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Public Law 117–263, on behalf of the 
ranking member of the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, appoints 
the following individual to serve as 
member of the Commission on Reform 
and Modernization of the Department 
of State: the Honorable Stephen 
Biegun of Michigan. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
DECEMBER 11, 2023 AT 3 P.M. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand adjourned until 3 p.m. on Mon-
day, December 11; that following the 
prayer and pledge, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day, and morning 
business be closed; that upon the con-
clusion of morning business, the Sen-
ate proceed to executive session to re-
sume consideration of the Federico 
nomination postcloture; further, that 
all postcloture debate time on the 
Federico nomination be considered ex-
pired at 5:30 p.m. and that upon dis-
position of the nomination, the Senate 
resume consideration of the Coker 
nomination; finally, that if any nomi-
nations are confirmed during Monday’s 
session, the motion to reconsider be 
considered made and laid upon the 
table, and the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask that it stand ad-
journed under the previous order, fol-
lowing the remarks of Senators LEE, 
SULLIVAN, and GILLIBRAND. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-

ior Senator from Utah. 

f 

DEFUND ACT 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, in the words 
of a Simon and Garfunkel song, they 
sing of a dream in which ‘‘the world 
had all agreed to put an end to war.’’ 
And they reached this agreement, ap-
parently, just by signing a single piece 
of paper. 

This dream is just a dream, of course. 
That is not how things are brought 
about. That is not how lasting peace 
occurs. But the dream echoes the stat-
ed aspirations that led to the creation 
and, eventually, the perpetuation of 
the United Nations. But as history un-
folded, the stark reality has not lived 
up to those lofty aspirations. 

We have witnessed failure upon fail-
ure, and yet the 20th-century notion of 
a collective world peace still lingers in 
the minds of the American foreign pol-

icy establishment. It is a notion that 
believes that, somehow, U.S. participa-
tion and leadership within the United 
Nations is a foundational pillar of our 
security and our strength. 

A glance at the world today, how-
ever, reveals the harsh truth: Enduring 
global peace remains just a dream. 
While the corridors of the United Na-
tions were designed for diplomacy, it 
now serves as a place where America’s 
adversaries—people who trample on 
diplomatic principles and even human 
dignity itself, to say nothing of na-
tional sovereignty—sponsor initiatives 
that fly in the face of our foundational 
principles and values. 

Just last November, we saw Iran, 
known for its support of terrorist 
groups and its systemic targeting of 
Jewish people, chairing a U.N. human 
rights event—actually chairing it. Rus-
sia and China, nations that challenge 
our interests and undermine our values 
at every turn, hold permanent seats on 
the U.N. Security Council. China, for 
its part, also continues to enjoy the 
benefits of developing nation status, 
exploiting U.N. programs and other 
monetary benefits for questionable 
gain. 

Now, the United States, as the U.N.’s 
largest funder, ends up tacitly sup-
porting these things through its fund-
ing. The largest contributor to the 
U.N.’s budget is the United States. The 
Biden administration continues to 
fund, indirectly, groups like Hamas 
through the United Nations Relief and 
Works Agency, known for its anti-Se-
mitic indoctrination. 

Similarly, the previous administra-
tion halted funding for the United Na-
tions Population Fund due to its sup-
port for coercive abortion practices in 
China. 

The bloated bureaucracy of the U.N. 
epitomizes the very foreign entangle-
ments that our Founding Fathers 
warned against. The global security en-
vironment of today underscores the ur-
gency of reasserting American sov-
ereignty. 

The DEFUND Act, which I have in-
troduced this week in the Senate, seeks 
to end U.S. participation in the United 
Nations system, ensuring that any fu-
ture attempts to rejoin would require 
Senate approval. 

Now, detractors argue that U.S. in-
volvement is essential for our security 
and that absence from the U.N. would 
somehow diminish our soft power, forc-
ing us to rely solely on military might. 

These are misleading distractions. 
The current U.N. system itself erodes 
American soft power and compels us to 
conform our national interest to the 
whims of the so-called rules-based 
international order. This 
fearmongering overlooks the proven 
value of bilateral relationships, which 
are the true bedrock of international 
diplomacy. 

At the U.N.’s inception in 1945, Presi-
dent Truman presented a choice be-
tween ‘‘international chaos’’ and the 
‘‘establishment of a world organization 

for . . . peace.’’ Yet, despite the U.N.’s 
existence, chaos abounds, adversaries 
leverage their U.N. positions, and the 
goal of peace is overshadowed by the 
ambition for supranational governance. 

