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Black Betterment
and Brainwashing
Born in 1925 in Hazleton, Pennsylvania, which for many years had no black
residents, I did not associate with blacks
until I entered the Navy in 1943. During
my college years, from 1946-50, as part
of the soccer and basketball teams, I had
no problem playing with and competing
against them. In fact, several of my closest
friends were black.
In later years, having spent time
in Washington, D.C.; South America; Europe; and the Middle East, and retiring
in North Carolina, I continued to associate with people of different colors, particularly blacks.  
In my lifetime, the changes that have
taken place here in the United States regarding race relations have been awe-inspiring. Today, I know of no vocation in
which blacks do not participate, including
the fields of medicine, law, education, science, business, etc.
But through the more than 90 years
of my life, it has been quite a struggle in
many instances for blacks.
Now, a radical element, being financed in many instances by, ironically
enough, white multibillionaires who
made their fortunes in the capitalistic
system that made them wealthy and our
country great, seems set on destroying
our nation.
And they are using the unfortunate
death in Minnesota of a black — with
the help of a major segment of the news
media, which they control — to achieve
their goal.
Street demonstrations include a
large portion of student participation —
both high school and university. Many
students have been indoctrinated by leftist instructors and don’t notice that today
blacks have more support than they ever
have had to pursue their goals and become
successful members of this great nation.
I pray they recognize that they are being
led by elements that have ulterior motives.
Lou Colombo
New Bern, North Carolina

Constitutional Savings
A good start to trimming big government
is abolishing Social Security. But how

would we do that? The problem is how to
make whole all our citizens who had their
funds stolen over all these many years —
yes, stolen. What else would you call it
when something is taken under duress?
Try not paying your FICA and see what
happens.
There is a simple way to get Americans’ money back — just abolish all items
in the budget not authorized by the Constitution. This would make better than 90
percent of the budget available to give
Americans their money back with interest. It would have an added benefit of getting Big Brother out of our lives.
How many people are aware that Social Security was the idea of Otto von
Bismarck and that Adolf Hitler refined
it? Bismarck made the retirement age 65
because most people did not live to 65.
My father died at 62 and did not receive
a dime that was stolen from him.
I was self-employed and put away in
my own retirement fund approximately
the same amount as FICA. I now receive
a return about an order of magnitude (10
times) greater than Social Security. I retired at 57 and am now 75.
If Social Security is such a great deal,
how come it is not voluntary?
Even Bernie Madoff, who ran the biggest private Ponzi scheme and financial
fraud in U.S. history, didn’t put a gun
to anyone’s head and say give me your
money.
So how come he is in jail and our politicians are free? No one was ever forced to
join a Ponzi scheme, but Social Security is
a different matter.
Social Security should be called by its
proper names: “Stealing from your children and grandchildren” and “Bribing you
with your own money.”
Anyone know which section of the
Constitution authorizes Social Security?
Anything other than abolishing Social
Security will not make it constitutional or
give you a better return than investing on
your own.
Howard Last
Cheyenne, Wyoming
Send your letters to: The New American, P.O.
Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54912. Or e-mail:
editorial@thenewamerican.com. Due to volume received, not all letters can be answered.
Letters may be edited for space and clarity.
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Inside Track
Washington, D.C., Could Become a State if Democrats Win in 2020
In a 232-180 vote on June 26, House Democrats passed a bill to
make Washington, D.C., the nation’s 51st state.
Democrats have long wanted to make a state out of America’s
capital, arguing that residents of the city deserve to have representatives in Congress.
It doesn’t hurt that the one representative and two senators
D.C. would gain would be Democrats, given the city’s political
demographics. This would particularly upset the current balance
in the Senate, where Republicans hold a slim three-vote majority.
Not surprisingly, Republicans oppose D.C. statehood (as do
two-thirds of Americans).
“D.C. will never be a state,” President Trump told the New

York Post on May 5. “You mean District of Columbia, a state?
Why? So we can have two more Democratic — Democrat senators and five more congressmen? No, thank you. That’ll never
happen.” (D.C., with its population of approximately 700,000,
would only gain one representative in the House, not five as the
president said.)
Thus, Democratic efforts are unlikely to go anywhere at present. But all that could change if Democrats take back the Senate
and White House in November.
Yet Republicans’ opposition to D.C. statehood goes beyond
party politics. The Constitution explicitly states that the capital
should not be a state.

Princeton Students Demand Slavery Reparations, Abolishing Police Force
Anti-racist Curriculum; Increase Black Faculty, Lecturers, and
Practitioners; Establish a Center for Anti-racist Policy; and Increase Black Student Enrollment.
Ridiculous demands such as these from the students and alumni of the Wilson School at Princeton won’t help end racism —
they’ll only encourage actual racists that their beliefs are right.

Flickr.com/photos/zacarious

More than 400 current students and alumni from the Woodrow
Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton
University in New Jersey have signed a letter to the school’s administration demanding, among other things, that the school pay
slavery reparations and abolish the school’s police force.
In the letter — dated June 23 — which was addressed to the
Board of Trustees, President Christopher Eisgruber, Acting Dean
Mark Watson, and Deans Cecilia Rouse, Miguel Centeno, Karen
McGuinness, and Elisabeth Donohue, the students and former
students demanded that the school act against what they call “the
slow and sudden violence that robs Black people of life.”
The letter excoriates the school for failing to properly prepare
its students for the job of addressing “white supremacy” and dismantling what they refer to as an “oppressive” and “racist” system.
The students of the Wilson school laid out a list of seven demands, which they believe would finally address the so-called
systemic racism at Princeton: Pay Reparations; Divest From
Prison Industrial Complex; Abolish the Police; Implement an

Consumer Spending Rebounds a Record Eight Percent in May

OlivierLeMoal/iStock/GettyImagesPlus

The U.S. Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) reported on June 26 that consumer spending jumped
to a new record in May: 8.1 percent over April, more than double
the all-time high ever recorded since the bureau started keeping
track of such things in 1959.
Consumers, locked away owing to government mandates in
response to COVID-19, headed for auto showrooms and big-box
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stores to celebrate their new freedom in May. Spending on cars,
trucks, SUVs, RVs, refrigerators, and furniture all jumped, along
with increased spending at restaurants, hotels, and motels, and
on healthcare.
Most commentators focused on the fact that incomes dropped
in May, thanks to decreased government stimulus. And that, many
assured their readers, bodes poorly for June and later months.
But they failed to mention at least two facts. One: Consumers saved almost a quarter of their incomes in May despite the
spending rush. Two: Inflation is almost flat (0.5 percent year over
year), while interest rates are close to zero.
To be fair, consumers still have a lot of ground to make up.
Consumer spending dropped 6.6 percent in March and another
12.6 percent in April. But given the reopening of the economy,
third-quarter estimates that the economy will grow by 20 percent
don’t seem that far off the mark. Just in time for the election. n
THE NEW AMERICAN • JULY 20, 2020

QuickQuotes
Outspoken Black Conservative
Lambastes “Black Lives Matter” Movement
“Black Lives Matter should be protesting at Planned Parenthood.”
Retired U.S. Army Lieutenant Colonel Allen West is a conservative
black American and a former Florida congressman. He points out
that since 1973, more than 20 million unborn black babies have
been murdered in the womb, and most of them have perished in
Planned Parenthood facilities.

LGBT Partisans Handed Huge Victory by Supreme Court
“An employer who fires an individual merely for being gay or transgender defies the law.”
By a 6-3 vote, the Supreme Court ruled that the existing prohibition against firing based on sex must now be applied as well
to those who are gay or transgender. The decision, written by
Justice Neil Gorsuch, will likely affect restroom and locker-room
Neil
usage, sports, religious objections to same-sex “marriages,” and
Gorsuch
even which pronoun must be used. The decision effectively altered
the clear wording of the 1964 law that dealt only with the sex of
individuals. It is clearly a case of the Supreme Court making law, something nowhere authorized in
the U.S. Constitution.
Poland’s Leader Considers LGBT Ideology Worse Than Communism
“LGBT is not people; it’s an ideology. It is even more destructive than Communism to the human being.”
During his current campaign for reelection, Poland’s President Andrzej Duda left no doubt about his
opposition to the LGBT agenda. The 48-year-old Polish leader knows about living under communism
from his parents and his own teenage recollections. He finds the rise of homosexuality, same-sex
“marriage,” and the acceptance of transgender claims even more harmful to Poland’s people.
President and GOP Senators Succeed in Filling All Appellate Court Vacancies
“President Trump, Senate Majority Leader McConnell, and Judiciary Chairman Graham have delivered
an historic victory with the confirmation of 200 judges in the president’s first term. All appellate-level
vacancies are now filled.”
Marjorie Dannenfelser, president of the pro-life Susan B. Anthony
List, rejoiced in knowing that many more pro-life jurists can now
be found in federal appeals courts as a result of President Trump’s
appointments and the ensuing Senate confirmations engineered by
Senators Mitch McConnell and Lindsey Graham.
Virginia Senator Lambasted After
Incredible False Accusation
“The United States didn’t inherit slavery from anybody. We created it.”
Obviously a victim of poor education, Senator Tim Kaine (D-Va.)
displayed his ignorance of thousands of years of slavery’s history,
trying to appeal to Black Lives Matter and other current protesters
anxiously trashing the USA. n
— Compiled by John F. McManus
www.TheNewAmerican.com
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There Is a Point When People Cease
Trusting Government and Media Experts
“The point arrives when they say you’re a fool or monster who
will get people killed for wanting to go to church or keep your
Allen
West
business open, but you’re a
hero when you join a protest
they approve of.”
Writing in The Dispatch, columnist Jonah Goldberg expressed the
attitude of many Americans.
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The

War On

HYDROXYCHLOROQUINE
As strange as it may sound, a propaganda and demonization campaign is being waged
against hydroxychloroquine so that globalism and U.S. socialism can make headway.

