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and we just give to another with no 
real basis for it. 

We want safety nets, but socialism is 
a failed ideology. Nothing in this reso-
lution suggests that Medicare is social-
ism. Nothing says Social Security is 
socialism, because it is not. But it is a 
failed ideology and the antithesis of 
the American dream. 

We have all been blessed. We grew up 
in a country that believes in cap-
italism. I invite any of my colleagues 
that believe socialism is good to visit 
Cuba or Venezuela. I don’t see many 
people flocking there. I see them flock-
ing out of there to my great State and 
other States. 

If you want to come and talk about 
socialism, come to my State, espe-
cially in the city of Miami, where so 
many people had to flee because they 
had no country. 

Socialism is a proven path to tyr-
anny, starvation, as my colleague 
brought up—so many things in the res-
olution—death. I am always going to 
fight for capitalism. 

We weren’t able to get this passed. I 
don’t think it suggests that great pro-
grams like Social Security, Medicare, 
food stamps, Medicaid—these things 
are not socialism. But when you are 
trying to destroy the dream of this 
country that you can start from noth-
ing and be anything, we should all be 
in favor of supporting capitalism over 
socialism. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, one of 
the things we have to do before we 
open our Christmas presents in a cou-
ple of weeks is to pass the National De-
fense Authorization Act. This is one of 
the rare instances—and you can count 
them on maybe one hand—where we ac-
tually have good bipartisan coopera-
tion, and it is for a good cause. It is in 
the defense of our Nation and in sup-
port of the men and women who wear 
the uniform and who keep us safe. 

The Senate and the House have now 
released a final text that has been rec-
onciled between the House and the Sen-
ate versions. All that remains now is 
for the House and then the Senate to 
pass the final version and send it to 
President Trump for his signature. 

The National Defense Authorization 
Act is one of the most important pieces 
of legislation we pass each year. I be-
lieve we have done it—without excep-
tion, I want to say—for 63, 64 years in 
a row. 

Now, I wasn’t here for each of those 
years, but that is the history that has 
been handed down. 

As I said, this legislation is critically 
important because it makes sure that 
our military has the necessary re-
sources to achieve the missions of 
today and rise to the challenges of to-
morrow. As we have seen even in the 
battlefield in Ukraine, the nature of 
modern warfare has changed dramati-
cally with the advent of the ubiquity of 

drones. With even poor countries like 
Yemen, where the Houthis send drones 
into countries like Israel or attack 
merchant ships in the Red Sea, we have 
had to use million-dollar missiles to 
shoot down basically cheap drones. 
Well, you can’t continue that, you 
can’t sustain that, so it is important 
that we update and modernize our mili-
tary according to the threats and the 
technology available today. 

Given our rather inconsistent record 
in other must-pass legislation, this is 
an impressive run of 56 years, my notes 
remind me, underscoring the impor-
tance the U.S. Congress has always 
placed on ensuring the fact that we 
have the strongest military in the 
world. We have the strongest military 
in the world not in order to fight but in 
order not to have to fight—in order to 
maintain deterrence. That is what 
President Reagan talked about and 
what President Trump has talked 
about—peace through strength. That 
comes with deterrence. 

We are demonstrating the fact that 
we are committed to the defense of our 
Nation and our friends and allies 
around the world and that we are not 
afraid to make that investment. Any 
country that might decide to change 
the status quo and start a military 
conflict knows from the outset they 
are likely doomed to fail. 

This year’s NDAA, the Defense au-
thorization bill, includes numerous im-
portant policies to strengthen our na-
tional defense, but perhaps the biggest 
success in this year’s annual authoriza-
tion bill is a significant win against 
the Chinese Communist Party. What I 
am referring to specifically is a provi-
sion that is in the reconciled bill that 
creates a vehicle for transparency on 
outbound investment from the United 
States into China. 

We have known for decades now that 
China has attracted manufacturing 
from around the world into that coun-
try, to the detriment of manufacturing 
jobs here in America, and that they 
have used that technology they have 
learned and the workforce training 
that has gone along with it in order 
now to build weapons systems and 
threaten peace in the Indo-Pacific and 
threaten the United States—our posi-
tion of dominance—when it comes to 
national security. 

This provision that I will speak more 
to in a moment has been many years in 
the making. It goes back to 2021. 

I tell people that the most important 
lesson I have learned here in the U.S. 
Senate is perseverance. If at first you 
don’t succeed, try, try again, and that 
is what we did here. So in 2021, I 
partnered with then-Senator Casey on 
the initial outbound legislation. We 
worked through several different 
iterations of this legislation and lis-
tened to the input from stakeholders 
around the Nation—all with the goal of 
having notification, prohibition with 
regard to the investment of American 
dollars in China. 