The true hope for a peaceful world 
lies not in such global institutions but 
in the strength of our national sov-
ereignty and the use of that strength 
to forge and continue to foster bilat-
eral relationships around the world. 

As William Shakespeare said, ‘‘What 
win I, if I gain the thing I seek?’’ One 
must truly ask: What does the United 
Nations seek? Is it truly peace? I think 
not. Its actions speak for themselves. 

Since 1945, the United States has 
slowly surrendered national sov-
ereignty to the U.N. under the guise of 
customary international law and under 
this broad aspirational goal of some-
how bringing peace and harmony 
through this international organiza-
tion, an international organization 
that is, itself, utterly untethered from 
the electoral politics of any country. 
They very much operate as an island 
unto themselves once they enter the 
halls of the U.N. 

Now, we in the United States finance 
a very significant portion of the U.N., 
much of it voluntarily, with no obliga-
tion to do so. Our generosity has been 
misused to empower terrorists; foment 
hate; facilitate coercive practices 
abroad; and in many, many ways, un-
dermine our values. 

The DEFUND Act aims to restore 
American independence from the U.N.’s 
bureaucracy. It will repeal the 
foundational Participation Act within 
the U.N., the U.N. Participation Act of 
1945; terminate our contributions and 
participation in peacekeeping oper-
ations; and strip U.N. personnel of dip-
lomatic immunity within the United 
States. It will also remove the United 
States from the World Health Organi-
zation and prohibit reentry into the 
U.N. system without the Senate’s ad-
vice and consent. 

It is time that we face reality. The 
U.N. has long since ceased to be an ef-
fective or responsible steward of our re-
sources. It is time for America to lead 
through strength and sovereignty, not 
through subservience to an organiza-
tion that no longer serves our inter-
ests—much less the interests of a re-
alizable, lasting peace. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

f 

CHINA 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I am 
going to pose a simple question here re-
lated to this guy. That is the dictator 
of China, Xi Jinping. Imagine if a Chi-
nese financial institution, one of their 
banks, one of their private equity 
funds—they have a lot of them. Imag-
ine if a Chinese financial institution 
started to invest in the United States 
in big technologies that would make 
the U.S. military much stronger. What 
do you think would happen to those ex-
ecutives in China? They are taking 
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Chinese money, and they are pouring it 
into companies that work directly with 
the Pentagon, making the U.S. Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force 
stronger and more lethal. What would 
this dictator do to those Chinese execu-
tives? 

I will tell you what he would do. A, 
he would never let them do it. But if 
they did do it, he would arrest them, 
put them in jail, and shoot them at 
sunup. That is what he would do. 

There is not one person in this body, 
not one person in America—heck, not 
one person in China—who would dis-
agree with that. 

That is what he would do. 
So what happens when American in-

vestment companies—financial institu-
tions, private equity firms, hedge 
funds, venture capital firms, invest-
ment banks—what happens when they 
invest in Chinese companies that make 
the Chinese military more lethal and 
stronger? What happens? 

The answer: pretty much nothing. 
Worse, we have a hard time knowing 
which American firms are even doing 
this. 

This is a huge knowledge gap in an 
asymmetrical advantage that our big-
gest adversary—right here, Xi Jinping 
and the Chinese Communist Party—has 
over us. 

They can’t invest. They won’t invest. 
They will get the death penalty if they 
invest in an American company that 
will help our military become stronger. 

We have, who knows, a lot of finan-
cial institutions investing in Chinese 
companies to make their military 
stronger. We have financial companies 
that are investing in the Chinese Com-
munist Party, companies that are pro-
ducing things like advanced semi-
conductors, artificial intelligence, 
quantum computing, hypersonics—all 
technologies that are critical to domi-
nating the 21st century battlefield. 
This is a giant American national secu-
rity issue. 

I don’t normally come down to the 
Senate floor and quote Lenin. I am not 
a big fan of Lenin. But he purportedly 
said that ‘‘capitalists will sell us the 
rope with which we will hang them.’’ 

