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to civil disobedience never, ever works.
It makes people angrier and turns pub-
lic opinion against law enforcement,
against the police. It is counter-
productive, and it never achieves the
goals of those who are trying to impose
order.

Getting arrested is a fundamental
part of civil disobedience. The Occupy
Movement demonstrators expected to
be arrested. Civil disobedience partici-
pants all expect to be arrested, but
they should also expect that the police
will conduct themselves with profes-
sional understanding and a sensitivity
of the power that they possess and of
the government they represent. They
carry weapons. They have the power to
maim, to kill, to wound, and to arrest.

With that great power comes an even
greater responsibility. That greater re-
sponsibility includes the freedoms that
were promised to all American citizens
in that great document, the preamble
to the Constitution and the Bill of
Rights, which is the freedom from ‘‘un-
reasonable searches and seizures’ as
promised in the Fourth Amendment of
the Constitution; the freedom from
“cruel and unusual punishments’” as
promised in the Eighth Amendment; fi-
nally, Mr. Speaker, and perhaps most
importantly, the freedom enshrined in
the First Amendment, which guaran-
tees ‘‘the right of the people peaceably
to assemble and to petition the govern-
ment for a redress of grievances.”

It is the job of law enforcement to
uphold these freedoms, to uphold our
Constitution, to uphold justice even in
the most difficult of situations. Beat-
ings and mace and tear gas against our
own people exercising their constitu-
tional rights? That is unacceptable.
More importantly, it is un-American.

I do sympathize with the tough job
our Nation’s police officers face now
and have faced, and I can understand
why they may feel intimidated by the
sheer numbers or may mistake the
demonstrators’ passion for aggression.
However, in a humble way, I ask the
police officers who are monitoring
these protests to act with a rational
head, with soberness, with restraint.
Violence only breeds violence. Such
unwarranted crowd control methods
will only serve to create mutual con-
tempt between protesters and the po-
lice alike, dividing Americans against
Americans and citizens against the po-
lice. We don’t want that. This is not a
nation that supports and encourages
that type of activity.

It was only last week, Mr. Speaker,
that we—this Nation, the citizens of
the greatest country in the history of
the world—dedicated a memorial to a
man who was the embodiment, the liv-
ing proof, of the power of civil disobe-
dience and nonviolence. It is those who
marched peacefully in the face of fire
hoses, in the face of dogs attacking
them, of police batons striking them
all over their bodies, including their
heads, who changed America.

Now a new generation follows boldly
and audaciously with an American au-
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dacity. They follow in the footsteps of
those American patriots who dared to
disobey the law of the land as a matter
of conscience and priority, as a matter
of conscience that created this great
civil society called the United States
of America. They made our Nation bet-
ter back then, and I believe the Occupy
Movement challenges us to make
America better now.

Yes, it can be done. America can be
better. America must address the
issues that those who are now dem-
onstrating peacefully across the land
are raising. They are only trying to
peacefully redress their grievances. It
is their constitutional right. How dare
dogs, how dare tear gas, how dare po-
lice attack them in the wee hours of
the morning.

Mr. Speaker, the mayor of Oakland,
California, Mayor Jean Quan, owes the
Occupy Movement a sincere, heartfelt
apology. Mayor Quan owes the Amer-
ican people a sincere, heartfelt apol-
ogy. At 3 a.m. yesterday, the Oakland
Police invaded the park where the pro-
testers were assembled.

Forty-five years ago in the same
city, 45 years ago this very week, an
organization that I became a member
of, the Black Panther Party, was
founded in Oakland, California, as a re-
sult of the police brutality of the Oak-
land Police Department. Forty-five
years later, I as a Member of this es-
teemed body, the House of Representa-
tives, am ashamed to bear witness once
again to the same Oakland Police De-
partment violating and attacking and
brutalizing innocent citizens who are
protesting, bringing their deep-felt
grievances to the forefront and engag-
ing in acts of civil disobedience.
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Police batons, tear gas, mace, no
matter what the weapon is, no matter
what the strategy is, they cannot kill
this movement. They cannot stop this
movement. This occupy movement is
going to move forward. It’s going to
move forward with an accelerated pace
because of the actions of the police de-
partment in Oakland and in other cit-
ies across this Nation.

