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The Freedom |ndex

A Congressional Scorecard Based on the U.S. Constitution

About This Index

‘ ‘ he Freedom Index: A Congressional Scorecard Based
on the U.S. Constitution” rates congressmen based on

their adherence to constitutional principles of limited
government, fiscal responsibility, national sovereignty, and a tradi-
tional foreign policy of avoiding foreign entanglements. To learn
how any representative or senator voted on the key measures de-
scribed herein, look him or her up in the vote charts.
The scores are derived by dividing a congressman’s constitutional
votes (pluses) by the total number he cast (pluses and minuses) and
multiplying by 100.
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Indefinite military detention is now an accepted U.S. government practice. Detainees, including
U.S. citizens, can be held indefinitely without trial in facilities such as Guantanamo Bay in Cuba. This
violates basic legal guarantees including habeas corpus and the right to a speedy and public trial.

Our second look at the 113th Congress
shows how every member of the House
and Senate voted on key issues, such as the
effort to defund ObamaCare via a continu-
ing resolution, indefinite military detention
(House), and immigration reform (Senate).

House Vote Descriptions

1 Indefinite Military Detention.
During consideration of the defense
authorization bill (H.R. 1960), Rep. Adam
Smith (D-Wash.) offered an amendment to
eliminate indefinite military detention of
any person detained in the United States, its
territories, or possessions, under the 2001
Authorization for Use of Military Force.
Smith’s amendment would call for the im-
mediate transfer of such detained persons
to trial in a civilian court. Furthermore,
Smith’s amendment would repeal a provi-
sion of the 2012 defense authorization law
that requires mandatory military custody
of members or associates of al-Qaeda who
planned or carried out attacks against the
United States or its coalition partners.

The House rejected Smith’s amendment
on June 13, 2013 by a vote of 200 to 226
(Roll Call 228). We have assigned pluses to
the yeas because indefinite detention with-
out trial is a serious violation of long-cher-
ished legal protections including the right
to habeas corpus, the issuance of a warrant
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This is our second index for the 113th Congress. The average House
score for this index (votes 11-20) is 51 percent, and the average Senate
score is 36 percent. Eight representatives and eight senators earned
100 percent. Our first index for the current Congress appeared in our
July 22, 2013 issue. An online version of the “Freedom Index” is also
available (click on “Voting Index”” at TheNewAmerican.com.)

We encourage readers to examine how their own congressmen
voted on each of the 10 key measures, as well as overall. We also
encourage readers to commend legislators for their constitutional
votes and to urge improvement where needed. ll
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House Vote Scores v

Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20
ALABAMA
1 Bonner (R) 25% - - o+ - - - -+ 41%
2 Roby (R) 40% - - + - - - -+ 4+ o+ 5%
3 Rogers, MikeD. (R) 40% - - + - - - -+ 4+ 4+ 5%
4 Aderholt (R) 50% - - o+ - + - -+ o+ o+ 60%
5 Brooks, M. (R) 40% - - + - - - -+ 4+ o+ 5%
6 Bachus, S. (R) 40% - - + - - -+ 4+ o+ - 4%
7 Sewell (D) 20% + + - - - - - - - 15%
ALASKA
AL Young,D. (R) 67% - - + + + ? o+ 4+ o+ - 56%
ARIZONA
1 Kirkpatrick (D) 40% + + - + + - - - - 21%
2 Barber (D) 30% + - - + + S 15%
3 Grijalva (D ) 50% + + - o+ - + o+ - - - 40%
4 Gosar (R) 70% + - + + - -+ o+ o+ + 7%
5 Salmon (R) 70% - + + + - -+ 4+ o+ o+ 80%
6 Schweikert (R) 920% - + + + + + + + + + 80%
7 Pastor (D) 50% + + -+ + o+ - - - 25%
8 Franks (R) 60% - + + - + - -+ 4+ o+ 65%
9 Sinema (D) 30% + - - o+ + e 15%
ARKANSAS
1 Crawford (R) 50% - - + + + - -+ o+ - 60%
2 Griffin (R) 60% - - + + + -+ 4+ o+ - 65%
3 Womack (R) 30% - - o+ - - + o+ - 50%
4 Cotton (R) 50% - + + + - -+ 4+ - 60%
CALIFORNIA
1 LaMalfa (R) 60% - - + + - -+ 4+ o+ o+ 65%
2 Huffman (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - 35%
3 Garamendi (D) 40% + - - + - - 30%
4 McClintock (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 100%
5 Thompson,M. D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 26%
6 Matsui (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
7 Bera (D) 20% + - -+ - - - - - - 10%
8 Cook (R) 40% - + + - - - -+ o+ - 55%
9 McNerney (D ) 20% + - - - - + - - - - 15%
10 Denham (R) 50% - - o+ + - - -+ 4+ o+ 50%
11 Miller, George D) 56% + + - + - + o+ 2 - - 41%
12 Pelosi (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 30%
13 Lee,B. (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
14 Speier (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 44%
15 Swalwell (D ) 50% + + - + - + + - - - 35%
16 Costa (D) 20% - - o+ + - - - - - - 16%
17 Honda (D) 4% + - o+ - + o+ - - - 37%
18 Eshoo (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35%
19 Lofgren (D) 50% + + - + - + + - - - 40%
20 Farr (D) 4% + - - o+ - + + - 7 - 37%
21 Valadao (R) 40% - - + + - - - 4+ o+ - 40%
22 Nunes (R) 3% - - ? + - - -+ o+ - 44%
23 McCarthy, K. (R) 40% - - + + - - -+ o+ - 50%
24 Capps (D) 50% + + - o+ - + o+ - - - 30%
25 McKeon (R) 30% - - + - - 5 = 4 4 = 45%
26 Brownley (D) 20% + - - o+ - - - - - 10%
27 Chu (D) 44% ?* o+ - o+ - + o+ - - - 37%
28 Schiff (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35%
29 Cirdenas (D) 40% + + - - - + + - - - 32%
30 Sherman (D) 40% + + - + - -+ - - - 30%
31 Miller, Gary (R) 56% - ? + + - -+ 4+ 4+ - 65%

Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20
32 Napolitano (D ) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 42%
33 Waxman (D) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 32%
34 Becerra (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 44%
35 Negrete McLeod (D) 44% + + - + - + 7 - - - 33%
36 Ruiz (D) 30% + + - - - + - - - - 15%
37 Bass (D) 56% + + ? + - + 4+ - - - 42%
38 Sinchez,Linda (D) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 40%
39 Royce (R) 67% - + + + + - - 7+ o+ 68%
40 Roybal-Allard D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
41 Takano (D) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 30%
42 Calvert (R) 30% - - o+ - - - -+ o+ - 50%
43 Waters (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
44 Hahn (D) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 35%
45 Campbell (R ) A Y S 77 7 o+ 4+ 60%
46 Sanchez, Loretta (D) 40% - + - + - + o+ - - - 20%
47 Lowenthal (D ) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 30%
48 Rohrabacher (R) 920% - + + + + + + + + +  90%
49 Tssa (R) 50% - - o+ + + - -+ o+ - 60%
50 Hunter (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ o+ o+ 65%
51 Vargas (D) 30% + + - + - °© = = = o 30%
52 Peters,S. (D) 30% + + - + - - - - - 15%
53 Davis,S. (D) 30% + + - + - - - - - - 25%
COLORADO
1 DeGette (D) 56% + + - + - + o+ 2 - - 44%
2 Polis (D) 56% + + - + - + + - 7 - 39%
3 Tipton (R) 70% + - + + + -+ o+ o+ - 70%
4 Gardner (R) 60% - - + + + -+ o+ o+ - 63%
5 Lamborn (R) 60% - + + - - -+ o+ o+ o+ 65%
6 Coffman (R) 80% - + + + + + + + o+ - 75%
7 Perlmutter (D ) 56% + + 7 o+ - + o+ - - - 3%
CONNECTICUT
1 Larson,]. (D) 50% + + -+ - + o+ - 40%
2 Courtney (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 30%
3 DelLauro (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
4 Himes (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 21%
5 Esty (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 25%
DELAWARE
AL Carney (D) 40% + + -+ + - - 20%
FLORIDA
1 Miller,]. (R) 4% - + + - - - -7+ o+ 58%
2 Southerland (R) 70% - - o+ + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 70%
3 Yoho (R) 80% + - + + + -+ o+ o+ + 8%
4 Crenshaw (R) 30% - - + - - - -+ o+ - 47%
5 Brown, C. (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 25%
6 DeSantis (R) 80% - + + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 8%
7 Mica (R) 70% - - + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 0%
8 Posey (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 100%
9 Grayson (D) 50% + + - + - + + - - - 40%
10 Webster (R) 50% - - + + + - -+ o+ - 60%
11 Nugent (R) 70% - - + + - + o+ o+ o+ o+ T74%
12 Bilirakis (R) 50% - o+ + -+ - -+ o+ - 60%
13 Young, C.W. (R) 29% - o+ ? - - - -7+ 40%
14 Castor (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 20%
15 Ross (R) 70% - - o+ + + -+ o+ o+ o+ T70%
16 Buchanan (R) 60% - - + + - + + + + - 65%
17 Rooney (R) 70% - - + + + + -+ + +  70%
18 Murphy, P. (D) 30% + - - o+ - + - - - - 20%

The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P”
means he voted “present.” If a Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26.

Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

23



ol SRVIRUIEE

based on probable cause (Fourth Amend-
ment), and the right to a “speedy and pub-
lic” trial (Sixth Amendment). Under the
National Defense Authorization Act, the
president may abrogate these rights sim-
ply by designating terror suspects, includ-
ing Americans, as “enemy combatants.” A
government that would lock up anyone in-
definitely without trial is certainly moving
toward tyranny, and legislation to prevent
this abuse of power is needed.

1 2Farm and Food Programs. This

legislation (H.R. 1947) would au-
thorize roughly $939 billion through fis-
cal 2018 for federal farm aid, nutrition
assistance, rural development, etc. This
bill would also institute programs to man-
age milk supplies and subsidies for farm-
ers. Significantly, this proposed legislation
would restrict eligibility for the Supplemen-
tal Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP),
known as food stamps, and allow states to
conduct drug testing on SNAP applicants.

The House rejected H.R. 1947 on June
20, 2013 by a vote of 195 to 234 (Roll
Call 286). We have assigned pluses to the
nays because this legislation would call
for nearly $1 trillion in unconstitutional
spending. The constitution does not au-
thorize the federal government to sub-
sidize food, farmers, or poverty. These
subsidies have resulted in large market
distortions as the government essential-
ly picks winners and losers in the food
production industry, and the fact that the
number of people enrolled in food stamp
programs has grown consistently illus-
trates that these programs do little to lift
people out of poverty.

1 Offshore Qil and Gas. This leg-

islation (H.R. 2231), the Offshore
Energy and Jobs Act, would allow for in-
creased energy exploration and production
on the Outer Continental Shelf and provide
for equitable sharing of energy production
revenue for all coastal states. The act also
instructs the energy secretary to lease areas
off the coast of South Carolina and South-
ern California that have geologically prom-
ising hydrocarbon resources.

The House passed H.R. 2231 on June
28,2013 by a vote of 235 to 186 (Roll Call
304). We have assigned pluses to the yeas
because increased exploration and utili-
zation of the country’s energy resources-
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would greatly assist economic growth and
energy independence for our nation.

1 4Buying Russian Helicopters for
Afghan Security Forces. During
consideration of the defense appropria-
tions bill (H.R. 2397), Rep. Mike Coffman
(R-Colo.) introduced an amendment to de-
fund a Defense Department purchase of 30
Russian Mi-17 helicopters. Circumventing
Congress, the Defense Department on June
13,2013 awarded a $553.8 million contract
to the Russian state-owned arms export firm
Rosoboronexport for the purchase of the
helicopters. Coffman’s amendment would
specifically strip that amount from the
DOD’s Afghanistan Security Forces Fund.
The House adopted Coffman’s amend-
ment on July 23, 2013 by a vote of 346 to
79 (Roll Call 390). We have assigned plus-
es to the yeas because it is preposterous that
the United States would take U.S. taxpayer
dollars to purchase helicopters for the new
Afghan military from Rosoboronexport, a
Russian state-owned export company that
has manufactured and supplied arms to
enemy states, such as Iran and Syria.

1 U.S.-China Joint Military Exer-

cises. During consideration of the
defense appropriations bill (H.R. 2397),
Rep. Steve Stockman (R-Texas) offered an
amendment to prohibit funds to “be used
for United States military exercises which
include any participation by the People’s
Republic of China.” On September 6, 2013,
after this amendment was rejected, three
Chinese warships arrived at Pearl Harbor

to participate in a joint one-day search-and-
rescue drill with the U.S. Navy guided-mis-
sile cruiser U.S.S. Lake Erie. The joint ex-
ercise was conducted on September 9, 2013.
On November 12, 2013, for the first time
in U.S. history, Chinese People’s Libera-
tion Army troops put boots on U.S. soil as
they participated in a joint “Disaster Man-
agement Exchange” with the U.S. Army
Pacific, the Hawaii Army National Guard,
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The
amendment to prohibit the use of funds for
such ventures was intended to prevent the
U.S. military from participating in them.

The House rejected Stockman’s amend-
ment on July 24, 2013 by a vote of 137 to
286 (Roll Call 404). We have assigned plus-
es to the yeas because communist China
is a self-proclaimed enemy of the United
States, responsible for the deaths of tens
of millions of people in the 20th century;
continues to persecute countless political
dissenters, Christians, and other religious
minorities; and has recently threatened to
target and destroy U.S. cities with nuclear-
tipped ICBMs. Military collaboration with
the Chinese regime will not diminish the
security threat it poses to the United States
but, if anything, heighten it.