In 2023, I introduced the Outbound In-
vestment Transparency Act and pushed 

for its inclusion in the Defense author-
ization bill that year. The Senate voted 
91 to 6 to include my amendment in the 
annual Defense bill that year. Obvi-
ously, this enjoys broad bipartisan sup-
port in recognizing the challenge and 
indeed the threat that China could 
pose. It is highly unusual, as we know 
now, to see that level of agreement in 
Congress, but given the preeminence of 
the threat, nearly every one of my col-
leagues supported that provision. 

Unfortunately, after nearly unani-
mous consensus that this amendment 
was needed to counter the rise of the 
Chinese Communist Party, that provi-
sion was dropped when the House and 
the Senate went to conference. 

Then, last year—back again—I con-
tinued to push for this provision and 
was adamant that we had no time to 
lose. Even so, the language on out-
bound investment was once again 
dropped from the Defense authoriza-
tion bill. 

I want to credit Speaker JOHNSON, 
who has led a valiant effort in the 
House to include this provision in the 
end-of-year continuing resolution, but 
of course, when everybody tried to add 
their favorite policy rider to the con-
tinuing resolution at the end of last 
year, the bill collapsed under its own 
weight, and all of those outside provi-
sions were stripped out. Once again, we 
kicked the can down the road. 

Now, if we were simply talking about 
some relatively routine function, like 
funding a bridge, this might have been 
something par for the course, but that 
is not what we are dealing with here. I 
am confident in saying we are living in 
one of the most dangerous times since 
the Second World War, and China is 
our most significant adversary. 

President Xi has signaled that he in-
tends to reincorporate Taiwan in 2027 
into the Chinese nation. As we ap-
proach the end of 2025, this is just a lit-
tle more than a year away. 

China has made no secret also of 
joining hands with Russia in con-
ducting joint military exercises. We 
see now, when it comes to Ukraine, 
where North Korea, Russia, China, and 
even Iran—sort of the hit list of great-
est military threats—are joined to-
gether in opposition to the United 
States and Europe in supporting the 
people of Ukraine. So they have now 
locked arms against us. 

Meanwhile, in the South China Sea, 
which is a very important inter-
national lane of commerce, China con-
tinues to aggressively expand its con-
trol by conducting military drills and 
creating islands out of shoals and other 
pieces of territory. They have deployed 
surveillance tools and inflamed ten-
sions with their neighboring countries, 
like Vietnam and the Philippines, in an 
attempt to intimidate them. 

Let’s not forget they are the power-
house behind the drug crisis we are fac-
ing at home as well. I am talking about 
the fentanyl crisis. It is well estab-
lished that fentanyl has been the lead-
ing cause of death in America of young 
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people between the ages of 18 and 45. It 
is perhaps less well-understood or 
-known that these drugs are smuggled 
across our southern border by Mexican 
drug cartels, but they are manufac-
tured from chemicals imported from 
China to Mexico—so-called precursor 
chemicals. 

But one thing is abundantly clear 
from all of this: China is not a threat 
we can ignore. 

Failure to address this provision on 
outbound investment is not just to ig-
nore the threat of China but to ac-
tively help them build up their own de-
fense arsenal and threaten peace in the 
Indo-Pacific. 

At this very moment, U.S. companies 
are investing money in China. They are 
bankrolling China’s capabilities in 
semiconductors, quantum computing, 
hypersonic systems, and artificial in-
telligence. We are in a competition 
with China in each of those areas, so 
why in the world would we blindly 
allow American investors to invest in 
our opponent and help them defeat us 
in the race in each of these areas of 
technology? It is estimated that U.S. 
investments in Chinese companies cur-
rently total about $2.3 trillion in mar-
ket value. That was by the end of 2020. 
It included $21 billion in semiconduc-
tors, $54 billion in military companies, 
and $221 billion in artificial intel-
ligence. 

Part of the problem is that China 
doesn’t recognize a separation between 
commercial enterprises and their mili-
tary. They have a law that forces their 
commercial enterprises to share infor-
mation with their military. It is called 
military-civil fusion. So there is no 
way to just say ‘‘Well, we are just in-
vesting, in America, in Chinese busi-
nesses; we are not investing in the 
military.’’ It is impossible for that to 
be true given the Chinese law enforcing 
military-civil fusion. So when you in-
vest in China to help them build their 
capacity in any one of these areas, you 
are helping the Chinese military that 
one day may be an adversary—an open 
adversary—of the United States and 
our friends and allies. 

How can we expect the United States 
to dominate in the artificial intel-
ligence frontier if our companies are 
investing in the rise of our biggest 
competitor? We have heard in the For-
eign Relations Committee, in a sub-
committee that Chairman RICKETTS 
chaired recently, that this is the No. 1 
race between China and the United 
States. It is who is going to perfect the 
use of artificial intelligence and to use 
it not only for commercial purposes 
but to defend the Nation or to use it 
for aggressive offensive purposes. So 
wouldn’t we want to know if American 
companies are investing in the very 
technology China will try to use to de-
feat us? 

