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Chairman Sullivan, members of the Commission — thank you for inviting me to testify 
today, and thank you for the work this Commission has done over these 25 years.  I 
appreciate the opportunity to contribute to that work. 
 
My own interest in the China threat – particularly the threat it poses to Americans here at 
home – goes back almost twenty years. 
 
Early in my career, during the Bush Administration, I served in the Director’s Office at U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement. One of the recurring challenges we dealt with 
involved the Chinese government’s gamesmanship in repatriating Chinese nationals who 
had been ordered removed under our immigration laws. At the time, we did not see this 
simply as an immigration problem. We saw it partly as an intelligence problem — because 
of the way the PRC leveraged overseas networks, influence relationships, and diaspora 
connections inside the United States. 
 
Fast forward to my service during the first Trump Administration at the Department of 
Justice. Attorney General Jeff Sessions launched, and AG Bill Barr continued, the China 
Initiative because DOJ increasingly recognized that the PRC challenge touched nearly every 
dimension of American life: intellectual property theft, espionage, cyber intrusions, 
economic coercion, higher education, infrastructure, research institutions, supply chains, 
and influence operations. 

When I moved to Texas in 2020 to become U.S. Attorney for the Eastern District of Texas, it 
was a few months later that the State Department shut down the Chinese Consulate in 
Houston after determining that it had become a hub for espionage, intellectual-property 
theft, and influence operations directed against the United States. The closure was a stark 
reminder that the PRC threat was not an abstract foreign-policy concern overseas—it was 
operating on American soil, targeting American institutions, businesses, and citizens. 
 
Most recently, as the 28th Attorney General of Alaska, I began standing up what we called a 
Counter-China Initiative — to consider an all-of-government approach to threats posed by 
the PRC to consumers, businesses, infrastructure, and public institutions in Alaska. And, in 
my current role as Counsel to the Governor, I intend to continue and expand that work with 
the new Acting Attorney General and across other state agencies. 
 
To my mind, for the first time, consumers are on the front lines of our geopolitical conflict 
with China, and many of the CCP's threats to Americans now arrive through ordinary 
consumer channels. And when I say consumers, I mean not only families, but businesses 
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and governments as well. Every phone, app, router, camera, payment platform, and cloud 
service can potentially become an access point. We know in a theoretical sense how 
Beijing’s access to massive amounts of American data could create a problem. A 
November article from the Financial Times gave one specific example: that a large Chinese 
technology company was providing American data to China’s military in order to help them 
target Americans. This weaponized usage of American data gets directly at the threat of 
transnational repression which we are discussing today. State attorneys general are 
uniquely positioned because consumer protection laws allow us to pursue deception, data 
abuse, undisclosed risks, and unfair trade practices — areas where foreign influence often 
hides in plain sight. 
 
Alaska’s consumer protection laws are among the strongest in the country, and I believe 
consumer protection is one of the most powerful state-level tools available to address 
aspects of the Chinese threat. We are actively looking for opportunities to use those 
authorities — both on our own and in partnership with other strong attorneys general 
around the country like Nebraska Attorney General Mike Hilgers, Florida Attorney General 
James Uthmeier, and Texas Attorney General Ken Paxton. 
 
General Hilgers has been a national leader in this space. His office has pursued actions 
involving allegedly deceptive data-collection practices by Chinese-linked technology 
platforms and has also taken action involving connected camera and surveillance 
technologies sold to American consumers. General Paxton has also been a leader here. 
Texas currently has open claims against TP-Link, the largest router provider in America, 
along with Chinese television producers, camera companies,  and mobile app providers. 
These efforts demonstrate that traditional consumer-protection authorities can play an 
important role in protecting Americans from risks that often have a national-security 
dimension. 

We approached the China threat from another angle in Alaska. We became concerned 
about the flood of Chinese vape products entering American markets outside normal FDA 
review and approval processes. Many were marketed aggressively to younger consumers, 
with little transparency regarding sourcing, ingredients, or safety. The FDA has primary 
authority here, but we took steps to educate businesses and consumers about these risks 
that consumers frankly weren’t aware of.  
 
Another area of concern from a public safety perspective — and the focus of today’s 
hearing — is transnational repression. We have not seen significant reported incidents in 
Alaska to date. But I would also caution that this is not the sort of threat that is easy to 
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identify without training and awareness. That’s because if you do not know what to look for, 
it could be happening right in front of your nose. 
 
It may look like harassment. It may look like unusual pressure on a student. It may look like 
intimidation of a family after someone attends a protest or speaks publicly. It may involve 
digital surveillance, pressure campaigns, coercive phone calls, or threats directed at 
relatives overseas. 
 
I would strongly support efforts to educate law enforcement on this threat, how we train 
personnel to recognize it, and how we coordinate with federal authorities when these 
situations arise.  

 
Looking ahead, I believe the next frontier will involve closer coordination between attorneys 
general and administrative enforcement agencies — particularly in areas involving financial 
regulation, money transmission, data access, and critical infrastructure. One area that has 
drawn my attention involves cross-border payments platforms and money transmitters 
operating inside the United States, where questions of licensing, data security, cloud 
architecture, and foreign access increasingly intersect. 
 
On this front, I want to commend Senator Tom Cotton on this Commission for publicly 
urging the Department of Justice to investigate reported risks involving Airwallex and 
potential exposure of sensitive American financial data to CCP influence or access. 
 
I have my own concerns about this sector generally. A money-transmitter license is a 
privilege, not a right, and it carries obligations relating to consumer protection, data 
security, anti-money-laundering compliance, and the overall fitness of the licensee to 
handle sensitive financial information. I think it is reasonable to ask whether those 
obligations are fully compatible with a business model that places sensitive data, 
operational control, or key personnel within the reach of foreign-adversary governments, 
particularly where those governments claim legal authority to compel access to 
information. Those are the kinds of questions that state regulators increasingly will need to 
confront, and I’ve begun to have those conversations with our state regulators in Alaska. 
 

States do not need to conduct foreign policy to play an important role here. But states can 
protect consumers. We can protect critical infrastructure. We can investigate deception, 
data abuse, and undisclosed risks. And we can ensure that Americans are not unknowingly 
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exposed to foreign-adversary leverage through the products and services they use every 
day. 

In other words, states should build upon domestic resilience in line with the federal 
direction on national security threats. The federal government tells us who our foreign 
adversaries are. States can be a force multiplier for securing our nation, and provide 
stronger and deeper front-line resilience against global threats. 

That mission resonates particularly strongly in Alaska. 

Alaskans have an express constitutional right to privacy, and we take that right seriously. 
We also live in a place where consumer products, technology, and services are often more 
expensive and harder to obtain than elsewhere in the country. If Alaskans are paying a 
premium for a product or service, they deserve to know what they are getting — and what 
risks may come with it. 

We are also America’s Arctic state and a Pacific state. We sit at the intersection of strategic 
cargo, telecommunications, critical minerals, ports, fisheries, and Arctic logistics. As a 
result, many of the issues discussed today are not abstract for us. 

My message is simple: many of the CCP’s threats to Americans increasingly manifest 
themselves through areas traditionally governed by the states — public safety, consumer 
protection, licensing, and infrastructure. 

And because of that, states have both the authority and the responsibility to act — 
carefully, lawfully, and strategically — alongside our federal partners. 