They have a right to protest. They
have a right to make their voices
heard. They have a right, as called for
in the gospel of Jesus Christ in the
Bible, to make their bodies a living
sacrifice. These individuals, they are
epitomizing the greatness in this hour.
It’s a thing that we celebrate all across
the land.

We celebrated it in Tunisia, we cele-
brated it in Egypt, we celebrated it in
Libya, we celebrated it in Yemen, we
celebrated it in China, we celebrated it
in other places all across the world.
How can we be so hypocritical? How
can we be so insensitive? How can we
be so arrogant to celebrate civil disobe-
dience in other places across the world
and attack the same, the very same ac-
tions and attitude here in our Nation
when our citizens engage in civil dis-
obedience?
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Mr. Speaker, I say that those who are
involved in the occupy movement, you
are just lighting the first spark in a
prairie fire of peaceful demonstrations
across this land. Don’t give up, don’t
give out, and please don’t give in.

Godspeed to you. We need you.
You’re doing the right thing at the
right time for the right reasons. Keep
doing what you’re doing. Stand up for
what you believe in. Stand up for what
you believe in.

It’s high time now that the American
people stand up for what they believe
in and take to the streets to dem-
onstrate to all that we’re sick and
tired of being sick and tired. We’re sick
and tired of home foreclosures. We’re
sick and tired of unemployment. We’re
sick and tired of being sick and tired,
as Fannie Lou Hamer once said.

We’re just sick and tired. We're sick,
yes, of the rising cost of health care.
We need to demonstrate and protest
the rising cost of health care.

We’re sick and tired of the rising gap
between those who are sitting high on
the hog, the wealthy, the elite, and
those who are at the bottom; the rising
gap between those who are unemployed
and underemployed, who are chron-
ically unemployed and the 1 percent
who are reaping all the wealth of this
Nation and telling the rest of us that
they have a right to the wealth of the
Nation, but yet we as American citi-
zens don’t have a right to a decent job.
We as American citizens don’t have a
right to decent housing, that we as
American citizens don’t have a right to
a decent education, that we as Amer-
ican citizens don’t have a right to de-
cent health care.

How can they look down on us and
tell us that we don’t have a right to the
same opportunities and to the same
life-style and to the same benefits?
How can they tell the dwindling, dis-
appearing American middle class that
they don’t have a right to dem-
onstrate?

These are our children, and they
want a better future. These are our
children, and they are willing to fight
for a better future.

These are our children, and they have
the courage to stand up against the
government, to stand up against the
elite, to stand for their rights. And I
am proud that our children are stand-
ing up and standing for something to
try to get some meaning into their
lives and try to make this Nation a
better Nation.

I'm proud of them and, again, I say
to them, don’t give up, don’t give out,
and please don’t give in. Godspeed to
you.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time

AMERICA’S RELIGIOUS HERITAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 30 min-
utes.
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Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate my friend, the gentleman from Il-
linois. He knows something about
struggling for civil rights, and he’s
done a great deal for civil rights, and I
respect that very much.

As a Christian, it’s okay to talk
about our religious beliefs as long as
we don’t ram it down somebody else’s
throat trying to force them to believe
as we do, but the First Amendment al-
lows our right to discuss that.

I'm very grateful for Abraham Lin-
coln, and as I was just talking with
some constituents down in Statuary
Hall about John Quincy Adams believ-
ing he was called to try to end slavery
in the United States after he was de-
feated in 1828 for a second term, so he
did the unthinkable after being Presi-
dent: he ran for the House of Rep-
resentatives.