P

by Dennis Behreandt

resident Donald Trump several
times has lauded the drug hydroxychloroquine (HCQ) as a potential
cure for COVID-19, even saying that he
was taking it himself to ward off the disCall 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

ease, and he ordered his administration
to make it readily available. Recently,
however, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration revoked its Emergency Use
Authorization (EUA) for using hydroxychloroquine to fight COVID-19, saying, in
essence, it doesn’t seem to treat COVID-

19 and is dangerous. Doctors, though, can
still prescribe it for off-label use.
Yet researchers writing a review of
Dennis Behreandt works in the chemical technology
industry and has served as an editor for several publications, including The New American.
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One a supporter, one not: President Trump looks on while Anthony Fauci speaks about the
coronavirus pandemic. The president has been a proponent of using hydroxychloroquine to treat
COVID-19, even taking the drug himself, leading to much criticism in the mainstream media.

COVID-19 treatments for the Journal
of the American Medical Association
(JAMA) summarized the safety of chloroquine (CQ) treatment for COVID-19:
“Chloroquine and hydroxychloroquine
are relatively well tolerated as demonstrated by extensive experience in
patients with SLE and malaria,” the researchers wrote, noting that in some cases
there have been “rare and serious adverse
effects.” Still, of the safety of the drugs
in the context of COVID-19, they wrote:
“No significant adverse effects have been
reported for chloroquine at the doses and
durations proposed for COVID-19. Use
of chloroquine and hydroxychloroquine
in pregnancy is generally considered
safe. A review of 12 studies including
588 patients receiving chloroquine or
hydroxychloroquine during pregnancy
found no overt infant ocular toxicity.”
As well, peer-reviewed studies and anecdotal evidence show that the drug works to
treat COVID-19. (See article on page 16.)
So what is happening here? The answer:
There is a war going on for your mind.
Prior to the election of Donald Trump,
the war was somewhat hidden. Though a
subset of Americans had noticed the grad10

ual increase in statist, internationalist, and
socialist propaganda over the years, most
Americans remained unaware of the trend.
The election of Donald Trump, however,
was a wake-up call, and the statists, or
“deep statists” if you will, began a concerted campaign to remove the president
from office. Still, nasty as this was, for
most Americans this was just political
theater.
The war broke furiously into the open
with COVID-19, though, and has accelerated, and grown more vicious still,
with the wave of violent terrorist riots
that have struck the nation’s cities. With
COVID-19, the nation’s petty tyrants in
state government took the opportunity
presented by the crisis to revoke the rights
and freedoms of the American people
and impose mass house arrest. The next
phase of the war immediately followed
in the form of the terrorist riots that have
resulted in widespread property destruction and the sowing of intense fear among
the law-abiding, who are increasingly
left to their own devices in defending
themselves against the tide of violence.
In total, the entire campaign is aimed at
forcibly limiting what Americans do, say,

and even think — trying to make social
controls “the new norm.”
As an integral part of this “new norm,”
the elitists who desire total power have
devised another strategem: institute a vaccine program — ostensibly to safeguard us
against coronavirus — that will allow elites
to track us at all times and control the lives
and activities of people around the world.
The scheme has been heavily promoted by
Bill Gates and the controlled international
menagerie of NGOs and world government
bodies. (See the article “Bill Gates: Philanthropist or Scoundrel?”)
Anything that gets in the way of this
effort is demonized by the leftist mainstream media. Case in point: Trump’s
promotion of hydroxychloroquine to fight
COVID-19. Why? Because if a simple
and effective treatment for the pandemic
disease exists and is readily available, the
overarching need for a vaccine is diminished or eliminated.
Within this framework, the motivation
behind the media and Democratic politicians’ unceasing attacks on hydroxychloroquine becomes understandable. Though
the science is not yet settled and important
studies are ongoing, some research and
plenty of clinical anecdotal evidence continue to point to the drug as a useful treatment for COVID-19. If it is, then the need
for a vaccine forced on the world’s population is diminished or even eliminated, and
with that, the plan to track everyone via a
digital vaccine ID has had a stake firmly
planted in its heart.
Thus, we have an all-out campaign of
demonization waged against the drug,
convincing Americans to abandon hope
of a non-vaccine treatment.

A Chorus of Lies and Calumnies
The Washington Post, one of the key organs of the statist propaganda machine,
exemplifies the “coverage” given to HCQ
by mainstream-media organs.
In a “Fact Checker” analysis, the paper
first quoted President Trump, who said on
March 19 about the drug that “it’s looking
like it’s having some good results. That
would be a phenomenal thing.” Then the
newspaper criticized one of the French
studies that had found potential value in
HCQ. It said about the study by Didier
Raoult, et al.: “Scientists have since discredited the trial, pointing to major flaws
THE NEW AMERICAN • JULY 20, 2020

taste too, they claimed: “He wears a biker
ring and adorns the walls of his office with
schlock paintings of, among others, an imposing Poseidon, god of the seas.”
According to the statists, you shouldn’t
believe anything this man says because he
is obviously a crackpot. Except this “crackpot” has many other scientific collaborators
— he has 17 co-authors joining him on the
paper criticized by the Post. This “B.S.
Artist,” by the way, has authored or coauthored more than 3,000 peer-reviewed
papers during his scientific career. He has
collaborated on these with more than 6,000
other scientists, and his peer-reviewed papers have been cited more than 110,000
times by other scientists.

FDA Follies
Perhaps being persuaded by President
Trump, or perhaps having actually taken
the early results from hydroxychloroquine
seriously, in March the Food and Drug
Administration authorized emergency use
of hydroxychloroquine to make it more
available for study and use in the early
days of the pandemic’s spread in the United States. The authorization made it possible for large donations of chloroquine and
hydroxychloroquine from the companies
Bayer and Novartis, respectively, “to be
distributed and prescribed by doctors to

AP Images

in the way it was conducted. The journal
that published the study announced on
April 3 that it did not meet its standards.”
The study was not retracted, and the
journal in question did not call the paper’s
findings into question; it merely cast aspersions on portions of how the study was
conducted with regard to study participants.
The study, the journal’s board said, did not
meet the “expected standard, especially relating to the lack of better explanations of
the inclusion criteria and the triage of patients to ensure patient safety.” Again, this
was not a criticism of the results reported.
Moreover, the journal said its peer-review
process was followed. “Despite some suggestions online as to the reliability of the article’s peer review process, the process did
adhere to the industry’s peer review rules,”
the statement said.
But from the Post’s coverage, readers will get the impression that the entire
study was dubious.
The online Daily Beast published a hit
piece on Dr. Raoult calling him a “B.S.
Artist,” along with attempting to shame
him as a “climate denier” and a “coronavirus truther.” The Daily Beast even criticized him for having long hair and a beard,
saying it made him look like “a latter day
Wild Bill Hickok, albeit in a medical researcher’s white coat.” And he has bad

For tracking everyone: Bill Gates, formerly of Microsoft, has led a worldwide push for both
vaccines and vaccine-associated digital IDs. The coronavirus pandemic is tailor-made for provaccine ID schemes, but a low-cost and effective treatment would undermine such a plan.
www.TheNewAmerican.com

hospitalized teen and adult patients with
COVID-19, as appropriate.”
This earned positive commentary from
Health and Human Services Secretary
Alex Azar at the time. “President Trump
is taking every possible step to protect
Americans from the coronavirus and provide them with hope,” Secretary Azar said,
according to an agency press release.
Since then, in the wake of ongoing demonization of the drugs, the FDA backtracked and revoked its EUA.
In a letter discussing the revocation of
the EUA for the drugs, FDA chief scientist
Denise Hinton said the agency no longer
found the drugs likely to be effective in
treating COVID-19. “We now believe that
the suggested dosing regimens for CQ and
HCQ as detailed in the Fact Sheets are unlikely to produce an antiviral effect,” Hinton said in the letter. “Earlier observations
of decreased viral shedding with HCQ or
CQ treatment have not been consistently
replicated and recent data from a randomized controlled trial assessing probability
of negative conversion showed no difference between HCQ and standard of care
alone,” she continued.
The agency concluded, Hinton wrote,
that “it is no longer reasonable to believe
that oral formulations of HCQ and CQ may
be effective in treating COVID-19, nor is
it reasonable to believe that the known
and potential benefits of these products
outweigh their known and potential risks.”