1 Military Intervention. During

consideration of the defense appro-
priations bill (H.R. 2397), Rep. Adam Schiff
(D-Calif.) offered an amendment to prohibit
funding for military actions after December
31, 2014 that are carried out pursuant to
the 2001 Authorization for Use of Military
Force (AUMEF). As Rep. Schiff noted: “The

Land of milk and food stamps: The federal farm bill contained nearly $1 trillion in unconstitutional
spending. This money is used to control milk prices and provide subsidies for staple commodities
such as corn, as well as fund the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program — food stamps.
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Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20
19 Radel (R) 70% - + + + - -+ 4+ o+ o+ T0%
20 Hastings, A. (D) 50% + + - o+ - + o+ - - - 35%
21 Deutch (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 30%
22 Frankel (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 25%
23 Wasserman Schultz (D )40% + + - + - + - - - - 32%
24 Wilson, E (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 37%
25 Diaz-Balart (R) 40% - - + - + - -+ o+ - 44%
26 Garcia (D) 20% + - - o+ - - - - - 15%
27 Ros-Lehtinen (R) 50% - - + + + - -+ o+ - 44%
GEORGIA
1 Kingston (R) 70% - - o+ + + -+ 4+ o+ o+ 7%
2 Bishop, S. (D) 40% + + + - - - -+ - - 25%
3 Westmoreland, L. R) 60% - - + + + - -+ 4+ o+ 068%
4 Johnson, H. (D) 30% + + - - - + - - - - 25%
5 Lewis (D) 4% 7 o+ - o+ - + o+ - - - 33%
6 Price, T. (R) 920% - + + + + + + + + + 80%
7 Woodall (R) 60% - - + + - + -+ o+ o+ 65%
8 Scott,A. (R) 50% - - + + - - - 4+ 4+ o+ 60%
9 Collins, D. (R) 56% - o+ + + - - -7+ o+ 68%
10 Broun (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 100%
11 Gingrey (R) 70% - o+ + + + - - 4+ o+ o+ 80%
12 Barrow (D) 40% - - + + + - -+ - - 45%
13 Scott,D. (D) 30% + + - + - - - - - 15%
14 Graves, T. (R) 920% - + + + + + + + + + 80%
HAWAII
1 Hanabusa (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 30%
2 Gabbard (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
IDAHO
1 Labrador (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 8%
2 Simpson (R) 40% - - + + - - -+ o+ - 60%
ILLINOIS
1 Rush (D) 63% + + - + - + o+ - 7 2 44%
2 KellyR. (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 27%
3 Lipinski (D) 30% - + - + + - - - - - 15%
4 Gutierrez (D) 4% + + - + - o= = 0= 26%
5 Quigley (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 21%
6 Roskam (R) 30% - -+ - - - -+ o+ - 50%
7 Davis,D. (D) 60% + + - + + + o+ - - - 45%
8 Duckworth (D) 30% + + - + - - - - - - 15%
9 Schakowsky (D ) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 37%
10 Schneider (D) 30% + + - + - - = = = = 15%
11 Foster (D) 30% + + - - 4+ - - - - 21%
12 Enyart (D) 30% + - - + - + - - - - 20%
13 Davis,R. (R) 60% - - + + + -+ o+ o+ - 65%
14 Hultgren (R) 70% - - o+ + 4+ -+ o+ o+ o+ 7%
15 Shimkus (R) 60% + - + + + - -+ o+ - 63%
16 Kinzinger (R) 30% - - + - - - -+ o+ - 50%
17 Bustos (D) 29% + - - + 7 O S 18%
18 Schock (R) 38% - - + ! - S A S 56%
INDIANA
1 Visclosky (D) 30% + + - - - + - - - - 20%
2 Walorski (R) 40% - - + - - - - 4+ o+ 4+ 55%
3 Stutzman (R) 70% - o+ + + + - -+ o+ o+ 7%
4 Rokita (R) 67% - - + ? 7 7?7 o+ o+ o+ 09%
5 Brooks, S. (R) 40% - - + - + - -+ o+ - 55%
6 Messer (R) 60% - - + + + - - 4+ o+ o+ 65%
7 Carson (D) 56% + + - + - + o+ - - 3%
8 Bucshon (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ o+ o+ 65%
9 Young, T. (R) 40% - - + + - - -+ o+ - 50%
IOWA
1 Braley (D) 40% + - - - + + - - - 30%
2 Loebsack (D) 40% + - - + - + o+ - - - 25%

Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20
3 Latham (R) 40% - - + + - - -+ o+ - 55%
4 King, S. (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ o+ o+ 0%
KANSAS
1 Huelskamp (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 100%
2 Jenkins (R) 50% - - o+ - + -+ o+ o+ - 60%
3 Yoder (R) 70% - - + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 0%
4 Pompeo (R) 50% - + + - - - -+ o+ o+ 60%
KENTUCKY
1 Whitfield (R ) 30% - - 4+ - - - -+ 4+ - 42%
2 Guthrie (R) 50% - - o+ + + - -+ o+ - 60%
3 Yarmuth (D) 50% + + - + - + + - - - 45%
4 Massie (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 100%
5 Rogers, H. (R) 30% - - 4+ - - - -+ o+ - 40%
6 Barr (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ o+ o+ 65%
LOUISIANA
1 Scalise (R) 80% - + + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 7%
2 Richmond (D) 56% + + + + - A 37%
3 Boustany (R ) 30% - - + - - - -+ o+ - 45%
4 Fleming (R) 80% - + + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 8%
5 Alexander,R. R) 33% - - + - - T 47%
6 Cassidy (R) 60% - - + + - -+ o+ 4+ o+ 65%
MAINE
1 Pingree (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
2 Michaud (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - 30%
MARYLAND
1 Harris (R) 70% - - o+ + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 0%
2 Ruppersberger D) 10% - + - - - - - - - 5%
3 Sarbanes (D) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 42%
4 Edwards (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35%
5 Hoyer (D) 30% + + - + - - - - - - 20%
6 Delaney (D) 3B3% + + - + - e 21%
7 Cummings (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35%
8 Van Hollen (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 30%
MASSACHUSETTS
1 Neal (D) 38% ! o+ - o+ - 7+ - - - 24%
2 McGovern (D) 60% + + - + + + 4+ - - - 42%
3 Tsongas (D) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 32%
4 Kennedy (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 32%
5 Vacant
6 Tierney (D) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 32%
7 Capuano (D) 50% + + - + - o4 = = = 39%
8 Iynch (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - 35%
9 Keating (D ) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 26%
MICHIGAN
1 Benishek (R) 50% + + - + + o+ - 60%
2 Huizenga (R) 70% - - + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 0%
3 Amash (R) 920% + + + + - + + + + + 9%
4 Camp (R) 40% - - + + - - -+ o+ - 55%
5 Kildee (D) 50% + + - + - + + - - - 40%
6 Upton (R) 40% - - + + - - -+ o+ - 5%
7 Walberg (R) 50% - - o+ + - - -+ 4+ o+ 60%
8 Rogers,Mike R) 30% - - + - - - -+ o+ - 50%
9 Levin,S. (D) 30% - + - + - + - - - - 25%
10 Miller, C. (R) 50% - - + + - - -+ 4+ o+ 60%
11 Bentivolio (R) 80% + - + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 80%
12 Dingell (D) 30% + + - - - -+ - - - 21%
13 Conyers (D) 50% + + - + - + + - - - 40%
14 Peters, G. (D) 30% + - - + - + - - - - 30%
MINNESOTA
1 Walz (D) 33% + - - + - -+ 2 - - 21%
2 Kline, J. (R) 30% - - + - - - -+ 4+ - 50%

The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P”
means he voted “present.” If a Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26.
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2001 AUMF was never intended to autho-
rize a war without end, and it now poorly
defines those who pose a threat to our coun-
try. That authority and the funding that goes
along with it should expire concurrent with
the end of our combat role in Afghanistan.”

Schiff also noted: “The Constitution
vests the Congress with the power to de-
clare war and the responsibility of appro-
priating funds to pay for it. It is our most
awesome responsibility and central to our
military efforts overseas. We owe it to the
men and women we send into combat to
properly define and authorize their mis-
sion, and my amendment will effectively
give Congress the next 16 months to do so.”

The House rejected Schiff’s amend-
ment on July 24, 2013 by a vote of 185
to 236 (Roll Call 410). We have assigned
pluses to the yeas because only Congress
has the constitutional authority to declare
war and appropriate funds to pay for it.
Authorizing the president to use military
force without a declaration of war is a
shifting of responsibility from Congress
to the executive branch that essentially al-
lows the president to exercise dictator-like
powers and should be opposed.