And some thought it was extremely
strange, and as I told my constituents,
my friends, it was reputed that when
someone asked him about that, he said
he was prouder of being elected to the
House of Representatives after being
President than he was after being
elected President, which seems strange
to some of us until you realize that it
means after he was President his
neighbors still liked him. That’s a big
deal because most Presidents don’t end
up going back to their earliest home-
town; they go somewhere else. John
Quincy Adams got elected nine times,
preached sermons over and over down
the hall about the evils of slavery.

We really couldn’t expect God to
keep blessing America while we were
treating our brothers and sisters by
putting them in chains and bondage.
Seventeen years he fought that fight,
believing he was called to bring an end
to slavery.

His last year there, there was a
young, tall man from Illinois who had
been elected to Congress one time,
most people don’t know that he was
ever elected anything but President,
but Abraham Lincoln was elected.
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John Quincy Adams liked him and
took him under his wing. It was re-
ported that after Lincoln was defeated
after just 2 short years, went back to
practicing law, made some money
working doing some legal work for the
railroads and other things, after the
compromise of 1850, he knew he
couldn’t allow slavery, as even more
States were coming in with slavery,
and he got back involved and fought
the battle. He didn’t get elected to the
Senate. In 1860, he got elected Presi-
dent.

It was reported that someone asked
him if there was anything memorable
that happened in his 2 brief years in
the House of Representatives, and he
replied not other than those powerful
sermons John Quincy Adams used to
preach on the evils of slavery. He knew
it was wrong, but it just etched it on
his soul. He had to do something. John
Quincy Adams died in 1848 not achiev-
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ing what he was originally called to
do—end slavery.

But a man who believed in God, who
read the Bible constantly, whose Sec-
ond Inaugural Address is etched in
marble on the north inside wall of the
Lincoln Memorial, one of the greatest
theological dissertations on how, if
there’s a just God, there could be some-
thing as horrible as a Civil War, broth-
ers Kkilling brothers. As he said, they
all read from the same Bible, pray to
the same God. The prayers of both can
now be answered; the prayers of nei-
ther were fully answered.

But as Lincoln came to realize, if it
is that God chooses to have every drop
of blood that was drawn by the mas-
ter’s lash be equal with blood from the
sword, then as he said, we still must
conclude what was concluded 3,000
years ago from the Old Testament:
“The judgments of the Lord are just
and righteous altogether.”

Powerful theology of a very difficult
subject, but those beliefs drove him to
give his life for others.

Downstairs, I just saw the statue of
Father Damien, a Catholic priest in the
Hawaiian Islands who knew that going
to the island where the lepers were,
where they had no basic life, that even-
tually he would get leprosy and he
would die from it, but he knew that he
had a calling, that God called him to
minister to those lepers so they could
have a life, they could have a society,
a place to worship, a priest to come to
for ministering and consolation and di-
rection.

So it is entirely appropriate that de-
spite the existence of the ACLU want-
ing to tear down so much of what the
Founders did and the great things that
are emblazoned in the soul of this
country, the statue, the plaque starts
with John 15:13: ‘“‘Greater love hath no
one than this, that a man lay down his
life for his friends.”

Basically, Abraham Lincoln did that.
But there was not full equality in this
country. That was clear.

BOBBY RUSH can talk about that au-
thoritatively; I really can’t. He can
talk about it authoritatively.

And along came an ordained Chris-
tian minister named Martin Luther
King, Jr. He believed it was his calling,
God’s calling on his life to bring about
real equality in America. As he said, he
had a dream that one day people would
be judged by the content of their char-
acter, not the color of their skin. He
had a dream.

I'm so grateful for that heritage that
God moved in the hearts and minds of
great men like that. Some would say
Martin Luther King, Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr., gave his life to help African
Americans, black men and women in
America to have equality, but it goes
much deeper than that. For those of us
who are Christians, he created an envi-
ronment where white Christians could
finally really be Christian and treat
brothers and sisters as brothers and
sisters. That’s a big deal, because be-
fore that there were too many white
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Christians who didn’t. He freed them
up. Now you can treat your brothers
and sisters as true brothers and sisters
where the color of skin doesn’t matter.
Powerful.