Treatment Strategy Ignored
The claim that hydroxychloroquine use to
fight COVID-19 infection lacks merit is a
dubious assertion. Notably missing from
the FDA’s statement pulling its Emergency Use Authorization is the fact that successful treatment protocols using the drug
for COVID-19 have relied on hydroxychloroquine being part of a multi-drug
treatment provided early in the course of
a SARS-CoV-2 infection, not used alone
and given in late stages of the disease.
One doctor who says he has had significant success with a combination treatment that includes hydroxychloroquine is
Dr. Vladimir Zelenko.
Practicing in a community on the outskirts of New York City, the epicenter of
the pandemic outbreak in the United States,
Dr. Zelenko gained fame for his work in
treating COVID-19 patients with a three11
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Though the science is not yet settled and important
studies are ongoing, some research and plenty of clinical
anecdotal evidence continue to point to the drug as a
useful treatment for COVID-19.

Daring to do honest research: Dr. Didier Raoult has conducted significant research into the
use of hydroxychloroquine for COVID-19. For his trouble, he has endured vicious smears in the
mainstream media.

drug treatment consisting of hydroxychloroquine, azithromycin, and zinc. Heavily
promoted early on by Trump, but panned
by the mainstream media and politicized almost to extinction in the United States, the
treatment as administered by Dr. Zelenko
seems to have had noteworthy success.
In an interview with The New American ’ s Christian Gomez, Dr. Zelenko
described how he decided on the course
of treatment, as well as why and how he
believes it has proven effective in saving
lives. “I started studying the basic science
of how this virus works,” Dr. Zelenko said
in the video interview made available on
YouTube.
“So it turns out that zinc, it’s wellknown that it inhibits viral replication and
specifically in the cytoplasm, in the inside
of the cell there is an enzyme … and it’s
used by the virus to make copies of its ge12

netic material so that it makes more virus,”
Zelenko said. “So this enzyme is essential
to viral growth. Turns out that zinc inhibits
that enzyme, it deactivates the enzyme and
so it makes it very difficult if not impossible for the virus to grow. The problem that
we have with zinc is that it doesn’t get into
the cell…. So even though zinc is effective
against the viral growth, it cannot get into
the place where the virus is. So what does
hydroxychloroquine do? In this case, it’s
nothing more than opening a door, a channel, a zinc transport channel, it’s called a
zinc ionophore, and it allows for zinc to go
from outside the cell to the cytoplasm, to
inside the cell. That’s all it does.”
Initially because of his claims of success
in treating COVID-19, Zelenko was increasingly targeted by anti-Trump partisans
eager to smear anyone who seemed to be
providing evidence that supported the pres-

ident’s contention that hydroxychloroquine
might be useful in treating the disease.
Still, Dr. Zelenko pressed onward,
seemingly eager to participate in a study
that would clarify the usefulness of his
course of treatment. Word of Zelenko’s
work reached FDA commissioner Dr. Stephen Hahn, formerly the chief medical
executive at the University of Texas MD
Anderson Cancer Center, who reached out
to Dr. Zelenko to offer insights into how to
support the study.
This seems a completely innocent and
understandable thing to do in the midst of
a pandemic. Why wouldn’t a medical doctor and high-ranking federal official inquire into helping another medical doctor
set up a study to investigate what seems
a promising treatment? Failure to do so,
if the opportunity existed, would seem
a cold-hearted dereliction of duty. But
the mainstream media, eager to create a
controversy where none exists in order to
harm Trump, presented the situation as a
“gotcha, caught you red-handed” moment.
In a breathless report positioned as one
intended to reveal a new administration
“scandal,” Vanity Fair reported that it had
obtained a series of text messages between
Zelenko and Hahn. How scandalous!
Here’s what Vanity Fair said it had uncovered:
Two days after that first phone call,
in a series of text messages obtained
by Vanity Fair, Zelenko returned to
Hahn for help setting up a clinical
trial of some 750 outpatients at St.
Francis Hospital in Roslyn, New
York. “The Catholic Health System
(St. Francis Hospital) / Dr Zelenko
COVID-19 trial is ready to go,”
Zelenko wrote to Hahn, copying one
of the hospital’s doctors involved in
the trial. “We need ASAP 1. Hydroxychloroquine 200mg. 10000
pills 2. Azithromycin 500mg 5000
pills 3. Zinc sulfate 220 mg 5000
pills. This treatment will be deployed in outpatient primary care.”
Hahn responded, “Not sure what
the ask of FDA is.” To which Zelenko replied, “We need the medication to run the study.” Hahn then
asked, “Do you have IRB approval?” This referred to an institutional
review board that hospitals use to
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oversee clinical trials and research.
The doctor answered, “Hopefully
this week.”
“Congratulations,” Hahn offered.
“Really well done.” He then advised
the doctor to reach out to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) to obtain hydroxychloroquine from the Strategic National
Stockpile, a federal cache of emergency equipment and supplies managed by the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS). When
the doctor expressed uncertainty
over how to do that, Hahn offered,
“I’ll send you the contact.”
That’s some smoking gun, right there. If
anything it proves that there is at least one
federal official who is willing to try to help
people solve problems.
Subsequently, the left-wing establishment attacked the doctor. Yet, despite the
bombast of Vanity Fair and the mainstream media in general, the study exists and is legitimate. Details about the
study, entitled “Hydroxychloroquine
and Zinc With Either Azithromycin or
Doxycycline for Treatment of COVID19 in Outpatient Setting,” are available
at ClinicalTrials.gov.
The study is currently recruiting participants with a goal of enrolling 750 for
the research. The study is expected to be
completed by December 31.
The study is being led by Dr. Avni Thakore, a cardiologist, who said, according
to WLNY, the CBS affiliate in New York,
“What we know about the mechanism of
action of the drugs suggests they could be
helpful early in the course of a viral infection.” “We know zinc is an anti-viral. We
know that hydroxychloroquine can help
reduce an immune response that can get
out of control.”
While we have to wait until the end
of the year, at the earliest, to find out the
results of this trial, a similar study has already reported results.
The study, conducted by researchers
affiliated with the New York University
School of Medicine and New York University Langone Health, has found that the
combination of zinc with hydroxychloroquine may, in fact, prevent COVID-19
from progressing to serious illness. The
researchers noted:
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

The main finding of this study is that
after adjusting for the timing of zinc
therapy, we found that the addition of
zinc sulfate to hydroxychloroquine
and azithromycin was found to associate with a decrease in mortality or
transition to hospice among patients
who did not require ICU level of care.

A Real Bogus Study
Promising findings such as this one and
others are ignored by the mainstream
media, but negative studies get loads of
publicity. Their over-the-top propaganda
campaign to discredit hydroxychloroquine
reached a fever pitch with the publication
in the prestigious medical journal The
Lancet of a study that called the drug ineffective and unsafe.
The study, entitled “Hydroxychloroquine or chloroquine with or without a
macrolide for treatment of COVID-19: a
multinational registry analysis,” was led
by Dr. Mandeep R. Mehra, a cardiologist

and medical director of the Brigham and
Women’s Hospital Heart and Vascular
Center in Boston.
Using data sourced from a small company called Surgisphere, the study’s authors, which also included Sapan Desai,
the founder of Surgisphere, reached an
alarming conclusion: “We were unable to
confirm a benefit of hydroxychloroquine
or chloroquine, when used alone or with
a macrolide, on in-hospital outcomes for
COVID-19.” “Each of these drug regimens was associated with decreased inhospital survival and an increased frequency of ventricular arrhythmias when
used for treatment of COVID-19.”
The statist mainstream media latched
onto this finding with all due haste and
breathlessly reported its conclusions in
most, if not all, mainstream outlets. The
results were touted as the final straw that
would end hydroxychloroquine once and
for all. This gambit almost worked.
Shocked by the study’s conclusion,

First-hand experience: Dr. Vladimir Zelenko has successfully used hydroxychloroquine along
with azithromycin and zinc in treating COVID-19 patients and has worked to help set up a study
of his treatment regimen. He has also been attacked for his use of the drug.
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This was a central failing of the studies
(there were two in total) that were based
on the Surgisphere data. After such concerns were raised, the authors of the paper
who were not affiliated with Surgisphere
arranged for an independent review of the
data. That review could not be completed
because Surgisphere “would not transfer
the full dataset, client contracts, and the
full ISO audit report to their servers for
analysis,” a group of the study’s original
authors pointed out.
Ultimately, The Lancet was forced to
retract the study. Speaking to Tucker Carlson of Fox News, Dr. Marc Siegel said the
study was simply political in nature. “Political,” he said, “we know this is a political
hit job.”