There is a little bit of that going on 
right now here in the United States of 
America. We have executives in this 
country and certain financial institu-
tions—by the way, these American fi-
nancial institutions and executives owe 
everything to their success by being 
American, being in the greatest coun-
try in the world, with the rule of law 
and our capital markets and our dy-
namic economy. Their success is be-
cause of the great Nation we live in, 
and yet some, kind of addicted to mak-
ing more money—listen to Lenin. They 
are like, you know, maybe I will do 
that advanced chip manufacturing in-
vestment in the Chinese economy; 
maybe I will help them a little bit with 
artificial intelligence or quantum com-
puting. 

By the way, quantum computing, if 
you get really good at that, you can 

break any code that our military uses. 
You are toast if you can’t commu-
nicate in a covered fashion—encrypted. 

This is really dangerous stuff. I was 
first, actually, made aware of this 
many years ago by, in my view, one of 
the best Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff for our military that we have 
had in decades, Marine Corps Gen. Joe 
Dunford. He is just a fantastic Marine 
officer, just a fantastic Chairman. He is 
very measured, very smart, very stra-
tegic. 

He raised this issue with me many 
years ago: Senator, we, America, have 
financial institutions—American finan-
cial institutions using American in-
vestment money—you know, the Iowa 
teachers’ retirement plan, the laborers’ 
retirement plan. They are taking that 
money, and they are investing it in 
China in some really advanced tech-
nologies. 

There is a problem. The Chinese 
don’t have that kind of investment 
capital and professionalism to grow 
these companies, but we do. 

So this was first brought up to me by 
a great Marine general. So I started 
digging into it over the years and 
years, and it is a giant problem. Senior 
administration officials in the Biden 
administration agree. A whole host of 
top national security officials in the 
Trump administration agree. This is a 
bipartisan issue in terms of the con-
cern. It is a blinking red light for our 
national security. 

So some might ask: Well, wait a 
minute. What is wrong with an Amer-
ican financial company making an in-
vestment in the Chinese private econ-
omy? 

Well, look, it depends on what part of 
the Chinese private economy. If you 
want to go make more hamburgers 
over there and sell—I don’t know—re-
frigerators, that is fine. But these are 
investments in some of the critical 
technological needs of the military 
that will enable whichever military 
dominates these sectors to dominate 
the 21st century battlefield. 

And, by the way, there is no such 
thing as a private company in China. If 
you are a private equity firm in Amer-
ica, you are saying: Well, I am just in-
vesting in this private company in 
China to help them with their quantum 
computing capability. 

We all know that this guy and the 
Chinese military—the PLA and the 
Chinese Communist Party—they own 
that. They own that. They will take it, 
use it, dominate it. 

So what can we do about this prob-
lem? Well, look, there are a lot of ideas 
on what we can do about this problem. 
I am working on legislation that would 
actually have the U.S. Government, be-
lieve it or not—and I am not a big gov-
ernment guy—look into the invest-
ments being made by American finan-
cial institutions into some of the most 
high-tech areas of China, what we 
would call outbound CFIUS. CFIUS is 
this process for inbound investment. 

Let’s look at what is happening out-
bound. It is a little more controversial. 

I think we need it, unfortunately, be-
cause we have a lot of—not a ton but, 
certainly, a number of—American fi-
nancial executives who are like: Look, 
man, whatever—patriotism, I will leave 
that at the door. I am not really wor-
ried about that. I am not worried about 
that guy. I just want to make a big 
buck. It is too bad, but we got them. So 
we need this. 

Here is an easier starting point. Let’s 
have a transparency provision that en-
ables us, the U.S. Government, to say: 
All right, big financial American firms 
or private equity firms or hedge funds, 
the American investment dollars that 
you are getting from the Illinois teach-
ers’ retirement fund, we want to know 
if you are putting that into quantum 
computing that can help this guy 
dominate Taiwan. 

We want to know that. We want 
transparency. It is pretty good idea. 

Now, Senator CORNYN offered a bill— 
I was a cosponsor of it—that we at-
tached to the NDAA, saying we want 
outbound investment transparency. We 
want to know: What are American fi-
nancial firms doing helping this guy 
become stronger? 

It is pretty easy. Guess what, Mr. 
President. It is super bipartisan. That 
bill is brought to the floor as part of 
the National Defense Authorization 
Act and passed 91 to 6—91 to 6. Very 
few things pass 91 to 6 here. That did 
because it made sense. It is very bipar-
tisan and relatively simple. It is just 
transparency. 

Hey, Sequoia Capital—I am going to 
talk about them in minute—a big pri-
vate equity firm, are they investing in 
quantum computing that can help this 
guy dominate the world? We should 
know, especially if it is American in-
vestment dollars, right? 