But the country we have come to
know and love is under attack. We,
many of us, I was in the Army at Fort
Benning in 1979. We look back and we
think the war started, radical Islam
started at war against us in 1979. More
recently, some who know more about
the history of radical Islam say it actu-
ally started quite a bit before that. But
in 1979, it became clear, President Car-
ter, well intending, meaning well,
hailed the Ayatollah Khomeini as a
man of peace, just like this country did
with President Mubarak. We would not
assist and, in fact, encouraged rebels
and the leader of a country with whom
we had agreements. We reneged on our
end, not that the Shah was a fine,
great, upstanding man. From reports—
I never met him—apparently he wasn’t.
Not that Mubarak was a fine, loving,
cuddly fellow—apparently, from re-
ports, he wasn’t. And there wasn’t
equality as there should have been, but
he kept radicals at bay from destroying
the peace agreement between Israel
and Egypt. We had agreements with
him, and apparently this administra-
tion looked the other way and wouldn’t
honor those agreements.

I sure never thought much of Qa-
dhafi, but I could not celebrate a man
being captured, tortured, and then
shot; and then all the adoration and ex-
citement by the same people who get
so upset if a terrorist who is trying to
kill Americans has water poured on his
face, knowing that the water won’t
hurt him, that there’s a doctor right
there, and that when he reveals infor-
mation, as Khalid Sheikh Mohammed
did, it will save lives and lead to the
saving of many more lives. But he
won’t be harmed because the doctor
would be there if there was any prob-
lem. Yet those same people that went
ballistic over pouring water on a guy’s
face, not pleasant, how excited they
could be about a man being captured,
tortured, and shot in the head rou-
tinely. How excited people could be
about having a drone take out an
American citizen. Well, he had declared
war on the United States. You declare
war on the United States, the United
States has every right to declare war
on you back. You are an enemy com-
batant and the rules of war apply, such
as they are.

But we have come so far in the last 10
years from being careful and concerned
that it seems that we’ve gotten care-
less, gotten ridiculous. Our obligation,
even those of us who are Christians, is
not to turn the other cheek as part of
the government, not to reward evil
with good as individual Christians are
supposed to. Our obligation is to pro-
vide for the common defense. The same
thing is set out in Romans 13: ““You do
evil, be afraid, because the government
is not given the sword in vain.” You
are supposed to encourage good con-
duct and punish evil, provide for the
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defense so that individuals, whether
they’re Muslims, Christians, Hindu,
Scientologists, whatever, they can wor-
ship as they wish. But when we fail to
protect this Nation and provide for the
common defense, we’re not doing our
job.
O 2000

We’ve had a very interesting time
today with Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity Janet Napolitano. There’s some
things that have come out that have
been very deeply troubling to me, and
I would hope that they would be very
troubling to many.

I have got numerous articles, things
that I have taken out to talk about
here today. One is a news segment here
about Secretary Napolitano appointing
a deradicalization expert, Mohamed
Elibiary, to the Homeland Security Ad-
visory Council. Originally, he was
made by Homeland Security a member
of the Countering Violent Extremism.
It’s a little strange, violent extremism.
Then you realize that’s because this
administration does not want to use
the terms ‘‘radical Islam’ about the
people who are radical Islamists.

And when you get to digging a little
deeper, you find out that the OIC Is-
lamic group years ago figured out, We
need to go on the attack and start call-
ing anybody who mentions radical
Islam an Islamophobe. Even if it’s a lie,
it doesn’t matter. Call them
Islamophobes. They found if you give
universities—even great universities;
proud heritage in this country—mas-
sive amounts of money, you can also
get them to teach seminars on
Islamophobia. You can get them to
teach courses on Islamophobia. And
you can paint the picture that any-
body, no matter how open-minded, no
matter how well read, how well studied
they are, you call them Islamophobes
enough, then maybe it will catch on,
and people will be afraid to call radical
Islamists what they are.