Looking solid: Hydroxychloroquine, sold under the brand name Plaquenil. Despite mainstream
criticism, some scientific findings continue to support the potential of the drug to treat COVID-19,
though more work remains to be completed as important studies continue.

researchers conducting or contemplating
clinical trials involving hydroxychloroquine began to reevaluate their efforts
based on worries that patients included in
such studies might be harmed. “The World
Health Organization and a number of national governments have changed their
Covid-19 policies and treatments on the
basis” of the study, The Guardian newspaper reported. One of the studies halted
was the COPCOV study, a very large international study from Oxford University
in the U.K. That study has now been restarted, and its principal investigators have
indicated that they are anxious to further
understand the potential of HCQ in prevention and early treatment of COVID19. (For full coverage of the restart of
COPCOV, see TNA online here: www.
thenewamerican.com/hcq-study)
But almost immediately after the Lancet study was published, other researchers
began to notice disquieting elements in the
work. So troubling were the flaws that no
less than the left-wing mouthpiece New
York Times was forced to report on the situation. “Critics were quick to point out anomalies … including implausible findings that
should have been detected during the peer
review process — like the … apparent in14

clusion of a large number of Covid-19 cases
very early on in the pandemic, even in Africa, where few hospitals have electronic
health records,” the Times reported.
The Times continued: “Many researchers were astonished to find out that such a
database could exist, or that the gathering
and analysis of tens of thousands of medical records on multiple continents could
have been carried out so quickly.”
A key element of science in general
and scientific studies in particular is the
idea of reproducibility. In scientific writing, it is expected and required that researchers provide sufficient details in a
“materials and methods” section or sections of a paper so that other researchers
can reproduce the described experiment.
Such reproduction allows other researchers to evaluate the methods and data described while allowing them to derive the
conclusions — or
not — for themselves. This is the
central feedback
loop in scientific
publishing that
prevents fraud and
ensures accuracy
of results.

More Work Remains
It seems fairly clear at this point, despite
the controversy, that lives have been saved
by the careful use of hydroxychloroquine
and that continued investigation of the drug
and continued use by physicians treating
COVID-19 patients should not be stopped.
One example of a life likely saved is
the story of Margaret Novins, 53, who
tested positive for COVID-19 in March.
“I couldn’t breathe,” she said of her fight
with the disease, according to Forbes.
Very quickly her doctors prescribed hydroxychloroquine, and she experienced improvement in her condition in just one day,
according to Forbes. She credited the drug,
sold under the brand name Plaquenil, with
her recovery. “From my notes it is clear that
my fevers and horrible chills I fought hard
from 3/8-3/18 turned the corner the day I
started Plaquenil 3/19,” she said.
Others, including doctors, have said that
they, a family member, or someone they
know have used and needed hydroxychloroquine during the pandemic. The aforementioned Dr. Siegel is one of these.
Again speaking to Fox News host Tucker Carlson, Siegel shared a personal story.
“Tucker, I want to tell you about a 96-year-
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old man in Florida who said one night, ‘I
don’t think I’m going to make it. I feel very
weak. The end is coming. I’m coughing,
I’m short of breath, I can’t get up from the
couch,’” Siegel said. “The next day he was
on hydroxychloroquine and antibiotics, per
his cardiologist, he got up the next day, he
was fine.” That man was Siegel’s father.
Congressman Roger Marshall (R-Kan.),
an obstetrician, commenting on President
Trump’s use of HCQ, has said that his
family, too, has taken hydroxychloroquine. According to Newsweek, Marshall
said “that he, his siblings, his parents and
his wife are taking the drug ‘prophylactically’” — to ward off the disease.
Even a Michigan Democratic lawmaker, Karen Whitsett (D-Mich.), told Fox
host Laura Ingraham that the drug saved
her when she was suffering from COVID19. “I really want to say that you have to
give this an opportunity,” she said. “For
me, it saved my life.”
One expert who believes hydroxychloroquine should not be taken off the table is
Harvey A. Risch, professor of epidemiology at the Yale School of Public Health and

Yale School of Medicine. Risch argued
in favor of early treatment of COVID-19
with a combination of hydroxychloroquine and azithromycin.
“Five studies, including two controlled
clinical trials, have demonstrated significant major outpatient treatment efficacy,”
Risch observed in an article for the American Journal of Epidemiology. “Hydroxy
chloroquine+azithromycin has been used
as standard-of-care in more than 300,000
older adults with multicomorbidities,
with estimated proportion diagnosed with
cardiac arrhythmias attributable to the
medications 47/100,000 users, of which
estimated mortality is <20%, 9/100,000
users, compared to the 10,000 Americans
now dying each week. These medications
need to be widely available and promoted
immediately for physicians to prescribe.”
Clearly, despite bureaucratic resistance,
the potential benefits of hydroxychloroquine seem significant enough to continue
additional research, as well as to provide
a foundation for doctors working with patients to continue, if they deem necessary,
to utilize the drug, either alone or in com-

bination with other drugs and supplements
such as zinc.
Attempts by federal and state health
agencies, bolstered by mainstream media
propaganda, to restrict usage of hydroxychloroquine is, at its base, an effort to supplant individual physician expertise with
blanket control of healthcare by government bureaucrats. It stands to reason that
effective healthcare is delivered by skilled
doctors and other healthcare staff working
with patients directly, and that one-sizefits-all, politically motivated dictates from
government bureaucrats put patients at significantly increased risk of poor outcomes.
The effort to discredit HCQ continues,
but is on shaky ground because propaganda ultimately must fail when it is opposed
by the truth.
Indeed, if COVID-19 is to be countered
effectively, and lives are to be saved, then,
as always, freedom is the cure. Government must get its nose out of the business
of science and let researchers and doctors
— the actual experts — conduct their lifesaving research and work unencumbered
by government regulation. n
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The mainstream narrative says that hydroxychloroquine is ineffective
and dangerous when used to treat COVID-19. Research findings,
however, show the opposite is likely true.

Hydroxychloroquine: Long used to treat malaria and some autoimmune diseases, the drug,
though controversial, has shown promise for COVID-19.

I

by Dennis Behreandt

t is one of the most commonly used
drugs in the world. It has been available for decades and millions of people use it every day. Doctors recommend
it to treat fevers in children and adults, and
they suggest people use it post-surgery.
There is good reason for this: It works, and
in normal therapeutic doses is reasonably
safe. But, like all drugs, there is a dark side
to this one.
Because this drug is so readily available and so cheap, most people believe it
is among the safest drugs they can take,
yet overdoses, even mild ones, can lead
to severe health problems. This tendency
is exacerbated by the ready availability of
extended release formulations that sometimes offer higher-than-normal dosing,
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making it easier to overdose. As a result, a
shocking number of people are killed each
year from misuse of this drug.
Writing for StatPearls, a peer-reviewed
information source for healthcare professionals, researchers Suneil Agrawal and
Babak Khazaeni noted that this drug “is
the second most common cause of liver
transplantation worldwide and the most
common in the US. It is responsible for
56,000 emergency department visits, 2600
hospitalizations, and 500 deaths per year
in the United States. Fifty percent of these
are unintentional overdoses.”
Moreover, it seems this drug has unusual psychological impacts on some users.
In 2005, researchers from the Ohio State
University of Psychology reported that in
their study they found that the drug blunted
emotions. “Across two studies, we demon-

strated that [it] attenuates individuals’ evaluations and emotional reactions to negative
and positive stimuli alike,” they said. The
drug, they concluded, should be “described
as an all-purpose emotion reliever.”
Again, this drug is readily available,
among the most used drugs in the world,
and is entirely non-controversial. Another
drug, although used for different reasons, is similar in some respects. It, too,
has been used for decades, and millions
of people use it daily. In fact, they need
to use it daily or the diseases they suffer
from would turn debilitating and deadly.
As such, it is widely prescribed for these
conditions. And in normal dosing, it is
very safe. Still, it can cause cardiac effects
that might lead to death, and it can have
side effects in the eyes. But a fact sheet
from the U.S. Centers for Disease Control (CDC) says that it “can be prescribed
to adults and children of all ages. It can
also be safely taken by pregnant women
and nursing mothers.” The CDC fact sheet
goes on to say of this drug that it’s “a relatively well tolerated medicine.”
What are these drugs? The first, the one
that sends over 50,000 people to emergency rooms and kills 500 people per year,
is acetaminophen, the active ingredient
in the painkiller Tylenol. The second, a
drug used to treat the deadly disease of
malaria along with lupus and rheumatoid
arthritis, is none other than prescription
hydroxychloroquine (HCQ) — famous of
late for its controversial role in fighting the
COVID-19 pandemic.
The first drug, which has devastating and often deadly side effects, mainly
helps ward off fevers and body aches and
can be bought over the counter. The second one, which has side effects arguably
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on par with the first one and is used to
treat deadly and debilitating diseases, has
been called too dangerous to use to treat
COVID-19, which itself is considered
so deadly that much of the country was
literally locked down to avoid it. So the
question becomes: “Are the attacks on hydroxychloroquine medically or politically
motivated?” A look at the science should
give us the answer.