So that is a good start. There is a lot 
of agreement. 

Here is a letter from Dr. Kevin Rob-
erts, the head of the Heritage Founda-
tion. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter dated November 29, 
2023, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material was 
ordered to be printed in the Record, as fol-
lows: 

CONGRESS: TIME TO WALK THE WALK ON CHINA 

WASHINGTON—Heritage Action President 
Dr. Kevin Roberts released the following 
statement Wednesday as Congress finalizes 
its annual defense bill. 

‘‘Congress must seize opportunities in this 
year’s National Defense Authorization Act 
(NDAA) to counter threats from Communist 
China and deliver for the American people. 
Reports that the House of Representatives 
may abandon efforts to track the billions of 
dollars of U.S. capital flowing into China, in-
cluding into sanctioned Chinese military and 
technology companies, are extremely con-
cerning. Doing so would all but ensure that 
the House will close out its first year of Re-
publican leadership without notching any 
meaningful legislative accomplishments to 
address the most critical national security 
threats from China. 

Multiple efforts to address threats from 
China are in danger of being omitted from 
the NDAA, including provisions to sanction 
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fentanyl traffickers, protect U.S. agricul-
tural land, and end the funneling of taxpayer 
dollars to Chinese drone and biotech compa-
nies. However, the most important effort 
would begin to tackle a massive problem: 
today, U.S. capital freely flows into China 
with few restrictions, little oversight, and 
minimal prohibitions. The pensions and sav-
ings of millions of Americans are literally fi-
nancing China’s military buildup. Neverthe-
less, reports indicate that efforts by House 
Financial Services Chairman Patrick 
McHenry may succeed in blocking the Sen-
ate’s bipartisan Outbound Investment Trans-
parency Act, which would begin scrutinizing 
these problematic investments in China. 

‘‘Failing to advance outbound investment 
reform would be a gift to Xi Jinping and the 
Chinese Communist Party. Congress works 
for the American people, not Wall Street. It 
is long past time to stop funding our own de-
struction and end business as usual with Bei-
jing. Politicians like talking the talk about 
being tough on China—it’s time to walk the 
walk.’’ 

Mr. SULLIVAN. He was talking 
about how we need to be able to track 
U.S. capital flowing into China, and it 
would be extremely concerning if that 
Cornyn amendment didn’t make it into 
the final NDAA. 

So he is saying: Hey, Senators, House 
Members, make sure that stays in. 

Thank you, President Roberts of Her-
itage. 

He also wrote the leadership of the 
House and Senate: Senator MCCON-
NELL, Senator SCHUMER, Speaker JOHN-
SON, and Congressman JEFFRIES. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter dated November 16, 
2023, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NOVEMBER 16, 2023. 
Hon. MIKE JOHNSON, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. CHARLES E. SCHUMER, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. HAKEEM JEFFRIES, 
Minority Leader, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SPEAKER JOHNSON, LEADER JEFFRIES, 
LEADER SCHUMER, AND LEADER MCCONNELL: 
As the FY2024 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act (NDAA) moves through conference 
committee, we write to urge Congress’s sup-
port for security-related restrictions on out-
bound investment of American capital to the 
People’s Republic of China (PRC). Many out-
bound investments into China are jeopard-
izing our national security by accelerating 
sensitive dual civilian and military tech-
nology development for the PRC, thereby 
strengthening its military, intelligence, sur-
veillance, and security capabilities. 

Some in Congress incorrectly argue that 
restricting such investments will impede the 
economic growth produced by adhering to 
free market principles. House Financial 
Services Chairman Patrick McHenry, for ex-
ample, has argued that ‘‘If we oppose China’s 
state-run economy, we want more private in-
vestment—not less. Of those private inves-
tors, we want more of them to be Ameri-
cans—not fewer. And if we are truly con-
cerned by China’s technology companies, we 
want as many Americans as possible steering 
them, spreading Western standards, and 
complying with U.S. laws.’’ 

This argument does not apply to a state- 
controlled economy like China’s, where busi-
nesses succeed only at the pleasure of the 
Chinese Communist Party (CCP). We regu-
larly observe how the PRC cajoles American 
businesses into advancing CCP interests and 
values, from Hollywood studios and profes-
sional sports leagues preserving their mar-
ket access by self-censoring, to major Amer-
ican companies promising to uphold ‘‘core 
socialist values.’’ It is both unwise and un-
conscionable to finance the capabilities of an 
adversary hostile to American interests and 
values. 