Now, I don’t know of anybody who
was in Judiciary today that believes
that Muslims are terrorists. They’re
not. The only disagreement among
those I know concerned about radical
Islam is whether the radical Islamists
are 1 percent, 5 percent, maybe a little
more. Some might say as much as 10
percent. But at least 90 percent, maybe
99 percent of Muslims are peace-loving
people. If you have got a Muslim
friend, they are your true friend. And
people have experienced that. They
have seen that. But those who study
radical Islam also come to know that
it’s very difficult for a moderate,
peace-loving Muslim to speak up
against radicals because under some of
the contorted thinking by people like
Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, who helped
plan 9/11, that basically makes him an
apostate. They’re not really Muslim.
They’re Muslim in name only. They
think that means they’re okay to be
killed because they don’t really believe
in true Islam.

So when you get down to it, it ap-
pears from a studied look at the issue,
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when you don’t worry about what the
OIC or Muslim Brotherhood may try to
paint you as, or the mainstream media,
for whatever reason—though many in
the mainstream media would be one of
the first ones killed if radical Islam
takes over this country. They nonethe-
less do some of their bidding for them
without realizing just how ignorant
they’re being. But if they were to take
over, any area where they take over, as
they did in Afghanistan, the moderate,
peace-loving Muslims are often the
first ones brutalized and killed because
they don’t see them as true Muslims
because they’re not radical like that
small percentage.

But documents have been discovered
going back to the 1993 meeting in
Philadelphia of those who would be
part of the Muslim Brotherhood and
other groups trying to plot a strategy
for the years ahead, they believed a
number of things that we’re now seeing
carried out. You intimidate people, you
make them think they’re much more
intellectually elite. They say, Well,
gee, we're not going to even say the
name of radical Islam. In fact, as
Speaker PELOSI led in the last Con-
gress, the 2006 military tribunal bill
was changed, the law was changed so
we didn’t call them ‘‘enemy combat-

ants’” anymore. We changed the
name—big deal—changed the name
from ‘‘enemy combatants’ to

“unprivileged alien enemy belliger-
ents.” I guess we just hope that the
word ‘‘enemy’’ wouldn’t offend them,
even though they have shown, as they
did with Pearl, they will take a jagged
knife and cut your head off.

They don’t do it in the name of
Scientology. They don’t do it in the
name of the Southern Baptist Conven-
tion. And if they did, I would be calling
them out for doing so. They do it in the
name of a perverted form that they be-
lieve 1is Islam. But it’s radicalized
jihadist Islam.

So here’s an article, October 21, 2010.
Secretary Napolitano appoints Islamist
to Homeland Security panel. It turns
out Mohamed Elibiary had been ap-
pointed to her Countering Violent Ex-
tremism Working Group and appar-
ently impressed somebody to the point
that a year ago, October 21, 2010, Sec-
retary Napolitano swore him in as
being part of the Homeland Security
Advisory Council. As we found out
today from Secretary Napolitano, he
was also given a secret security clear-
ance.

We’ve also seen from other articles
we’ve talked about here before that the
White House—and as we found out
today, Homeland Security—has im-
plicit trust in the president of the Is-
lamic Society of North America, ISNA,
even though ISNA was found to be a
named coconspirator in funding ter-
rorism in the Holy Land Foundation
trial. CAIR, same way, named cocon-
spirator in the Holy Land Foundation
trial. The original prosecutor’s
thoughts were that the Bush adminis-
tration, those I have talked to, in-
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tended to do everything they could to
get convictions because they saw—they
had the documentation—that these
groups were doing some charity work,
and actually doing some, but then
sending money—really, the basis of
their group—sending money to Hamas
to fund terrorism. And that’s what
they were convicted of. It was 105
counts, as I recall.

There was a move by CAIR, ISNA,
some named coconspirators, to have
their names struck from the pleadings
so the people would not see that they
were named coconspirators. But both
the judge at the trial court and the
Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals found
there was sufficient evidence to show
that they were coconspirators in fund-
ing terrorism and therefore they did
not, as the Fifth Circuit ruled, they
weren’t going to have their names re-
moved.