AP Images

Media Frenzy
Having shown promise in treating those
fighting COVID-19, hydroxychloroquine
even attracted the attention of President
Trump, who announced in May that he
was taking the drug to ward off the disease. “A couple of weeks ago, I started
taking it,” he said at a meeting of restaurant executives. At the time, CNN reported
that the president had “been taking it every
day for a week and a half.”
That admission made left-wing news
outlets and commentators plumb the
depths of “Trump derangement syndrome”
(TDS). The far-left tabloid Raw Story,
which somehow seems to consider tweets
from random Twitter users to be news,
quoted one such random never-Trumper
as saying the president wasn’t taking hydroxychloroquine at all but that his doctors were probably slipping him Skittles

candies instead. Lest anyone think this is
just the delirious ravings of someone entering the lunatic phase of TDS, the notion
that Trump was lying about his use of the
drug was given the imprimatur of no less
than MSNBC commentator Joe Scarborough, who told his viewers, “Let me assure you the president of the United States
is not taking hydroxychloroquine.” Elaborating further, Scarborough continued: “In
all the time that I knew him, I only sat for
one meal with him. And before that meal,
he had wipes like this high and would just
go through the wipes, compulsively, and
wipe his hands, sanitize his hands before
eating anything. So he is not taking something that his own administration has said
will kill you, that his own FDA said will
kill you, that the VA said will kill you.”
Contra Scarborough, perhaps the president was taking it because he was fairly
certain it was safe to take as long as he
did so under guidance from his physicians.
The tempest over the president’s use of
hydroxychloroquine is emblematic of the
deepening political divide over healthcare
and much more in post-COVID America.
Like the wearing of masks and the destruction of fundamental liberties via lockdowns,
questions about hydroxychloroquine have
become less about whether doctors should
continue to treat patients with the drug and

Acetaminophen: The active ingredient in one of the most popular over-the-counter pain and
fever reducers, this drug nonetheless causes many severe health problems yearly. Yet unlike
hydroxychloroquine, no one breathlessly demands its removal from store shelves.
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

more about pitting statist control and intervention against personal choice in general,
and in health matters in particular, while
attempting to corral and control scientific
inquiry via leftist propaganda.
Since the president’s admitted use of the
drug, liberal partisans of centralized power,
especially in matters of healthcare, have
done their utmost to paint hydroxychloroquine as ineffective and dangerous. Recently, the FDA revoked its Emergency Use
Authorization for the drug, and in the wake
of that action, the World Health Organization, claiming that it has shown no benefit
in testing, has stopped its investigation of
the drug for treatment of COVID-19.
While some studies have indeed found
little or no benefit from hydroxychloroquine for fighting SARS-CoV-2, the virus
behind the pandemic, other studies — and
doctors using the drug to treat patients —
have shown the opposite, crediting the
drug with saving lives.
Scientifically and clinically, properly
understanding the potential of this drug
is critical. If it can, in fact, be used to
save lives, how it does so, and under
what conditions it might work, must be
understood. This includes investigation
of how and why it might work in combination with other substances, even if,
on its own, it has little or no effect. By
contrast, propaganda and fearmongering
that hamper proper use of the drug and
cause an end to scientific inquiry into the
drug literally put lives at risk.
And in the present case, as we shall
demonstrate, hydroxychloroquine continues to represent an intriguing potential option for the treatment of COVID-19.

In Vitro
The term in vitro means “in the glass”
and refers to scientific work on biological
subjects, including microorganisms, cells,
and chemistries, separated from their normal biological context. In in vitro studies,
chloroquine (CQ) and hydroxychloroquine have been shown to have antiviral
properties, including for SARS-CoV-2.
In a letter to — and published by —
the journal Cell Research in February, a
team of Chinese researchers described the
effect of chloroquine on SARS-CoV-2 in
vitro. Their study included tests of the antiviral drug Remdesivir, along with chloroquine and several other antiviral drugs.
17
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Far from finding that the chloroquine was ineffective,
this study demonstrated the opposite. It reported that
“one patient in the Chloroquine group became SARSCoV-2 negative after treatment for only 2 days.”

President Trump: Long a proponent of allowing the use of hydroxychloroquine for COVID-19, the
president admitted to taking the drug under his doctor’s supervision. Still, his political opponents
and the mainstream media attacked him for his use of the medicine.

“Notably,” they reported, “two compounds remdesivir and chloroquine potently blocked virus infection.” For chloroquine, they went on to note of their
findings that their work “demonstrated
that chloroquine functioned at both entry,
and at post-entry stages of the 2019-nCoV
[now renamed SARS-CoV-2] infection.”
In addition to “its antiviral activity,” they
continued, “chloroquine has an immunemodulating activity, which may synergistically enhance its antiviral effect in vivo.”
The researchers concluded that chloroquine is “highly effective in the control
of 2019-nCoV infection in vitro,” and
they suggested that both it and remdesivir
“should be assessed in human patients suffering from the novel coronavirus disease.”
18

Another team of Chinese researchers
also justified exploring hydroxychloroquine’s impact on SARS-CoV-2, in an
article submitted to and published by the
journal Clinical Infectious Diseases, published by no less than Oxford University
Press for the Infectious Diseases Society
of America. It, too, cited the research published earlier by Cell Research as justification for exploration: Noting that the earlier
team’s findings were “supported by clinical studies conducted in approximately
100 patients with SARS-CoV-2,” they
argued that because “hydroxychloroquine
is an analog of chloroquine that has fewer
concerns about drug-drug interactions,”
and because “in the previous SARS outbreak, hydroxychloroquine was reported

to have anti-SARS-CoV activity in vitro,”
it seemed possible that it might “be a potential pharmacological agent for the treatment of COVID-19 infection.”
This team of researchers found that
“both chloroquine and hydroxychloroquine have good antiviral activity. Chloroquine and hydroxychloroquine were found
to decrease the viral replication.” Meanwhile, they reported that “hydroxychloroquine exhibited a superior in vitro antiviral
effect in comparison to chloroquine when
the drug was added” before exposure to
the virus. So, simply, hydroxychloroquine
is better than chloroquine.
Based on their experiments, the researchers concluded that “hydroxychloroquine exhibited better in vitro anti-SARSCoV-2 activity than chloroquine.”
Moreover, they pointed out that “an unpublished clinical trial has demonstrated
the therapeutic effect of chloroquine in
patients with SARS-CoV-2. On the basis
of hydroxychloroquine’s superior antiviral and prophylactic activity, as well as its
more tolerable safety profile in comparison
to chloroquine, we believe that hydroxychloroquine may be a promising drug for
the treatment of SARS-CoV-2 infection.”
In fact, they even concluded that, if
administered early, hydroxychloroquine
might inhibit the body’s own sometimes
disordered and aggressive response to the
virus, the “cytokine storm” that has been
implicated in some COVID-19 deaths from
multi-organ failures. Hydroxychloroquine,
they concluded, “may be an ideal drug to
treat SARS-CoV-2 infection as it can inhibit the virus via its antiviral effects and
help mediate the cytokine storm via its immunomodulatory effects. Based on work
conducted in our laboratory, we recommend the concomitant use of low-dose hydroxychloroquine with an anti-inflammatory drug to help mitigate the cytokine storm
in critically ill patients with SARS-CoV-2.”