1 NSA Surveillance of Phone Rec-

ords. During consideration of the
defense appropriations bill (H.R. 2397),
Rep. Justin Amash (R-Mich.) offered an
amendment to end the blanket collection
of records under the Patriot Act. Amash’s
amendment would also prevent the NSA
and other agencies from using provisions
of the Patriot Act to collect records, in-
cluding phone records, from persons who
are not subject to an investigation. As Rep.
Amash noted during the debate on his
amendment, “My amendment ... limits the
government’s collection of the records to
those records that pertain to a person who
is the subject of an investigation pursuant
to section 215 [of the Patriot Act].”

The House rejected Amash’s amend-
ment on July 24, 2013 by a vote of 205
to 217 (Roll Call 412). We have assigned
pluses to the yeas because any effort to
limit the collection of Americans’ personal
information by the surveillance state is a
good thing. Blanket collection of electron-
ic records of citizens who are not under
investigation is a violation of the Fourth
Amendment’s prohibition on search and
seizure without a warrant.
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Unaffordable disaster: Despite Republican attempts to defund the Affordable Care Act
(ObamacCare), it remains in force, causing fiscal and emotional havoc. The end of 2013 saw a
disastrous rollout for the ObamaCare website and revealed higher insurance premiums ahead.

1 Congressional Approval of Fed-

eral Regulations. This bill (H.R.
367) would require agencies of the execu-
tive branch to obtain approval from Con-
gress before enacting any proposals deemed
to be “major rules.” The definition of “major
rules” includes proposals likely to cost more
than $50 million, rules that would have an
adverse effect on the economy, regulations
pertaining to implementation of a carbon
tax, and rules made under ObamaCare.

The House passed H.R. 367 on August
2, 2013 by a vote of 232 to 183 (Roll Call
445). We have assigned pluses to the yeas
because in recent decades the executive
branch, via various federal agencies and ex-
ecutive orders, has exercised a great deal of
unconstitutional power. An executive who
can write laws and regulations apart from
the legislature is basically a king or a dic-
tator, and this abuse of power is precisely
what the Founding Fathers tried to prevent
with the separation of powers.

1 Continuing Resolution/Defund-

ing ObamaCare. This bill (House
Joint Resolution 59) would provide con-
tinuing appropriations to fund government
operations from the beginning of fiscal year
2014 on October 1, 2013 until December
15,2013 at approximately the same amount
of “discretionary” spending as fiscal 2013,
and it would defund ObamaCare. This bill
represents the House Republicans’ imple-
mentation of the strategy for defunding
ObamaCare via a continuing resolution
(CR). Democrats, on the other hand, op-
posed any omnibus CR that did not also

fund ObamaCare. The impasse led to the
16-day partial government shutdown at the
start of the new fiscal year.

The House passed the CR on September
20, 2013 by a vote of 230 to 189 (Roll Call
478). We have assigned pluses to the yeas
because, even though the bill contains ap-
propriations for huge amounts of unconstitu-
tional spending, it would completely defund
unconstitutional ObamaCare in fiscal 2014.

2000ntinuing Resolution (GOP
Cave-in). The impasse over the
continuing appropriations bill came to an
end when, on the 16th day of the partial
government shutdown, the House con-
curred in a Senate amendment that rewrote
the House bill H.R. 2775, which had only
contained a provision to prevent Obam-
aCare subsidies to individuals without ver-
ifying income, etc. As amended, the bill
suspended the federal debt limit through
February 7, 2014, and continued funding
government operations through January
15, 2014 at the fiscal 2013 post-sequestra-
tion spending level. It did not include any
provision to defund ObamaCare.

On October 16, 2013, Rep. Hal Rogers
(R-Ky.) offered a motion to concur in the
Senate amendment, and the House agreed
to his motion by a vote of 285 to 144
(Roll Call 550). We have assigned pluses
to the nays because the negotiated deal
contained in this bill constituted a cave-in
by 87 Republicans that ended the govern-
ment shutdown as well as the Republican
attempt to defund the unconstitutional
ObamaCare law.

THE NEW AMERICAN e JANUARY 6, 2014

AP Images



Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20
3 Paulsen (R) 40% - - + + - - -+ o+ - 55%
4 McCollum (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
5 Ellison (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
6 Bachmann (R) 78% - + + + + + - 7 + + 89%
7 Peterson (D) 50% + - + + - + - o+ - - 45%
8 Nolan (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35%
MISSISSIPPI
1 Nunnelee (R) 50% - - o+ + - - -+ 4+ o+ 60%
2 Thompson,B.(D) 67% + + + + - + o+ - P - 3%
3 Harper (R) 40% - - + + - - -+ o+ - 50%
4 Palazzo (R) 60% - - + + + - - 4+ 4+ o+ 60%
MISSOURI
1 Clay (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 30%
2 Wagner (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ 4+ o+ 03%
3 Luetkemeyer (R ) 50% - - + - + - - 4+ 4+ o+ 60%
4 Hartzler (R) 40% - - + - - - -+ 4+ o+ 5%
5 Cleaver (D) 63% + + - + - + o+ 2?7 - 35%
6 Graves,S. (R) 60% - - + + + - - 4+ 4+ o+ 65%
7 Long (R) 40% - - + - - - -+ 4+ o+ 5%
8 Smith,J. (R) 70% - - + + + -+ 4+ o+ o+ 7%
MONTANA
AL Daines (R) 50% - - o+ - + -+ 4+ o+ - 60%
NEBRASKA
1 Fortenberry (R ) 40% - -+ + - - -+ 4+ - 5%
2 Terry (R) 40% - - o+ + - - -+ + - 55%
3 Smith, Adrian R)  40% - - + + - - 4+ o+ - 55%
NEVADA
1 Titus (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 20%
2 Amodei (R) 60% - - + + -+ 4+ 4+ +  08%
3 Heck,J. (R) 50% - + + + - - -+ 4+ - 60%
4 Horsford (D) 40% + + - 72 7 P - - 13%
NEW HAMPSHIRE
1 Shea-Porter (D) 3% ? + - o+ - -+ - - 22%
2 Kuster (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - 20%
NEW JERSEY
1 Andrews (D) 30% + + - + - - - - - 25%
2 LoBiondo (R) 50% - + - + + - -+ o+ - 55%
3 Runyan (R) 20% - - - - - - -+ o+ - 35%
4 Smith, C. (R) 60% - + - + + -+ 4+ o+ - 60%
5 Garrett (R) 80% - + + + + -+ o+ o+ + 7%
6 Pallone (D) 50% + + - + ? 77 P - - 38%
7 Lance (R) 40% - + - + - - -+ 4+ - 50%
8 Sires (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 28%
9 Pascrell (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
10 Payne (D) 40% + + - + - o 26%
11 Frelinghuysen R)  20% - - - - - - -+ o+ - 35%
12 Holt (D) 50% + + - ? - + + 2 - - 39%
NEW MEXICO
1 Lujan Grisham, M. (D )50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 25%
2 Pearce (R) 60% - - + - + -+ 4+ o+ o+ T0%
3 Lujan,B. (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35%
NEW YORK
1 Bishop, T. (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 25%
2 King, P (R) 30% - - + - - - -+ o+ - 45%
3 Israel (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 20%
4 McCarthy, C. (D) [ A A [ S Y A 0%
5 Meeks, G. (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 32%
6 Meng (D) 33% + + - + - - - - - 16%
7 Veldzquez (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 37%
8 Jeffries (D ) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35%
9 Clarke (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35%

Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20
10 Nadler (D) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 40%
11 Grimm (R) 3% - - + - 7 - -+ 4+ - 42%
12 Maloney, C. (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35%
13 Rangel (D) 50% + + - + - + + - - - 40%
14 Crowley (D ) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
15 Serrano (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
16 Engel (D) 30% + + - + - - - - - - 26%
17 Lowey (D) 40% + + - + - I 30%
18 Maloney, S. (D) 30% - + - o+ - + - - - - 20%
19 Gibson, C. (R) 80% + - + + + + + + o+ - 75%
20 Tonko (D) 50% + + - + - + + - - - 35%
21 Owens (D) 30% - - + + - -+ - - - 30%
22 Hanna (R) 33% - - + + - - -+ 2 - 44%
23 Reed, T. (R) 60% - + o+ o+ - -+ o+ o+ 60%
24 Maffei (D) 60% + + - + + + 4+ - - - 35%
25 Slaughter (D ) 3% + ! - o+ - + - - - - 32%
26 Higgins (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 30%
27 Collins, C. (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ o+ o+ 60%
NORTH CAROLINA

1 Butterfield (D) 20 + + - - - - - - - - 10%

2 Ellmers (R) 40% - - + - - - -+ o+ + 5%

3 Jones (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 100%

4 Price,D. (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 30%

5 Foxx (R) 50% - - o+ + - - -+ o+ o+ 60%

6 Coble (R) 40% - - 2 7 2 7+ o+ - 64%

7 Mclntyre (D ) 60% - - + + + + -+ o+ - 58%

8 Hudson (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ o+ o+ 70%

9 Pittenger (R) 50% - + + + - - -+ o+ - 56%
10 McHenry (R) 60% - - + + + -+ + + - 061%
11 Meadows (R) 70% - - o+ + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 7%
12 Watt (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
13 Holding (R ) 60% - - + + + - -+ + o+ 68%
NORTH DAKOTA
AL Cramer (R) 50% - - + + - -+ o+ o+ - 55%
OHIO

1 Chabot (R) 80% - + + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 7%

2 Wenstrup (R) 50% - + + - - - -+ o+ o+ 60%

3 Beatty (D) 4% + + - + - + 7 - - - 26%

4 Jordan (R) 80% - + + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 7%

5 Latta (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ o+ o+ 65%

6 Johnson, B. (R) 70% - - + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 70%

7 Gibbs, B. (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ o+ o+ 65%

8 Boehner (R) [ Y S 7?7 -

9 Kaptur (D) 4% + + 7 o+ - + - - - - 26%
10 Turner (R) 40% - - + - - - -+ o+ + 5%
11 Fudge (D) 40% + + - + - -+ - - - 30%
12 Tiberi (R) 40% - - + - + - -+ o+ - 55%
13 Ryan,T. (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 35%
14 Joyce (R) 30% - - + - - - -+ o+ - 50%
15 Stivers (R) 30% - - o+ - - - -+ o+ 50%
16 Renacci (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ 4+ o+ 65%
OKLAHOMA