The evidence was there. In fact, I
have got some of it here. There were
boxes and boxes and boxes of docu-
ments that have these kind of checks
and ledgers and deposit slips and things
like that that make a clear case that
these groups ended up providing fund-
ing that funded terrorism. But this De-
partment of Justice, headed by Attor-
ney General Holder, decided not to pur-
sue all of these other named co-
conspirators. They let the cases drop.

0 2010

And not only did they not pursue
them, they ended up—actually, we
have the president of ISNA, who we
find in the comments that have been
on the White House Web site, actually
led the Iftar prayers a year ago at the
White House and actually has a very
nice relationship, from what the Dep-
uty National Security Adviser said,
with the National Security Adminis-
tration, the National Security Advisor,
and the President.

We found out from one article that,
with two individuals who were going to
participate in training law enforce-
ment at one of our intelligence serv-
ices, all it took was CAIR calling the
White House, reporting to the White
House that people were going to say
bad things about radical Islam, and
that people that wanted to kill us were
radical Islamists, and explain how you
could 1look for people who were
radicalized, look for telltale signs.

The White House, according to one
article, intervened, and we know for
sure the conference was canceled im-
mediately before the conference was to
start.

And we have an article indicating
that actually now they are rewriting
the rules so that if you are a govern-
ment employee, you will not be able to
do briefings on the threat of radical
Islam. And, also, they will not pay for
outside contractors who’ve spent their
adult life studying the issue, so that it
will be left to volunteers, like those
from the Muslim Brotherhood, who will
come brief our intelligence, our State
Department, our Justice Department
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and the White House on issues to do
with violent extremism.

And then we find out more about this
person. I’'m told he’s a very nice gen-
tleman, Mohamed Elibiary, that he’s
done a lot of nice things. But you don’t
have to look very far and you find out
he was one of the featured speakers for
the tribute—in fact, there’s a flier—a
tribute to the great Islamic visionary,
the Ayatollah Khomeini, who has done
more to bring hate and war and death
and torture into the modern age than
most anybody in the last 40 years. And
he is a named presenter in the tribute
to the great Islamic visionary.

Then we find out not only did he
speak at that, but also he’s written ar-
ticles. He got after the administration
for the prosecution of the Holy Land
Foundation, thought the trial was un-
fair and unjust and uncalled for. He
also speaks glowingly of Qutb, who is
the Muslim who was executed in Egypt
in the 1960s after being convicted or
found to have conspired to kill the
leader of Egypt. But he has many
writings. And, well, he’s held in high
esteem not only as a basis for Osama
bin Laden, feeling that he should be a
barbaric killer and destroyer, but also
for Mr. Elibiary. And so we have an ar-
ticle he wrote about the verdict mis-
representing the situation with the
Holy Land Foundation.

Then we have an article from the
Dallas Morning News where they go
through and cite so many of these
things that seem to indicate we should
be very careful about giving Elibiary
access to secrets; but he has been
given, by this Homeland Security
group, secret clearance.

Then there’s an interesting article
from May of 2007. The OIC, the Organi-
zation of the Islamic Conference, re-
ported in 2007—their words—that
Islamaphobia is the worst form of ter-
rorism. In fact, that means it’s worse
than flying commercial airliners into
high-rise office buildings, worse than
beheading three teen Christian girls on
their way to school, worse than launch-
ing attacks from civilian areas in order
to use retaliatory actions to score
propaganda points. Yeah, worse than
that is to be an Islamaphobe.

Then we find out that the ACLU and
the Islamists are joining hands. I found
out yesterday that actually Mr.
Elibiary is working with the ACLU,
but he’s got a secret security clearance
so he can work from the inside and
from the outside working with the
ACLU to try to get documentation that
will ultimately, if he gets it—and this
administration may just do this—it
will reveal sources and methods of how
we are dealing with radical Islam or
violent extremism, and he’s working
with these guys. But the ACLU and
Islamists are going after the FBI and
trying to destroy their ability to actu-
ally fight those who want to destroy
our country.