Recognition of the risks associated with 
U.S. investment flowing to the PRC is grow-
ing. In his letter of August 3, 2023, Chairman 
Mike Gallagher of the Select Committee on 
the Strategic Competition between the 
United States and the Chinese Communist 
Party warned that much of the more than $1 
trillion that the U.S. invests in the PRC 
through public markets ‘‘directly finances 
PRC technology companies with documented 
connections to the Chinese military and the 
Chinese Community Party’s (CCP) abhorrent 
human rights abuses.’’ President Biden’s re-
cent Executive Order 14105 of August 9, 2023 
purports to speak to this concern, as do nu-
merous legislative proposals. On July 25, 
2023,the Senate voted 91–6 to include in the 
FY24 NDAA the Outbound Investment Trans-
parency Act, which would require notifica-
tion of U.S. investments in key industries in 
foreign countries of concern. 

Congress must establish sensible restric-
tions on U.S. capital flowing to sensitive in-
dustries and technologies in China. As a 
starting point, the FY24 NDAA must main-
tain the Senate’s approach of establishing a 
disclosure and transparency regime for high- 
tech investments. Building on that founda-
tion with meaningful restrictions in further 
critical technology sectors would be an even 
better outcome for American national secu-
rity. 

Nor should Congress accept attempts to 
substitute sanctions for outbound invest-
ment screening. Opponents of meaningful re-
strictions on outbound investment into 
China have argued that additional sanctions 
authorities are an acceptable alternative, de-
spite the continuing lax enforcement of even 
mandatory sanctions towards China. While 
we strongly support enhancing and more sen-
sibly harmonizing the U.S. sanctions regime, 
sanctions alone are piecemeal and backwards 
looking, rather than comprehensive and pre-
ventative. Predictability, efficiency, and ef-
ficacy all favor broad, robust prohibitions as 
default. Specifically, the Committee passed 
Chinese Military and Surveillance Company 
Sanctions Act should not replace the Out-
bound Investment Transparency Act. 

Congress cannot allow American invest-
ment—including the investment of millions 
of average Americans’ retirement funds—to 
bankroll threats to America’s national secu-
rity, the erosion of America’s technological 
edge, and the violation of our nation’s essen-
tial commitments to freedom and human 
dignity. Congress works for the American 
people, not Wall Street. As the FY24 NDAA 
is finalized, it must retain the Outbound In-
vestment Transparency Act. 

Sincerely, 
CHRIS GRISWOLD, 

Policy Director, Amer-
ican Compass. 

VICTORIA COATES, 
Vice President, Davis 

Institute for Na-
tional Security and 
Foreign Policy, The 
Heritage Founda-
tion. 

THOMAS J. DUESTERBERG, 
Senior Fellow Hudson 

Institute. 

MICHAEL A. NEEDHAM, 
Executive Director, 

America2100. 
HON. STEVE YATES, 

China Policy Initia-
tive, America First 
Policy Institute. 

JOSEPH MILLER, 
Executive Director, 

Citizens for Renew-
ing America. 

JON TOOMEY, 
Senior VP of Govern-

ment Relations, Coa-
lition for a Pros-
perous America. 

Mr. SULLIVAN. The letter says this 
is really important—this Outbound In-
vestment Transparency Act, 91 to 6. 
Let’s get it in the final NDAA. 

It is pretty simple, pretty non-
controversial. 

But, Mr. President, as you know, 
nothing here is ever simple. Evidently, 
the chairman of the House Financial 
Services Committee, PATRICK 
MCHENRY—I don’t know him. He seems 
like a nice guy, from what I hear. But, 
boy, is this guy misguided because it is 
all over the press that he fought like 
crazy to strip this provision out of the 
NDAA. 

Why would he do that? By the way, 
he is retiring. So I am not sure why we 
give him a lot of say anymore. But 
somehow, some way, one Congress-
man—Republican, by the way—over in 
the House convinced the House to strip 
this transparency provision that is 
meant to undermine this bad guy. They 
stripped it out of the NDAA. So it is 
not in the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act because one Congressman 
said: I don’t want it in. Ninety-one 
Senators said: We need it in. And, by 
the way, the vast majority of the 
House wants it in. 

You have a really strong House Mem-
ber, Congressman GALLAGHER, who is 
leading this bipartisan China commis-
sion. He says it is really important. 