1 Bridenstine (R) 80% - + + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 9%

2 Mullin (R) 60% - - + - + -+ o+ o+ o+ T0%

3 Lucas (R) 50% - - o+ + - - -+ o+ + 5%

4 Cole (R) 40% - - + + - - -+ o+ - 47%

5 Lankford (R) 50% - - + + - - -+ + o+ 60%
OREGON

1 Bonamici (D) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 35%

2 Walden (R) 50% - - + + - - -+ o+ o+ 60%

3 Blumenauer (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35%

4 DeFazio (D) 60% + + - + + + o+ - - - 40%

5 Schrader (D) 40% + - - + - + 4+ - - - 35%

The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P”
means he voted “present.” If a Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26.
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Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20 Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20
PENNSYLVANIA 20 Castro (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 25%
1 Brady,R. (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 35% 21 Smith, Lamar (R ) 40% - - + - - - -+ o+ o+ 60%
2 Fattah (D) 50% ? + - + - + + - 7 - 33% 22 Olson (R) 50% - - + + - - -+ o+ o+ 60%
3 Kelly (R) 40% - - o+ - + + o+ - 55% 23 Gallego (D) 30% - + + + - - - - - - 15%
4 Perry (R) 70% - + + + - -+ 4+ o+ + T0% 24 Marchant (R) 70% - - o+ + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 7%
5 Thompson, G. (R) 60% - - + + + -+ 4+ o+ - 65% 25 Williams (R ) 70% - - o+ + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 7%
6 Gerlach (R) 50% - - o+ + + - -+ o+ - 50% 26 Burgess (R) 80% - - + + + + o+ o+ + o+ 7%
7 Meehan (R) 50% - + + + - - -+ o+ - 55% 27 Farenthold (R) 70% - - + + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 0%
8 Fitzpatrick (R ) 56% - - 7 + 4+ -+ 4+ 4+ - 58% 28 Cuellar (D) 30% - - o+ + - -+ - - 25%
9 Shuster (R) 60% - + + + + - -+ o+ - 65% 29 Green, G. (D) 60% + + + + - + 4+ - - - 37%
10 Marino (R ) 50% - - + - + - - 4+ + 4+ 55% 30 Johnson, E. (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 25%
11 Barletta (R) 57% - - + + ? 7?7 4+ o+ - 59% 31 Carter (R) 40% - - + - - - -+ o+ o+ 50%
12 Rothfus (R) 80% - + + + + -+ 4+ o+ + 7% 32 Sessions, P. (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ o+ o+ 63%
13 Schwartz (D) 30% + + - + - - - - - - 21% 33 Veasey (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 25%
14 Doyle (D) 56% + + - + - + + 2 - - 42% 34 Vela (D) 40% - - + + - -+ o+ - - 25%
15 Dent (R) 50% - - o+ + + - - 4+ + - 50% | 35 Doggett (D) 50% + + - o+ - + o+ - - - 35%
16 Pitts (R) 70% - o+ + + + - -+ o+ o+ T0% 36 Stockman (R) 920% - + + + + + + + + + 9%
17 Cartwright (D ) 40% + + - + - -+ - - - 3% | uraH
18 Muphy T(R) — 33% - -+ + - - -+ P - S8 Bighop R (R)  56% - - 7 - + - + + + + 68%
RHODE ISLAND 2 Stewart (R) 60% - - + - + -+ o+ o+ o+ 65%
1 Cicilline (D) 50% + + - - + o+ - - - 35% 3 Chaffetz (R) 60% - - + + - -+ + o+ + 58%
2 Langevin (D) 30% + + - + - - - - - - 15% 4 Matheson (D) 50% - + + + + - - -+ - 50%
SOUTH CAROLINA VERMONT
1 Sanford (R) 80% + + - + - + o+ + + + 8% AL Welch (D) 50% + + - + - + 4+ - - - 40%
2 Wilson,]. (R) 50% - - o+ - - -+ o+ o+ o+ 60% VIRGINIA
3 Duncan, Jeff (R) 80% - + + + + - 4+ 4+ 4+ o+ 80% 1 Wittman (R) 30% - - o+ - - S+ 4 50%
4 Gowdy (R) 80% - + + + + -+ 4+ o+ o+ 7% 2 Rigell R) 0% - o+ o+ o+ - c o ™ o 60%
5 Mulvaney (R) 80% - + + + - + + + + + 7% 3 Scot, R. (D) 50% + + - + - o+ - - 35%
6 Clyburn (D) 56% + + -+ - + + - - 35% 4 TForbes (R) 40% - - + - - - -+ o+ o+ 55%
7 Rice (R) 70% - - o+ + + -+ o+ o+ o+ T0% 5 Hurt (R) 0% - + + + + S s o+ 0%
SOUTH DAKOTA 6 Goodlatte (R) 60% - + + - + - -+ o+ o+ 65%
AL Noem (R) 50% - - + + - - -+ o+ o+ 60% 7 Cantor (R) 30% - - o+ - - - -+ o+ - 4%
TENNESSEE 8 M(.)ran, James (D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 25%
1 Roe (R) 0% - - o+ o+ + e e e+ 0% 9 Griffith (R) 920% + - + + + + + + + + 80%
2 Duncan,John (R) 100% + + + + + + o+ o+ o+ o+ 9% 10 Wolf (R) 0% - 4 o+ o+ 4 S+ - 0%
3 TFleischmann (R) 60% - - + - + o o+ o+ o+ 6% |1 Connolly (D) 0% 4+ -+ - koo o 50%
4 DesJarlais (R) 70% - - o+ + + - 4+ + + + 80% | WASHINGTON
5 Cooper (D) 50% + + + + - - - - - 35% 1 DelBene (D) 50% + + -+ o+ - - - 30%
6 Black,D. (R) 70% - - o+ + + -+ o+ o+ o+ 65% 2 larsen,R. (D) 33% + ? - o+ - + - - - - 21%
7 Blackburn, M. R) 50% - - + - - -+ o+ o+ o+ 63% 3 Herrera Beutler (R) - -+ 2 ? 7 7 - 602%
8 Fincher (R) 67% - - 7 + + -+ 4+ o+ o+ 68% 4 Hastings, D. (R) 40% - - o+ + - -+ 4+ - 5%
9 Cohen (D) 50% + + - o+ - o+ - - - 40% 5 McMorris Rodgers (R)56% - - 7 + + -+ o+ 4+ - 63%
TEXAS 6 Kilmer (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 25%
1 Gohmert (R) 0% - + + + + + + oo+ 95% 7 Mc'Dermott D) 50% + + - + - + o+ - - - 40%
2 Poe (R) 80% - - + + + + o+ + + +  80% 8 REI.CheI'[ ®) 30% - - 4+ - - -+ - 45%
3 Johnson, S. (R) 40% - - + - - + o+ o+ 53% 9 Smith,Addam ()  22% + + ! - - e s e 1T
4 Hall R) 0% - - o+ + 4 s o+ o+ o+ 80% 10 Heck,D. (D) 40% + + - + - + - - - - 20%
5 Hensarling (R) 60% - + + + - - - 4+ + + 65% | WESTVIRGINIA
6 Barton (R) 60% - - + - + -+ o+ o+ o+ 65% 1 McKinley (R ) 50% - - o+ + + - -+ o+ - 55%
7 Culberson (R) 70% - + + + + - -+ o+ o+ 65% 2 Capito (R) 50% - - o+ + + - -+ o+ - 55%
8 Brady, K. (R) 50% - o+ o+ - - -+ o+ o+ 60% 3 Rahall (D) 50% + - 4+ o+ - + o+ - - - 3%
9 Green,A. (D) 50% + + + + - + - - - - 30% WISCONSIN
10 McCaul (R) 60% - - + + + - -+ 4+ o+ 05% 1 Ryan,P.(R) 0% - o+ + + + S s+ o+ 0%
11 Conaway (R) 40% - -+ - - - -+ + + 5% | 2 Pocan(D) 50% + + - o+ - + o+ - - - 40%
12 Granger (R) 40% - - + - - - -+ + + 0 55% 3 Kind (D) 40% + + - + - - - - 20%
13 Thornberry (R) 40% - - + - - - - 4+ 4+ + 5% 4 Moore (D) 50% + + - + - o4 - - - 35%
14 Weber (R) 0% - - 4+ o+ 4 -+ o+ T0% 5 Sensenbrenner (R) 90% - + + + + + o+ + o+ +  90%
15 Hinojosa (D ) 40% + + -+ - + - - - - 30% 6 Petri (R) 80% + - + + - + + + + + 80%
16 O'Rourke (D) 50% + + - o+ - + o+ - - - 30% 7 Duffy (R) 60% - - + + - S+ 4 o+ o+ 63%
17 Flores (R) 60% - - o+ + 4+ SR S S N 8 Ribble (R) 60% + - + + - -+ o+ o+ - 65%
18 Jackson Lee (D 40% + + - + - + - - - - %
19 {\Ieugebauer ER; 60% - - + + + - = & %% WYOMING
AL Lummis (R) 60% - - + + - -+ o+ o+ o+ 0%

The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Rep. did not vote; a “P”
means he voted “present.” If a Rep. cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to House vote descriptions on pages 22, 24, and 26.
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Border insecurity: Senator Rand Paul (R-Ky.) tried to make border security a prerequisite for

o

5, o L

amnesty. The Senate didn’t go for it, so now along with a virtual amnesty for illegal immigrants
already here, the flow of new illegal immigrants will continue.

1 Border Security. During consid-

eration of the Immigration Over-
haul (S. 744), Senate Majority Leader
Harry Reid (D-Nev.) offered a motion to
table (kill) an amendment offered by Sen.
Rand Paul (R-Ky.) that would “not allow
the processing of this new category called
registered provisional immigrants until
Congress votes that the border is secure.”
Paul’s amendment featured a requirement
that Congress certify every year for five
years that the border is secure or at least
making specific progress toward border
security as defined in detail by the amend-
ment. If Congress would vote in any of
these five years that the border is not be-
coming more secure, then the processing
of people as “registered provisional immi-
grants” as provided for in S. 744 would stop
until Congress would vote that the border is
becoming more secure.

The Senate agreed to Reid’s motion
and killed the Paul amendment on June
19, 2013 by a vote of 61 to 37 (Roll Call
154). We have assigned pluses to the nays
because it is the constitutional duty of
the United States to “protect [every state]
against Invasion” (Article IV, Section 4).

1 2Immigration Reform. This bill

(S. 744) would provide an overhaul
of U.S. immigration policy that features
the granting of immediate legal status

Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

for most illegal immigrants in the United
States (aka amnesty), new visa programs
for a wide range of workers from low-
skilled to high-skilled, and new border se-
curity measures (only reducing the illegal
immigration rate by 25-50 percent accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office).
While the rate of legal immigration into
the United States is currently about one
million per year, this bill would raise the
average legal immigration rate to several
million per year.