Early Results in Patients
However promising or interesting the results of in vitro studies may be, the effectiveness of a potential medicine depends on
how it acts in vivo, or “within the living.”
Especially in the human context, biochemical activity in vivo is extremely complex
and still a matter of intense scientific investigation. Thus, the potential effectiveness of
a medicine as demonstrated in vitro may
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the exacerbation of pneumonia, improving
lung imaging findings, promoting a virusnegative conversion, and shortening the
disease course.”
Following the results reported by the
Chinese researchers in Bioscience Trends,
a French research team consisting of 18
scientists, including noted hydroxychloroquine researcher Didier Raoult, whose
work has been influential, undertook a
small study of COVID-19 patients at
The Méditerranée Infection University
Hospital Institute in Marseille. Patients
not treated with hydroxychloroquine, the
team reported, were recruited as controls
“in Marseille, Nice, Avignon and Briançon
centers, all located in South France.” In
reporting the results of this study, the research team deemed the outcome to be significant. “For ethical reasons and because
our first results are so significant and evident we decide to share our findings with
the medical community, given the urgent
need for an effective drug against SARSCoV-2 in the current pandemic context,”
they wrote in introducing the outcome of
the study.
“We show here,” they continued, “that
hydroxychloroquine is efficient in clearing
viral nasopharyngeal carriage of SARSCoV-2 in COVID-19 patients in only three
to six days, in most patients.”
Of note, they also found that the addi-
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prove completely useless, or even harmful,
when used with a living patient. This may
be especially true in cases of sick patients
whose biological chemistries may be disordered due to disease activity.
Much, however, is known about hydroxychloroquine, as it has a decades-long
history of medical usage, including as a
treatment for malaria and for the autoimmune disorders lupus and rheumatoid arthritis. For COVID-19, the early promising results from in vitro studies in China
led to studies testing the drug’s effectiveness with actual patients.
Chinese researchers Jianjun Gao of the
Qingdao University School of Pharmacy
and Zhenxue Tian and Xu Yang with the
Department of Pharmacy at Qingdao Municipal Hospital summarized the results
of early attempts to treat patients with hydroxychloroquine in China.
Writing in the journal Bioscience
Trends, they reported that a number of
studies had been “quickly conducted in
China to test the efficacy and safety of
chloroquine or hydroxychloroquine in the
treatment of COVID-19 associated pneumonia in more than 10 hospitals in Wuhan,
Jingzhou, Guangzhou, Beijing, Shanghai,
Chongqing, and Ningbo. Thus far, results
from more than 100 patients have demonstrated that chloroquine phosphate is superior to the control treatment in inhibiting

Let doctors work: A young patient leaves the hospital after fighting COVID-19. Doctors treating
patients should have full access to any and all treatment methods necessary to help their patients
recover from the disease.
www.TheNewAmerican.com

tion of azithromycin, an antibacterial drug,
proved helpful during treatment. “Our preliminary results also suggest a synergistic
effect of the combination of hydroxychloroquine and azithromycin,” they wrote.
“Azithromycin has been shown to be active
in vitro against Zika and Ebola viruses and
to prevent severe respiratory tract infections when administrated to patients suffering viral infection. This finding should be
further explored to know whether a combination is more effective especially in severe
cases,” they concluded.
Another study, this time observational,
of “a cohort of 80 relatively mildly infected inpatients treated with a combination
of hydroxychloroquine and azithromycin”
by another French group of 29 researchers
(again including Dr. Raoult), further supported the use of hydroxychloroquine in
treating COVID.
In this study, the median age of patients was 52, and 57.5 percent of them
“had at least one chronic condition known
to be a risk factor for the severe form of
COVID-19 with hypertension, diabetes
and chronic respiratory disease being the
most frequent.”
In their results, the researchers reported,
“The majority (65/80, 81.3%) of patients
had favourable outcome and were discharged from our unit at the time of writing.” Three of the patients in the study
required treatment in ICU, “of whom
two improved.” One 74-year-old patient
remained in ICU as of the writing of the
paper. Sadly, “one 86-year-old patient
who was not transferred to the ICU, died,”
the researchers reported.
Discussing their results, the authors
concluded: “By administering hydroxychloroquine combined with azithromycin,
we were able to observe an improvement
in all cases, except in one patient who arrived with an advanced form, who was
over the age of 86, and in whom the evolution was irreversible. For all other patients
in this cohort of 80 people, the combination of hydroxychloroquine and azithromycin resulted in a clinical improvement
that appeared superior when compared to
outcomes of other hospitalised patients, as
described in the literature.”
In another, larger study published in
the May-June issue of the journal Travel
Medicine and Infectious Disease, another French team of researchers, again
19
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including Dr. Raoult, provided a retrospective “report on 1061 SARS-CoV-2
positive tested patients treated for at least
three days with hydroxychloroquine and
azithromycin.”
For results, the study authors said:

dosing regimens for CQ and HCQ as detailed in the Fact Sheets are unlikely to
produce an antiviral effect,” Hinton said
in the letter. “Earlier observations of decreased viral shedding with HCQ or CQ
treatment have not been consistently replicated and recent data from a randomized
controlled trial assessing probability of
negative conversion showed no difference
between HCQ and standard of care alone,”
she continued.
As a result the agency concluded, Hinton wrote, that “it is no longer reasonable to believe that oral formulations of
HCQ and CQ may be effective in treating
COVID-19, nor is it reasonable to believe
that the known and potential benefits of
these products outweigh their known and
potential risks. Accordingly, FDA revokes
the EUA for emergency use of HCQ and
CQ to treat COVID-19.”
In support of its conclusion, the FDA
cited a paper from a Chinese team of researchers that was made available as a
medRxiv preprint. This research team,
in reporting its results, found no relevant
benefit to the use of hydroxychloroquine
when compared to non-use of the drug in
standard treatment. Still, the authors noted
that the study was incomplete, and they
added their own caveats to their findings.
“Our negative results on the antiviral ef-

We report the outcomes of 1061
COVID-19 patients treated with an
HCQ+AZ combination from the time
of diagnosis…. We assessed patients
who received at least three days of
treatment and eight days of followup…. The treatment was associated
with a low proportion of patients with
worsening of the disease, as only
10 patients (0.9%) were transferred
to the intensive care unit and a low
proportion of death, as only eight
(0.75%) patients died (case fatality
rate updated April 18th, 2020). It was
also associated with a low frequency
of persistent viral shedding. In our
experience, the treatment was well
tolerated with only a low proportion of adverse events (2.4%), all of
which were mild with three discontinuations of treatment (0.3%).

FDA Backtracks
The Food and Drug Administration,
which had earlier issued an Emergency
Use Authorization (EUA) supporting the
use of hydroxychloroquine in the United
States, reversed that declaration in June,
claiming that additional studies found
no beneficial impact from the use of hydroxychloroquine.
In a letter discussing the revocation of
the EUA for the drug, FDA chief scientist
Denise Hinton said the agency no longer
found the drug likely to be effective in
treating COVID-19.
“We now believe that the suggested
20
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The authors determined, based on these results, that they “consider reasonable to follow the recommendations made in Asian
countries for the control of COVID-19,
notably in Korea and China that consist in
early testing as many patients as possible
and treating them with available drugs
where this strategy has produced much
better results than in countries where no
active policy has been implemented outside containment.” Such drugs, they said,
included hydroxychloroquine.

ficacy of HCQ obtained in this trial are on
the contrary to the encouraging in-vitro
results and the recently reported promising results from a non–randomized trial
with 36 COVID-19 patients,” they wrote.
“It should be noted that participants in our
trial had mainly mild to moderate disease
with a median 16-day delay of HCQ treatment from symptoms onset. Therefore, the
negative results of our trial are only applicable to patients with persistently mild to
moderate COVID-19.”
Moreover, they made this important admission: “Our trial could not answer the
antiviral efficacy of HCQ at the earlier
state, e.g., within 48h [48 hours] of illness
onset, the golden window for antiviral
treatment in influenza.”
Also cited by the FDA as a study that
called into question the effectiveness of
hydroxychloroquine was one by a Chinese
research team that examined a small group
of patients treated with chloroquine (not
the safer hydroxychloroquine) between
January 27, 2020 and February 15, 2020.
Yet far from finding that the chloroquine
was ineffective, this study demonstrated
the opposite. It reported that “one patient
in the Chloroquine group became SARSCoV-2 negative after treatment for only 2
days.” Moreover, they reported, “There
were then steady increases in the number

FDA: The federal agency revoked its Emergency Use Authorization for hydroxychloroquine, saying
that recent studies did not support its safety or efficacy. That conclusion remains debatable, and
important studies continue.
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of patients turning negative, cumulating
at Day 13 when all of the Chloroquinetreated patients became negative.”
This study actually compared chloroquine’s effectiveness against the effectiveness of the antivirals Lopinavir/
Ritonavir. The researchers found that
“patients treated with Chloroquine were
discharged from hospital in a much
quicker pace. The first patient discharged
from hospital was from the Lopinavir/
Ritonavir group at Day 8, and the first
discharged from the Chloroquine group
was at Day 9. Encouragingly, by Day 14,
all 10 patients (100%) from the Chloroquine group were discharged compared
to 6 patients (50%) from the Lopinavir/
Ritonavir group. Furthermore, Chloroquine also appeared to promote quicker
recovery compared to Lopinavir/Ritonavir recommended by health authorities
in China.”
Additionally, the FDA and others
have raised concerns about the safety
of chloroquine/hydroxychloroquine. In
this case, the research team that reported
these results noted that “overall, Chloro-

quine appears well tolerated among the
patients we treated.”
Still, study results are conflicting. Another retrospective study cited by the FDA
was conducted by a group of researchers
with a small sample of COVID-19 patients
at Cleveland Clinic Abu Dhabi’s Critical Care Institute. This study found hydroxychloroquine to be ineffective. “Despite a reported antiviral activity against
SARS-CoV-2, we found that HCQ was
associated with a slower viral clearance
in COVID-19 patients with mild to moderate disease,” the study’s authors wrote.
They also noted, however, that the drug
appeared safe. “HCQ use was well tolerated in our patients; we did not observe
any side effects,” they said. “This might be
attributed to the low dosing regimen used
in our study (400mg daily).”
In sum, there are studies that suggest
positive outcomes from treatment with hydroxychloroquine, and studies that show
little or no benefit. There is also a paucity
of studies that follow up on the use of
hydroxychloroquine in combination with
azithromycin or zinc.