The Biden administration wants it 
in. I have talked to Secretary of Com-
merce Raimondo and the Secretary of 
Defense. They all want it in. But one 
Congressman, who is not even going to 
be around anymore, gets to strip it out 
so we don’t know what American in-
vestments are going to make this guy 
stronger? He gets the final say? 

This is an outrage. And this is 
enough of an outrage that Senator 
CORNYN and I, 2 weeks ago, in a lunch, 
when the Speaker of the House came to 
visit us, we said: Hey, Mr. Speaker, we 
are hearing some things about this 
really important, simple transparency 
investment provision, that you guys 
might strip it out. Why? 

Come on. Some of us have been fo-
cused on the China threat for years, 
and now, we have one Congressman, 
who is leaving, and he says we strip it 
out, when 91 Senators say we need it. 

So the Speaker said to me and Sen-
ator CORNYN—we were pretty forceful 
in the meeting. I am a big fan of the 
new Speaker, Speaker JOHNSON. But he 
said: Well, it might not make it in the 
NDAA, but we will bring to the floor of 
the House a vote on the McCaul bill. 
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This is the chairman of the House 

Foreign Affairs Committee, Chairman 
MCCAUL, who has an amendment that 
is very similar to the Cornyn amend-
ment. Actually, it is a little bit tough-
er. So he doesn’t like it. Xi Jinping 
doesn’t like it. So we said: All right, 
Mr. Speaker. It sounds like a good 
compromise. Let’s do it. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Since that meeting, I think I have 
gotten a commitment, and I think Sen-
ator CORNYN thinks he has gotten a 
commitment from the Speaker of the 
House to a bunch of U.S. Senators, say-
ing: Don’t worry, we got this. 

Since that time, I have been reading 
press reports. Now, look, the press can 
get a lot of things wrong. The press is 
saying: No, actually, the Speaker is 
not going to bring up a vote on the 
McCaul bill—which, by the way, in the 
House, will get 340 votes easy, and if 
that came back here, it would get 91, 
maybe more. So it would be super bi-
partisan, and this guy, this dictator, 
would hate it. Let’s do it. Let’s do it. 

But just lately, the press is reporting 
that the Speaker is now saying: Maybe 
I won’t do what I told the Senators. 
Maybe I am going to put some kind of 
Commission together, and we will 
study it. 

Well, as you know, when you start 
studying things here, that is a way to 
kick the can down the road. 

So my first priority here is to call 
out the Speaker of the House and say: 
Mr. Speaker, I am pretty sure you said 
you were going to bring the McCaul 
bill to the House floor soon—maybe be-
fore Christmas but certainly January. 
Let’s get it voted on. We will pass it 
here in the Senate, I guarantee you. 
The majority leader will bring it up. 
Let’s do that. 

So I hope you continue to make that 
commitment, Mr. Speaker. It would be 
really disappointing if somehow a Con-
gressman who is leaving—leaving— 
teams up with the people who don’t 
want us to know how Americans are in-
vesting in this guy’s military indus-
trial complex. That wouldn’t be good. 

So I call on the Speaker to keep that 
commitment that he made to a bunch 
of U.S. Senators recently and not put 
forward some kind of baloney Commis-
sion that is just kicking the can down 
the road. That wouldn’t be good. 

But let me end with just a reason— 
like, why does transparency matter? 
Why does it matter? Well, I am going 
to give one small example, but it is a 
pretty good one. 

This is a venture capital firm called 
Sequoia. Very successful. Americans. 
They benefited from being an Amer-
ican company working in the American 
economy. Really, really smart guys 
and women. Highly successful. Their 
executives are very wealthy, and that 
is great. This is a capitalist country; I 
love that. 

But they were also known as one of 
these firms that were doing what I 
said: making big investments over 
many, many years in very high-tech 

components of the Chinese economy— 
advanced computer chip manufac-
turing, quantum computing, things 
like that. I think that is wrong, that 
Americans and American executives 
and American investment dollars are 
going to China to help develop weapon 
systems that will be used to kill U.S. 
marines and U.S. sailors if we ever get 
in a fight in the Taiwan Strait. 

So Sequoia Capital came to meet 
with me a couple years ago, and I es-
sentially told them that. Hey, look, 
you are very successful. That is great. 
You live in the greatest country in the 
world. You have done a lot to help our 
economy. But why are you helping the 
Chinese economy? Why are you invest-
ing in things that are going to give 
them a military advantage over our 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines? 
Why are you doing that? 