The Senate passed the Immigration
Overhaul on June 27, 2013 by a vote of
68 to 32 (Roll Call 168). We have assigned
pluses to the nays because the large-scale
amnesty and new visa programs coupled
with a lack of effective border security
would lead to both large increases in legal
immigration and continuing large-scale il-
legal immigration, even though the U.S.
government has the duty under Article IV,
Section 4 of the Constitution to “protect
[every state] against Invasion.” Further-
more, we have assigned pluses to the nays
because, by granting amnesty, increasing
levels of legal immigration, and permit-
ting continued large-scale illegal immigra-
tion, this bill provides a transition to the
open borders sought by the advocates of a
North American Union and other regional
government schemes threatening our na-
tional sovereignty.

o 6

Free

Descriptions

1 Student Loans. During consid-
eration of the Keep Student Loans
Affordable Act of 2013 (S. 1238), Senate
Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) of-
fered a motion to invoke cloture and thus
end debate on the bill so it could be voted
on. This act would serve to extend the
3.4-percent interest rate on undergradu-
ate Stafford loans disbursed to students
between July 1, 2011, and July 1, 2013 to
between July 1, 2011, and July 1, 2014.
The Senate rejected Reid’s motion,
and thus did not invoke cloture, on July
10, 2013 by a vote of 51 to 49 (Roll Call
171). We have assigned pluses to the nays
because forcing a vote on an unconstitu-
tional action of the federal government is
a bad thing. The U.S. government should
not be in the business of subsidizing high-
er education to begin with, and continuing
a low interest rate on student loans would
merely encourage this unconstitutional ac-
tivity. Additionally, owing to the ease of
obtaining government loans for education
and the sheer amount of unpaid student
debt, the nation is now facing a colossal
“student debt bubble” that could have se-
vere negative economic consequences.
1 Aid to Egypt. During consideration
of the fiscal 2014 Transportation-
HUD appropriations bill (S. 1243), Sen.
Bob Corker (R-Tenn.) offered a motion to
table (kill) an amendment by Sen. Rand Paul
(R-Ky.). Paul’s amendment would have es-
tablished that the July 3, 2013 overthrow
of the Mohammed Morsi government in
Egypt was a military coup d’état, thus pro-
hibiting the United States from providing
military aid to Egypt until another “demo-
cratic” election occurs. As Paul noted in the
text of the amendment, “The United States
is legally prohibited from providing for-
eign assistance to any country whose duly
elected head of government is deposed by
amilitary coup d’état, or removed in such a
way that the military plays a decisive role....
[Military aid] shall be halted until the Presi-
dent certifies to Congress that democratic
national elections have taken place in Egypt
followed by a peaceful transfer of power.”
The money that would be used for mil-
itary aid to Egypt would instead, under
Paul’s amendment, be redirected for the
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Senate Vote Scores v

Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20

ALABAMA

Shelby (R) 920% + + + - + + + + + +  75%

Sessions, J. (R) 89% + + + - + + + + ? 84%
ALASKA

Murkowski (R ) 50% - - o+ - 4+ + o+ -+ - 58%

Begich (D ) % - - - - - B 28%
ARIZONA

McCain (R) 4% - - + - 7 + o+ -+ - 50%

Flake (R ) 8% - - + - 4+ 7 -+ - 71%
ARKANSAS

Pryor (D) 0% - - - - - R 20%

Boozman (R) 80% + + + - + + + - o+ + 70%
CALIFORNIA

Feinstein (D ) 0% - - - - - e 5%

Boxer (D) 0% - - - - - e 5%
COLORADO

Udall, Mark (D ) 0% - - - - - N 5%

Bennet (D) 0% - - - - - - - - - - 15%
CONNECTICUT

Blumenthal (D ) 0% - - - - - - - - - - 5%

Murphy, C. (D ) 0% - - - - - e 5%
DELAWARE

Carper (D) 0% - - - - - R 5%

Coons (D) 0% - - - - - - - - - - 5%
FLORIDA

Nelson (D ) 0% - - - - - - - - - - 5%

Rubio (R) 70% - - + - + + + + + +  75%
GEORGIA

Chambliss (R ) 80% + + + - + + o+ -+ o+ 70%

Isakson (R) 80% + + + - + + + - o+ +  70%
HAWAIL

Schatz (D) 0% - - - - - - - - - - 5%

Hirono (D ) 0% - - - - - N 5%
IDAHO

Crapo (R) 100% + + + + + + + o+ o+ + 9%

Risch (R) 100% ? + + + + + + + + + 9%
ILLINOIS

Durbin (D ) % - - - - - N 0%

Kirk (R) 60% + - + - + - 60%
INDIANA

Coats (R) 80% + + + - + + o+ - o+ o+ 70%

Donnelly (D) 0% - - - - - - - - - - 20%
IOWA

Grassley (R ) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 8%

Harkin (D ) 0% - - - - - = = = = = 0%
KANSAS

Roberts (R) 920% + + + - + + + + + + 8%

Moran, Jerry (R) 920% + + + + + + + - o+ + 84%
KENTUCKY

McConnell (R) 920% + + + + + + + -+ o+ 9%

Paul (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + + 9%
LOUISIANA

Landrieu, M. (D) 0% - - - - 2 - - - e - 16%

Vitter (R ) 20% + + + - + + + + + + 80%
30

Votes: 11-20 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 1-20

MAINE

Collins (R ) 40% - - + - - + 4+ -+ - 40%
King, A. (1) 10% - - + - - - = = = = 16%
MARYLAND

Mikulski (D ) % - - - - - B 5%
Cardin (D) 0% - - - - - R 5%
MASSACHUSETTS

Warren (D) 0% - - - - - - - - e 0%
Markey (D ) 0% - - - - - - - 0%
MICHIGAN

Levin, C. (D) 0% - - - - - - - - - 0%
Stabenow (D ) 0% - - - - - T 0%
MINNESOTA

Klobuchar (D ) 0% - - - - - - - - - 0%
Franken (D) 0% - - - - - - - - - - 0%
MISSISSIPPI

Cochran (R) 80% + + + - + + + -+ +  60%
Wicker (R) 80% + + + - + + + - + + 60%
MISSOURI

McCaskill (D ) 0% - - - - - E 5%
Blunt (R) 80% + + + - + + + - + + 65%
MONTANA

Baucus, M. (D) 0% - - - - - - - - - 20%
Tester (D ) % - - - - - - - - - - 30%
NEBRASKA

Johanns (R) 80% + + + - + + + -+ + 70%
Fischer (R) 80% + + + - + + 4+ - o+ +  70%
NEVADA

Reid, H. (D) 0% - - + - - R 10%
Heller (R) 80% + - + + + + o+ o+ o+ - 70%
NEW HAMPSHIRE

Shaheen (D ) 0% - - - - - - - - - 5%
Ayotte (R) 60% + - + - + + + -+ - 65%
NEW JERSEY

Menendez (D) 0% - - - - - - - - - - 0%
Booker (D) -
NEW MEXICO

Udall, T. (D) % - - - - - N 10%
Heinrich (D ) % - - - - - - - - - 15%
NEW YORK

Schumer (D ) 0% - - - - - E 5%
Gillibrand (D ) % - - - - - B 0%
NORTH CAROLINA

Burr (R) 80% + + + - + + + - o+ +  70%
Hagan (D) % - - - - - - - - - - 20%
NORTH DAKOTA

Hoeven (R) 70% + - o+ -+ + + -+ o+ 55%
Heitkamp (D ) % - - - ? - B 21%
OHIO

Brown, Sherrod (D ) 0% - - - - - - e e - 0%
Portman (R ) 70% + + + -+ + o+ -+ - 70%
OKLAHOMA

Inhofe (R) 86% + + + - 2 + 4+ 2?7 + 88%
Coburn (R) 100% + + + + + + 4+ + + 2 95%
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OREGON UTAH

Wyden (D ) 0% - - - - 10% Hatch (R) 50% + + + ? 7 + 67%
Merkley (D ) 0% - - - - 10% Lee, M. (R) 100% + + + + + + 4+ + + +  95%
PENNSYLVANIA VERMONT

Casey (D) 0% -7 5% | Leahy(D) 0% 5%
Toomey (R ) 80% + + + - + + o+ o+ - 80% Sanders (1) 0% - - - - - - - 5%
RHODE ISLAND VIRGINIA

