that America needed to have
addressed at the WTO. I am acutely aware of concerns in this area. I also believe
that labor and the environment are issues that have to be addressed if there is to
be a new consensus on trade. If I am fortunate enough to be confirmed by the Sen-
ate, I would look to Congress for guidance in this area.

Question 16: You have written, ‘‘by punishing for global environmental standards,
the basic trade doctrine of comparative advantage may be watered down or ignored.’’
(Green Showdown at the WTO, Center or the Study of American Business Contem-
porary Issues Series 85 at 6 (March 1997).) Is the suppression of environmental
standards on par with natural resource endowments or a skilled labor force as
sources of comparative advantage? Isn’t suppression of environmental standards
really a form of regulatory advantage? Please explain.

Answer: Suppression of environmental standards is not a legitimate form of com-
parative advantage and I have never supported and do not support the suppression
of environmental standards. Suppression of environmental standards is a form of
regulatory advantage. I understand that the NAFTA parties recognize that it is in-
appropriate to encourage investment by relaxing environmental standards. I am not
aware of situations of where environmental standards have been suppressed to gain
a comparative or regulatory advantage. If confirmed by the Senate, I would welcome
an opportunity to learn more from the Senator and Congress about this practice and
its impacts on U.S. competitiveness in global markets.

Question 17: In your November 1999 Cato article (p. 373), you state that ‘‘WTO
panels provide an opportunity to test U.S. practice and laws to see if we are truly
an open economy, dedicated to free trade.’’ As you are aware, the United States has
had a number of recent defeats in WTO dispute settlement. Do you believe that
these demonstrate that the United States is not ‘‘truly an open economy dedicated
to free trade?’’ As head of MAC, could you see yourself refraining from pressing an-
other county to open its markets for fear that that country might retaliate by chal-
lenging U.S. practices at the WTO?

Answer: I do not believe that an adverse decision at the WTO dispute settlement
mechanism demonstrates or calls into question our national dedication to free trade
nor the open nature of our economy. If I am fortunate enough to be confirmed by
the Senate, I would never refrain from my duty and sworn obligation of aggressively
pressing for market access for fear that the offending country might retaliate by
challenging U.S. practices at the WTO.

If confirmed, I will never hesitate to press for market access and compliance by
our trading partners. Secretary Evans has stated that compliance is going to be an
absolute. My dedication to market access and compliance will be similarly unrelent-
ing and unyielding.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BRIAN C. ROSEBORO

Chairman Baucus, Ranking Member Grassley, and Members of the Committee on
Finance, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today.

I am honored that President Bush has nominated me to serve as Assistant Sec-
retary of the Treasury for Financial Markets and, if confirmed, to have the oppor-
tunity to work with Secretary O’Neill, the Treasury staff, and others in the Admin-
istration to advance the President’s economic agenda.

Before proceeding any further, I would like to take this opportunity to thank my
grandparents, Cleo Duncan Roseboro and James Benjamin Roseboro Jr., both de-
ceased. It is because of their instilling the values of hard work, perseverance and
faith that I am honored to sit before you today.

If confirmed, I look forward to working closely with this Committee, the Senate,
and with Members of the House of Representatives on the broad range of issues ad-
dressed by the Office of Financial Markets.

The Department of the Treasury plays a fundamental role in our financial mar-
kets. The strength and resilience of the markets are of critical importance to global
financial stability and confidence. In addition to serving as an advisor to Secretary
O’Neill on capital market issues, debt management, and Treasury’s response to mar-
ket events, I especially hope to have the opportunity to work with this Committee
to improve the efficiency with which we finance the government’s obligations.

My eighteen years of experience in capital markets has given me the opportunity
to learn about and actively confront many of the pertinent issues evolving from the
globalization of banking and capital markets. Beginning my career with the Federal
Reserve Bank of New York, I learned the macroeconomic policy and operational
issues critical for the development of efficient markets. Later, private sector oppor-
tunities, with preeminent global banking and insurance institutions, honed my un-
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derstanding of the issues of those seeking to transfer financial risk and those choos-
ing to manage it. In sum, I have been afforded a unique opportunity to understand
and actively address many issues evolving in financial markets from the perspec-
tives of regulator, salesperson, trader, and corporate wide risk manager.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for the opportunity to appear before the Com-
mittee. I hope members of the Committee will support me, and I promise to work
diligently and with an open mind on all matters that this Committee may wish to
raise with this Office. I hope that this will be the beginning of a strong working
relationship.