They didn’t have a good answer. 
It wasn’t a very cordial meeting, to 

be honest, because we didn’t see it the 
same way. But at the very end of the 
meeting, actually, one of them got up 
and said: Well, you know, Senator, if 
we don’t do these kinds of investments 
in China, the Saudis and Emirates will. 

I was like: Wait. What? That is your 
drop-the-mic argument at the end? You 
requested the meeting with me. That is 
a pathetic argument. What about patri-
otism? What about American interests? 

So I started kind of blowing the whis-
tle a little bit on this company in hear-
ings and stuff. We did a lot of research. 
They were doing a lot of big-time in-
vestments in some of the highest tech 
elements of the Chinese economy that 
will help their military kill American 
sailors and soldiers if we ever get in a 
fight. That is wrong. 

So we started—some of us—putting a 
little pressure on these guys. Trans-
parency. Calling them out—Americans 
doing this kind of thing. Well, some of 
that worked. They announced a big 
separation agreement. They are not 
going to do it anymore. They are get-
ting pressure from the Congress—by 
the way, legitimate pressure. 

Here is a headline from the Wall 
Street Journal: ‘‘Sequoia Made a For-
tune Investing in the U.S. and China’’— 
China high technology that will help 
their military—‘‘Then It Had to Pick 
One.’’ It had to pick one because Mem-
bers of Congress were saying: Enough. 
That is transparency. 

So we want to know how many more 
Sequoias are out there. It is a pretty 
legitimate ask. It is actually a very le-
gitimate ask. It is so legitimate that 91 
U.S. Senators voted for this. And we 
have one Congressman over there who 
is leaving—not sure where he is going; 
maybe he is going to Sequoia Capital— 
and he is blocking it. 

So we need to fix this. We need to 
make sure the vast majority of U.S. 
Senators and U.S. House Members who 
want transparency on this really im-
portant national security issue—that 
this gets fixed. 

So once again I am calling on the 
Speaker to keep his commitment, 

bring the McCaul bill to the floor 
soon—next week, 2 weeks, January. 
But don’t let one Congressman who is 
walking out the door thwart the vast, 
vast majority of the U.S. Senate and 
the U.S. House on a very important na-
tional security issue. 

You know, a lot of us talk a lot about 
China and the threats. I have been 
coming out here since I got elected in 
2015 to talk about the challenges of 
this dictator. He is a menace, dan-
gerous, and they are growing their 
power. But do you know what? A lot of 
it is talk. A lot of it is talk. This was 
something that was action. It wasn’t a 
huge deal—transparency, action. 

Right now, we have Republican 
House Members—hopefully not the 
Speaker, but certainly the chairman of 
the Financial Committee, the Banking 
Committee—who are saying: No, I want 
to keep it in the dark, what Americans 
are doing to invest in making this guy 
stronger. 

That is wrong. Mr. President, 99.9 
percent of Americans would think that 
is wrong. So we need to fix it. The 
House needs to take leadership on this 
issue. And my Republican colleagues 
keep talking tough on China. It is time 
to act. It is time to act. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

FETTERMAN). The Senator from New 
York. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to show framed 
photos of two individuals I would like 
to speak about today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ISRAEL 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, as 

fighting has resumed in Israel and in 
Gaza, I met with three families whose 
loved ones became victims of Hamas. 
One was the sister of Tamar Gutman, a 
beautiful 27-year-old Israeli woman 
who disappeared on October 7. Tamar 
had been attending the Supernova 
music festival when the terrorists at-
tacked. 

Tamar’s sister was in touch with her 
during the morning of the attack as 
Tamar and her friends tried des-
perately to hide from the attackers. 
But Tamar suddenly stopped respond-
ing to texts. 

Her family presumed she had been 
abducted and held out hope that she 
might still be alive. But 27 days after 
the attack, they finally got footage 
that indicated that she had been killed. 

Tamar’s sister told me that as hor-
rible as it was to see the image of her 
sister’s dead body, it was a relief to see 
that her jeans were still on her body. 

But later, when the family recovered 
or tried to recover Tamar’s body to 
give her a proper burial, they only 
found a few bones from her thigh and 
her chest. Her body had been 
horrifically dismembered, mutilated, 
and burned. 

I also met with friends of Ofir 
Tzarfati’s, who was attending the 
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