Again, China is more than just a 
commercial competitor. Every dollar 
that the United States invests in a Chi-
nese company is a dollar that is going 
toward the potential production of 

weapons that may one day be used to 
kill American soldiers. 

Let me say that once more. Every 
dollar invested in China by a U.S. in-
vestor into a Chinese company is a dol-
lar that is going toward the potential 
production of weapons and technology 
that one day may be used to kill Amer-
icans. 

It is mind-boggling to me that any-
one in the U.S. Government would not 
see the urgency of this policy of out-
bound investment transparency. Once 
we have a good picture of exactly what 
is going on, we as policymakers can de-
cide what, if any, other policies we 
need to enact to protect our country, 
but if we don’t know because there is 
no requirement to notify the govern-
ment about what those investments 
look like and what the nature of those 
investments is, we are completely 
blind—I would say willfully blind—to 
that growing threat. 

Those who have thrown up road-
blocks against this provision over the 
last 3 years are working directly, 
whether they know it or not, in the in-
terests of the Chinese Communist 
Party and directly, whether they know 
it or not, against the interests of the 
people they represent—the American 
people. But now, after nearly 5 years of 
work from Members in both Chambers, 
I am proud to say the language that we 
have proposed to address outbound in-
vestment transparency is in the final 
version of this year’s National Defense 
Authorization Act. The House, as I said 
earlier, will vote this week, and I look 
forward to supporting that provision 
again in the Senate. 

This has been a marathon, and I am 
thankful to the majority leader, Sen-
ator THUNE. I mentioned the Speaker 
of the House, MIKE JOHNSON. I would 
add a number of other names: Senator 
TIM SCOTT, Senator CORTEZ MASTO, 
Senator DAN SULLIVAN, and Represent-
ative ANDY BARR in the House of Rep-
resentatives—all of whom will have 
contributed to this success when we 
pass the bill. 

The Chinese Communist Party may 
have successfully evaded our scrutiny 
for the past few years, but this is the 
year we will finally put the nail in the 
coffin and open our eyes to the growing 
challenge that China represents— 
again, not just as a commercial, eco-
nomic competitor but as a potential 
military competitor on the battlefield. 
That is something none of us want. The 
best way for us to prevent that from 
happening is to deter China, and you 
don’t deter them by having American 
dollars invested in the very military 
capability that they could use to fight 
us and defeat us and our allies in the 
Indo-Pacific. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

NOMINATION OF JAMES D. MAXWELL II 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, today, 

the Senate will vote to confirm James 
Donald Maxwell to the U.S. District 
Court for the Northern District of Mis-
sissippi. 

I will vote in opposition to Judge 
Maxwell’s confirmation to a lifetime 
appointment on the Federal bench. 

During his tenure on the Mississippi 
Supreme Court, he authored two opin-
ions that raise serious concerns. In 
Nash v. State, Justice Maxwell wrote 
for the majority in upholding a 12-year 
sentence for a man convicted of pos-
sessing a cell phone in jail. 

Although agreeing with the outcome 
in the case, another Mississippi Su-
preme Court justice wrote separately 
to highlight how the case ‘‘seem[ed] to 
demonstrate a failure of our criminal 
justice system on multiple levels.’’ 

Among other things, the facts sug-
gested the crime was accidental and 
likely caused by a failure in booking 
procedures. In addition, the concurring 
justice noted that the crime was 
victimless and that the defendant had 
three children and a wife depending on 
him. 

I asked Justice Maxwell whether he 
agreed with this characterization of 
the case. Instead of answering my ques-
tion, he only summarized the case and 
cited the relevant statute, which au-
thorized a sentence ranging from 3 to 
15 years. 

If confirmed as a district judge, Jus-
tice Maxwell will be in a position to ex-
ercise judicial discretion when sen-
tencing a defendant. His lack of respon-
siveness to my questions does not give 
me comfort that he understands the 
gravity of sentencing. 

In another case, Justice Maxwell af-
firmed the denial of a name change pe-
tition for a teenager who had the sup-
port of their parents. The lower court 
denied the petition, finding that the 
petitioner should mature further before 
the name change was granted. 

Justice Maxwell upheld the lower 
court’s decision, asserting without evi-
dence that denying the name change 
petition was in the teenager’s best in-
terest due to a lack of maturity. 

I asked Justice Maxwell about the in-
sufficiency of the evidentiary record to 
determine the teenager’s maturity 
level. He once again dodged my ques-
tion. 

For these reasons, I will be opposing 
Justice Maxwell’s nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
that the vote scheduled here soon 
occur immediately. 

VOTE ON MAXWELL NOMINATION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the Maxwell nomination? 

Mr. CORNYN. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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