Those who are eager to end use and
investigation of hydroxychloroquine are
quick to point to studies that fail to support the use of the drug, and they do so
to the exclusion of studies that show the
drug’s potential, either alone or in combination with zinc or other medicines.
And because this is the general approach
favored by the mainstream media, the
impression given to the public is that the
drug is dangerous and ineffective and that
its use is irresponsible.
Research findings, though, do not necessarily support this narrative. If anything,
the promise of the drug as a potential lifesaving treatment remains. And the need for
further research and understanding in this
area of research, and in many other areas
related to COVID-19, remains substantial.
Clearly, when it comes to the science
of hydroxychloroquine, there is no consensus; however, much mainstream propaganda would like to suggest the opposite. Right now, what is obvious instead
is that more work needs to be done in the
interest of gaining essential knowledge
and saving lives. n
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Freedom Index

The Freedom Index
A Congressional Scorecard Based on the U.S. Constitution

Our second look at the 116th Congress
shows how every member of the House
and Senate voted on key issues such as
the USMCA, the impeachment of President Trump, and coronavirus stimulus
packages.

House Vote Descriptions
This bill (H.R.
1865) would provide approximately $540 billion in discretionary spending
for eight of the 12 fiscal 2020 appropriations bills: $184.9 billion for Labor-HHSEducation; $23.5 billion for Agriculture;
$48.3 billion for Energy-Water; $36 billion for Interior-Environment; $5 billion
for Legislative Branch; $110.4 billion for
Military Construction-VA; $54.7 billion
for State-Foreign Operations; and $74.3
billion for Transportation-HUD. Hidden
within the above largely boring tabulations of appropriations are a few highprofile, unconstitutional programs, such
as $96 billion for domestic food programs
(think “food stamps”); tens of billions of
dollars for foreign aid, UN membership,
and UN peacekeeping; and $23.9 billion
for HUD’s Section 8 rental assistance
voucher program.
The House passed H.R. 1865 on
December 17, 2019 by a vote of 297 to

APImages

11Appropriations.

Non-stop coup attempts: The impeachment of Trump was simply another salvo in the Deep
State’s ongoing efforts to overturn the election results. Earlier coup attempts included the RussiaTrump hoax and the Mueller investigation.

120 (Roll Call 689). We have assigned
pluses to the nays because most of the
spending programs in this appropriations
bill are unconstitutional, and on top of that
congressional spending for fiscal 2020 is
grossly fiscally irresponsible. Currently
our national debt is about $26 trillion,

and the federal budget deficit for 2020 is
expected to be an astounding $3.8 trillion.

12Appropriations.

This bill (H.R.
1158) would provide $860.3 billion in discretionary spending for four of
the 12 fiscal 2020 appropriations bills:
$695.1 billion for the Defense Department;

About This Index

“T

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
traditional foreign policy of avoiding foreign entanglements. To
learn how any representative or senator voted on the key measures described 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. The average House score
for this index is 35 percent, and the average Senate score is 24

22

percent. Just one congressman, Representative Thomas Massie
of Kentucky, earned 100 percent. We encourage readers to examine how their own congressmen voted on each of the 10 key
measures. We also encourage readers to commend legislators
for their constitutional votes, and to urge improvement where
needed.
This is our second index for the 116th Congress. Our first
index for the current Congress (votes 1-10) appeared in our
November 18, 2019 issue. An online version of the “Freedom
Index” is also available (click on “Freedom Index” at TheNewAmerican.com). n
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House Vote Scores ✓
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ALABAMA													
1 Byrne (R)
56% + + + + ? - - - +
58%
2 Roby (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
3 Rogers, M. (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
45%
4 Aderholt (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
5 Brooks, M. (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
70%
6 Palmer (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
70%
7 Sewell (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%

32 Napolitano (D)
25% - + - - - - + ? ?
22%
33 Lieu (D)
50% - + - - +
- + + ? ?
33%
34 Gomez (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 30%
35 Torres (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
36 Ruiz (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
37 Bass (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
38 Sánchez (D)
20% - + - - - - + - 20%
39 Cisneros (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
22% - + - - - - + - ?
21%
ALASKA													 40 Roybal-Allard (D)
41 Takano (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
AL Young, Don (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
32%
42 Calvert (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
ARIZONA													
43 Waters, M. (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
1 O’Halleran (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
44 Barragán (D)
44% - + - - +
- + + ? 32%
2 Kirkpatrick (D)
25% - - - - ? - + - ?
11%
45 Porter (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
3 Grijalva (D)
33% - + - - - + + ? 32%
46 Correa (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 30%
4 Gosar (D)
75% + + + + + ? ? - +
78%
47 Lowenthal (D)
44% - + - - +
- + + ? 32%
5 Biggs (R)
80% + + + + + + - + +
85%
48 Rouda (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 16%
6 Schweikert (R)
80% + + + + + + + - +
80%
49 Levin (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
7 Gallego (D)
20% - + - - - - + - 20%
50 Vacant												
8 Lesko (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
60%
51 Vargas (D)
13% ? ? - - - - + - 29%
9 Stanton (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
52 Peters, S. (D)
20% + - - - - - + - 20%
ARKANSAS													 53 Davis, S. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
1 Crawford (R)
44% + - + + ? - - - +
47%
COLORADO													
2 Hill (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
1 DeGette (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
3 Womack (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
2 Neguse (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
4 Westerman (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
53%
3 Tipton (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
65%
CALIFORNIA													 4 Buck (R)
90% + + + + + + + + +
90%
1 LaMalfa (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
50%
5 Lamborn (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
65%
2 Huffman (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 30%
6 Crow (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
3 Garamendi (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
7 Perlmutter (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 11%
4 McClintock (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
70%
CONNECTICUT													
5 Thompson, M. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
1 Larson, J (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
6 Matsui (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 16%
2 Courtney (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
7 Bera (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
3 DeLauro (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
8 Cook (R)
44% - - + + + - - ? +
39%
4 Himes (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
9 McNerney (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 20%
5 Hayes (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
10 Harder (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
DELAWARE													
11 DeSaulnier (D)
50% - + - - +
- + + ? ?
33%
AL Blunt Rochester (D) 10% - - - - - - + - 15%
12 Pelosi (D)
0% ? ? - - - ? ? - 8%
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

Lee, B. (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 30%
Speier (D)
13% - + - - - ? ? - 17%
Swalwell (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 17%
Costa (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
Khanna (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
Eshoo (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
Lofgren (D)
38% - + - - - + + ? ?
28%
Panetta (D)
20% - + - - - - + - 20%
Cox (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
Nunes (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
45%
McCarthy (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
Carbajal (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
Vacant												
Brownley (D)
0% - - - - - ? ? - 11%
Chu (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
Schiff (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
Cárdenas (D)
33% - + - - +
- - + ? 28%
Sherman (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 16%
Aguilar (D)
20% - + - - - - + - 20%

FLORIDA													
1 Gaetz (R)
75% + + + + + ? ? - +
67%
2 Dunn (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
3 Yoho (R)
80% + + + + +
+ + - - +
80%
4 Rutherford (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
37%
5 Lawson (D)
11% - - - - - - + ? 11%
6 Waltz (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
50%
7 Murphy (D)
0% - - - - - - - - 10%
8 Posey (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
65%
9 Soto (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
10 Demings (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
11 Webster (R)
67% + - + + + + - ? +
63%
12 Bilirakis (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
13 Crist (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
14 Castor (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
15 Spano (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
60%
16 Buchanan (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
30%
17 Steube (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
68%
18 Mast (R)
44% - - + + ? + - - +
47%

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. 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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$68 billion for the Homeland Security Department; $73.2 billion for the Commerce
and Justice Departments and science and
related agencies; and $23.8 billion for the
Treasury Department, Internal Revenue
Service, and other agencies. Here are some
highlights of some of the unconstitutional
programs hidden within this super-sized appropriations bill: $70.7 billion in overseas
contingency operations funding, primarily
for the ongoing, undeclared war in Afghanistan and other counterterrorism operations; $22.3 billion for the unconstitutional
Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA); $17.4 billion in unconstitutional
disaster relief funds; and $3.28 billion in
unconstitutional federal funding for state
and local law-enforcement activities.
The House passed H.R. 1158 on
December 17, 2019 by a vote of 280 to
138 (Roll Call 690). We have assigned
pluses to the nays because many programs
within this defense-related minibus are
for unconstitutional purposes, and in
light of a $26 trillion national debt and a
$3.8 trillion budget deficit, this jumbosized appropriations bill is also fiscally
irresponsible.