I would like to thank Secretary O’Neill for the confidence he has shown in me
by supporting me for this office. I would be pleased to answer any questions that
you and other members of the Committee may have.
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR BAUCUS

Question 1: Reducing the debt held by the public lowers interest costs in the Fed-
eral budget in all future years. This is very important because the huge number of
baby boomers will begin to retire in 2010. Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid
costs will rise. But we will be in much better shape to cope with these costs if inter-
est costs have dropped dramatically by then. Or be eliminated completely.
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During the last three years, the Federal Government has been able to reduce debt
held by the public by $363 Billion. For Fiscal Year 2001, there should be more than
$150 Billion of additional reduction in such debt. We have done a good job. But we
must do more.

Mr. Roseboro, you will be the Treasury official responsible for actually imple-
menting the debt reduction. As I understand it, there are two methods for actually
reducing the amount of debt held by the public. First, as debt matures, you can sim-
ply decline to roll it over with new debt. Second, you can buy back outstanding debt
that has not matured yet. I understand that several years ago, Treasury began a
program to buy back outstanding debt. And I understand that this program has
been very successful.

Earlier this year, there was some dispute as to whether this buyback program
could continue much longer into the future without having to pay excessive amounts
to the holders of the debt. Some said the program could continue only through next
year. Others said it could continue for quite a few more years. What would your
view be, Mr. Roseboro about whether this program could successfully continue be-
yond next year?

Answer: Treasury’s debt buyback program represents only a small portion of the
overall paydown of the debt held by the public. To date, the Treasury has bought
back $47.25 billion par amount of securities since the inception of the debt buyback
program in March of 2000. Response from the financial markets has been positive,
and Treasury expects this to remain the case for some time.

Although costs may rise eventually, there is no evidence at this time to suggest
that the debt buyback program cannot continue beyond next year. If confirmed, I
will continue to evaluate the results of the buyback program going forward in order
to ensure that the interests of America’s taxpayers are protected.

Question 2: In testimony before the Senate Budget Committee in January, Fed
Chairman Alan Greenspan raised the possibility that the Federal Government
would have to purchase private-sector assets sometime during the next ten years.
Indeed, the Congressional Budget Resolution assumed that by the end of Fiscal
Year 2011, the Federal Government would hold $843 Billion of excess cash.

Now Chairman Greenspan indicated that the need for the Federal Government
to own private securities would be reduced if the Federal Government diverted So-
cial Security payroll tax receipts into private sector savings accounts. However, I am
advised that even with a diversion, such as a diversion of 2 percentage points of
payroll taxes, the Federal Government will still have to buy private-sector assets—
if not in the next ten years, then soon thereafter.

Now if the Federal Government has to purchase private-sector assets, it could be
done by the Social Security Trust Fund, the Medicare Hospital Insurance Fund, an-
other Trust Fund, or by the general Fund of the Treasury. Chairman Greenspan,
in his testimony in January said that if it were necessary to have the Federal Gov-
ernment buy private-sector assets:

‘‘It would be preferable in my judgment to allocate the required private assets
to the social security trust funds, rather than to on-budget accounts. To be sure,
such trust fund investments are subject to the same concerns about political
pressures as on-budget investments would be. The expectation that the retire-
ment of the baby-boom generation will eventually require a draw down of these
fund balances does, however, provide some mitigation of these concerns.’’

It seems clear then that one entity or another of the Federal Government will
have to purchase private-sector securities in the future. If this is going to happen,
we need to get our best minds thinking right now about how we could create inde-
pendent boards that could be well insulated from any political pressure as to what
to invest in. And we need to make sure that the Federal Government does not start
interfering in shareholder decisions.

Your office should play a key role in developing options for the creation of such
independent boards, or for finding other solutions for this problem. Do you plan on
having your office work on these critical issues?

Answer: The Office of Financial Markets will play a key role in developing options
for the Secretary of the Treasury and the Administration. If confirmed, I look for-
ward to working within Treasury and with Congress on this important issue.
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