There’s an interesting article by Bill
Gertz October 5 of this year, and he
points out that the anti-terror trainers
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were blocked. And according to people
close to the conference I mentioned
awhile ago, the event was ordered post-
poned after Muslim advocacy groups
contacted the Department of Homeland
Security and the White House, includ-
ing scheduled speakers Stephen
Caughlin and Steve Emerson, both spe-
cialists on the Islamic terror threat.
Mr. Caughlin, a former Pentagon joint
staff analyst, is one of the most knowl-
edgeable counterterrorism experts spe-
cializing in the relationship between
Islamic law and terrorism. Mr. Emer-
son, head of the Investigative Project
on Terrorism, is a leading expert on Is-
lamic violent extremism, financing and
operations.

But, anyway, it looks like they’re re-
writing those rules so people like
that—since they’re not Muslim Broth-
erhood—will not be able to instruct law
enforcement on the threat that radical
Islam creates for the country.

And then we find an article here,
‘“Holder Firmly Committed to Elimi-
nating Any Muslim Training.”” But just
so people understand—and 1’11 close
with this—I understand that the vast
majority of Muslims are dear, wonder-
ful people, peace-loving people. But the
radical Islamists like Khalid Sheikh
Mohammed and the other four at
Guantanamo Bay who said they wanted
to plead guilty in December of 2008—
the judge was going to accept it until
this Justice Department rushed in and
said no, no, no, we’ll give you a show
trial in New York City, and threw a
bunch of gum in the works.

So now there has still been no trial;
there has still been no justice. And in
his own writing he says, in quotes from
the Koran, ‘“We fight you with al-
mighty God. So if our act of jihad and
our fighting with you cause fear and
terror, then many thanks to God be-
cause it is him that has thrown fear
into your hearts which resulted in your
infidelity, paganism, and your state-
ment that God had a son and your trin-
ity beliefs.”” Then he quotes from the
Koran: ““Soon shall we cast terror into
the hearts of the unbelievers, for that
they joined companies with Allah, for
which he has sent no authority; their
place will be the fire; and evil is the
home of the wrongdoers.”’

People like Khalid Sheikh Moham-
med are radical Islamists, and we need
to recognize it so that we can perpet-
uate the freedom that we’ve had for 200
more years.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 19 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, October 27, 2011, at 9 a.m.

October 26, 2011

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

3596. A letter from the Program Manager,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Regulation for the Enforcement of Federal
Health Care Provider Conscience Protection
Laws (RIN: 0991-AB76) received September 26,
2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3597. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — Management Directive 11.6, Fi-
nancial Assistance Program received Octo-
ber 4, 2011, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

3598. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
For Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Addition of Certain Persons on
the Entity List; Implementation of Entity
List Annual Review Change; and Removal of
Persons from the Entity List Based on Re-
moval Requests [Docket No.: 110620344-1586-
01] (RIN: 0694-AF28) received October 5, 2011,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

3599. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-090,
pursuant to the reporting requirements of
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3600. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-111,
pursuant to the reporting requirements of
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3601. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-086,
pursuant to the reporting requirements of
Section 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms Export
Control Act; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

3602. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-118,
pursuant to the reporting requirements of
Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3603. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-115,
pursuant to the reporting requirements of
Section 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms Export
Control Act; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

3604. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting Transmittal No. DDTC 11-066,
pursuant to the reporting requirements of
Section 36(d) of the Arms Export Control
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3605. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by section 401(c) of the National
Emergency Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and section
204(c) of the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), and pur-
suant to Executive Order 13313 of July 31,
2003, a six-month periodic report on the na-
tional emergency with respect to Sudan that
was declared in Executive Order 13067 of No-
vember 3, 1997; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

3606. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Na-
tional Forest System, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s re-
port on the exterior boundary of North Fork
Crooked Wild and Scenic River, pursuant to
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