Reed,]. (D) 0% - - - - - 10% Warner (D) 0% - - - 16%
Whitehouse (D ) 0% - - - - 10% Kaine (D ) 0% - - - 0%
SOUTH CAROLINA WASHINGTON

Graham (R) 60% - - + - + + -+ o+ 55% Murray (D ) 0% 6%
Scott, T. (R ) 920% + + + - + + o+ + + 9% Cantwell (D ) 0% - - - - - 5%
SOUTH DAKOTA WEST VIRGINIA

Johnson, Tim (D ) 0% - - 10% Rockefeller (D ) 0% - - - 5%
Thune (R) 20% + + + + + + + + 75% Manchin (D) 10% + - - - - 37%
TENNESSEE WISCONSIN

Alexander, L. (R) 70% + - + - + + + +  60% Johnson, R. (R) 920% + + + - + + 4+ + + +  90%
Corker (R) 60% - - + - + + + +  065% Baldwin (D ) 0% - - - = = = = 0%
TEXAS WYOMING

Cornyn (R ) 920% + + + - + + + + + 8% Enzi (R) 100% + + + + + + + + + +  90%
Cruz (R) 100% + + + + + + o+ o+ o+ 95% Barrasso (R) 89% + + + + + 4 4 + 7?2 89%

The scores are derived by dividing the constitutionally correct votes (pluses) by the total number of pluses and minuses and multiplying by 100. (A “?” means a Senator did not vote; a “P”
means he voted “present.” If he cast fewer than five votes in this index, a score is not assigned.) Match numbers at the top of the chart to Senate vote descriptions on pages 29, 31, and 32.

repair of U.S. bridges and other critical
national highways.

The Senate agreed to the motion and
killed the Paul amendment on July 31,2013
by a vote of 86 to 13 (Roll Call 195). We
have assigned pluses to the nays because a
reduction in foreign aid, particularly in the
form of military assistance, is a good thing.
The Constitution does not authorize the
government to give foreign aid and meddle
in other nations’ internal affairs, so while
Paul’s amendment would allow for the re-
sumption of aid to Egypt, it would still be
an improvement on the status quo.

1 5Transportation-HUD Appropria-

tions. This appropriations bill (S.
1243) would provide $54 billion in fiscal
2014 for the Departments of Transporta-
tion and Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). Total spending called for by the
bill would be “about $5.6 billion more than
the current level under the sequester,” ac-
cording to Congressional Quarterly. And
much of the spending allocations — such
as $19.6 billion for the Section 8 rental-
assistance program — is unconstitutional.

Republicans filibustered against the bill
because of the amount of spending it con-
tained. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid
(D-Nev.), who favored the bill, offered a
motion to invoke cloture, in order to break
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the filibuster and allow the bloated bill to
come to a vote. But the Senate rejected
Reid’s motion on August 1, 2013 by a
vote of 54 to 43 (60 votes — three-fifths
of the full Senate — are needed to invoke
cloture; Roll Call 199). We have assigned
pluses to the nays not only because the bill
called for more spending but also because
much of the spending is unconstitutional.
1 Continuing Resolution/Defund-
ing ObamaCare. During consid-
eration of the fiscal 2014 continuing ap-
propriations bill (House Joint Resolution
59), Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid
(D-Nev.) offered a perfecting amendment
that replaces the text of the continuing
resolution with language supported by
Senate Democrats. The amendment would
strip from the bill language supported by
the House to defund ObamaCare. It would
also provide continuing appropriations to
fund government operations from the start
of fiscal year 2014 on October 1, 2013
through November 15, 2013 that would
reflect an annual “discretionary” spending
level of about $986.3 billion — approxi-
mately the same amount of discretionary
spending in fiscal 2013.
The Senate adopted Reid’s amendment
on September 27, 2013 by a vote of 54
to 44 (Roll Call 208). We have assigned

pluses to the nays because the Senate
used this amendment to reject the House’s
attempt to defund the unconstitutional
ObamaCare law. The impasse between the
House-passed CR that would have defund-
ed ObamaCare (see House vote #19), and
the Senate language that continued fund-
ing ObamaCare along with other govern-
ment operations, led to the 16-day partial

government shutdown.
1 Continuing Resolution. This
vote represents Senate passage of
the continuing resolution (House Joint
Resolution 59), as amended by the Reid
perfecting amendment (described by Sen-
ate vote #16 above) to continue funding
the federal government, including Obama-
Care, through November 15, 2013.

The Senate passed this version of the con-
tinuing resolution on September 27, 2013
by a vote of 54 to 44 (Roll Call 209). We
have assigned pluses to the nays because
this vote affirmed the Senate’s rejection of
the House’s attempt to defund the uncon-
stitutional ObamaCare law. At the time,
however, the House was unwilling to back
down, and a modified version of the con-
tinuing resolution — albeit one including
the ObamaCare funding — was later passed
by both the Senate and the House (see Sen-
ate vote #18 below and House vote #20).
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1 8Continuing Resolution. This bill

(H.R. 2775), as amended by the
Senate (see House vote 20), was the result
of a negotiated deal that ended the partial
government shutdown over the Republi-
can attempt to defund ObamaCare. It con-
tinued funding government operations, in-
cluding ObamacCare, through January 15,
2014. The amount of spending in the bill
was based on the fiscal 2013 post-seques-
tration spending level. The legislation also
suspended the federal debt limit through
February 7, 2014.

The Senate passed the bill on October
16, 2013 by a vote of 81 to 18 (Roll Call
219). We have assigned pluses to the nays
because the negotiated deal contained in
this bill constituted a cave-in by congres-
sional Republicans that ended the Repub-
lican attempt to defund the unconstitution-
al ObamaCare law.

1 Debt Limit Increase Disap-

proval. The legislation passed
by Congress and signed into law by the
president to fund the federal government
including ObamaCare through January

15,2014 (see House vote #20 and Senate
vote #18) also provided for the suspen-
sion of the national debt ceiling through
February 7, 2014. By suspending this
limit on how much money the federal
government may borrow, the president
can run up the national debt by what-
ever amount he deems necessary to meet
government obligations, without having
to ask Congress to once again increase
federal borrowing authority. However,
the legislation includes a procedure for
Congress to disapprove of the president
raising the national debt limit.

In accordance with this procedure,
Senator Minority Leader Mitch McCon-
nell (R-Ky.) made a motion to consider a
resolution (Senate Joint Resolution 26) to
disapprove of President Obama suspend-
ing the national debt limit. His motion of
disapproval was rejected on October 29,
2013 by a vote of 45 to 54 (Roll Call 220).
We have assigned pluses to the yeas be-
cause the federal government should live
within its means and because most of the
spending responsible for the ballooning
national debt is unconstitutional.

2 0 Employment Nondiscrimina-

tion. This bill (S. 815) would
prohibit employers, employment agen-
cies, and labor organizations from
discriminating against employees, ap-
plicants, or members on the basis of
perceived or actual sexual orientation or
gender identity. This essentially gives
homosexual and transgender persons a
“protected status” where employment is
concerned. Religious organizations are
exempt from this bill, but organizations
owned by or affiliated with religious or-
ganizations are not.

The Senate passed the bill on Novem-
ber 7, 2013 by a vote of 64 to 32 (Roll
Call 232). We have assigned pluses to
the nays because the federal government
is overstepping its constitutional bound-
aries by dictating the hiring practices of
private employers. While the exemption
for religious organizations is a good
thing, the bill is still a serious infringe-
ment on private property rights as it lim-
its what a person can and cannot do on
his or her private property, in this case
a business. l
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