(Article
Abuse of Power).
13Impeachment

I —

Article I of the
impeachment resolution (House Resolution 755) accuses President Donald Trump
of “abuse of power” by soliciting the interference of a foreign power, Ukraine, in
the 2020 U.S. presidential election. According to Article I, “He did so through a
scheme or course of conduct that included
soliciting the Government of Ukraine to
publicly announce investigations that
would benefit his reelection, harm the
election prospects of a political opponent
[former Vice President Joe Biden], and
influence the 2020 United States Presidential election to his advantage.” Article
I also alleges that Trump conditioned the
release of $391 million in aid to Ukraine
on the Ukrainian government publicaly
announcing the investigations he requested. Trump’s actions, claims Article
I, “compromised” U.S. national security.
The House adopted Article I on
December 18, 2019 by a vote of 230 to 197
(Roll Call 695). We have assigned pluses to
the nays because, in his actions on Ukraine,
Trump did not commit “treason, bribery, or
other high crimes and misdemeanors,” the

24

constitutional requirement that must be met
for impeaching and removing from office a
president (or other U.S. “civil officer”). On
the contrary, the controversy over Trump’s
actions on Ukraine amount to a tempest
in a teapot. Where are the “high crimes”?
The House did not present evidence of any.
Trump is accused of withholding aid from
Ukraine, but the aid was provided. He is also
accused of requesting an investigation into
Hunter Biden and the Ukrainian company
Burisma, which paid Hunter $50,000 per
month during a period when his father was
vice president. But there is no crime in
making such a request.

(Article II — Obstruction of Congress).
14Impeachment

Article
II of the impeachment resolution (House
Resolution 755) accuses President Donald Trump of “obstruction of Congress.”
According to Article II, Trump “directed
the unprecedented, categorical, and indiscriminate defiance of subpoenas issued by
the House of Representatives pursuant to
its ‘sole Power of Impeachment.’”
The House adopted Article II on December
18, 2019 by a vote of 229 to 198 (Roll Call
696). We have assigned pluses to the nays
because the “obstruction of Congress”

charge by no means rises to the level of the
“high crimes and misdemeanors” for which
a president may be impeached and removed
from office. In fact, there is uncontestable
truth to the charge: Trump did direct the
executive branch to ignore subpoenas issued
by highly partisan, pro-impeachment House
committees. What is contested is whether a
president may constitutionally ignore such
subpoenas in the historic tug of war between
the executive and legislative branches. But
that is an issue for the federal judiciary, not
impeachment, to decide.

15USMCA.

The United States-Mexico-Canada Trade Agreement (H.R.
5430) was negotiated between the three
nations to be a replacement for the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).
The USMCA continues the Deep State’s
long-term project of creating a European
Union-style, supranational government for
North America, aka the North American
Union. The USMCA creates a new Free
Trade Commission that will play an executive role similar to the role played by the European Commission in developing the EU.
The House passed the USMCA on December 19, 2019 by a vote of 385 to 41
(Roll Call 701). We have assigned pluses

U.S. Department of State from United States

USMCA signing: The United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement was portrayed by supporters as a
good deal for America. In reality, despite Trump’s support, it further undermines U.S. sovereignty
in the name of free trade.
THE NEW AMERICAN • JULY 20, 2020

116th CONGRESS, Votes 11-20
		

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

Votes: 11-20

Rooney, F. (R)
83%
Hastings (D)
11%
Frankel (D)
10%
Deutch (D)
10%
Wasserman Schultz (D)10%
Wilson, E. (D)
13%
Diaz-Balart (R)
40%
Mucarsel-Powell (D) 10%
Shalala (D)
10%
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3 Axne (D)
4 King, S. (R)
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KANSAS													
1 Marshall (R)
50% + - + + + - - ? ?
55%
2 Watkins (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
55%
3 Davids (D)
20% - - - - - - + - +
15%
4 Estes (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
60%

KENTUCKY													
1 Comer (R)
50% - + + + + - - - +
60%
GEORGIA													 2 Guthrie (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
1 Carter, E.L. (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
55%
3 Yarmuth (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 20%
2 Bishop, S. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
4 Massie (R)
100% + + + + +
+ + + + + 100%
3 Ferguson (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
40%
5 Rogers, H. (R)
44% - - + + + - - ? +
37%
4 Johnson, H. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
6 Barr (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
50%
5 Lewis, John (D)		 ? ? - - - ? ? ? ?
14%
LOUISIANA													
6 McBath (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
1 Scalise (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
45%
7 Woodall (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
2 Richmond (D)
20% - + - - - - + - 20%
8 Scott, A. (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
55%
3
Higgins,
C.
(R)
70%
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
79%
9 Collins, D. (R)
63% + - + + + ? ? - +
50%
4 Johnson, M. (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
68%
10 Hice (R)
80% + + + + + + - + +
75%
5 Abraham (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
65%
11 Loudermilk (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
58%
6
Graves,
G.
(R)
60%
+
+
+
+
+
+
65%
12 Allen (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
55%
MAINE													
13 Scott, D. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
1 Pingree (D)
30% - - - - +
- + + - 25%
14 Graves, T. (R)
43% - - + + ? ? ? - +
53%
50% - - - + +
- + + - +
35%
HAWAII													 2 Golden (D)
MARYLAND													
1 Harris, A. (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
70%
- - + - 15%
IDAHO													 2 Ruppersberger (D) 10% - - - - 3 Sarbanes (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
1 Fulcher (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
70%
4
Brown,
A.
(D)
20%
+
+
20%
2 Simpson (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
5 Hoyer (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
ILLINOIS													 6 Trone (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
1 Rush (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 20%
7 Mfume (D) 											2 Kelly, R. (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 20%
8 Raskin (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 30%
3 Lipinski (D)
0% - - - - - - ? ? ?
10%
MASSACHUSETTS													
4 García (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 35%
1 Neal (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
5 Quigley (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 16%
2
McGovern
(D)
40%
+
+
+
+
30%
6 Casten (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
3 Trahan (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
7 Davis, D. (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 20%
4
Kennedy
(D)
40%
+
+
+
+
30%
8 Krishnamoorthi (D) 10% - - - - - - + - 15%
5 Clark, K. (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 16%
9 Schakowsky (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
6 Moulton (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 16%
10 Schneider (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 16%
7
Pressley
(D)
40%
+
+
+
+
40%
11 Foster (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
8 Lynch (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
12 Bost (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
9
Keating
(D)
10%
+
15%
13 Davis, R. (R)
30% - - + + - - - - +
30%
MICHIGAN													
14 Underwood (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
1 Bergman (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
45%
15 Shimkus (R)		 ? ? ? ? ?
+ - - ? ?
42%
2 Huizenga (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
75%
16 Kinzinger (R)
33% - - + + ? - - - +
39%
3 Amash (I)
78% + + - - +
+ + + ? +
89%
17 Bustos (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
4 Moolenaar (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
18 LaHood (R)
56% + + + + ? - - - +
61%
20% - - - - - + + - 20%
INDIANA													 5 Kildee (D)
6
Upton
(R)
50%
+
+
+
+
+
35%
1 Visclosky (D)
22% - - - - +
- - + ? 17%
7 Walberg (R)
50% - - + + + + - - +
55%
2 Walorski (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
8 Slotkin (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
3 Banks (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
65%
9
Levin
(D)
40%
+
+
+
+
30%
4 Baird (R)
44% - - + + + - - ? +
53%
10 Mitchell (R)
33% - - + + + - - - ?
47%
5 Brooks, S. (R)
44% - - + + + - - ? +
32%
11
Stevens
(D)
10%
+
15%
6 Pence (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
12 Dingell (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 21%
7 Carson (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
13
Tlaib
(D)
40%
+
+
+
+
35%
8 Bucshon (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
47%
14 Lawrence (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 11%
9 Hollingsworth (R)
71% ? ? + + + + - - +
72%
1 Case (D)
2 Gabbard (D)

10%
40%

?

?

?

?

-

?

+

+
+

-

-

IOWA											
1 Finkenauer (D)
20% - - - - - - + - +
2 Loebsack (D)
10% - - - - - - + - -

10%
21%

15%
15%

MINNESOTA													
1 Hagedorn (R)
50% - - + + + + - - +
55%
2 Craig (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%

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. 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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to the nays because Congress is not authorized by the Constitution to surrender our
national sovereignty to any transnational
regional government, such as the nascent
North American Union.

16Equal Rights Amendment.

This
bill (House Joint Resolution 79)
would retroactively remove the alreadyexpired ratification deadline from the original 1972 Equal Rights Amendment (ERA)
legislation (H. J. Res. 208 of the 92nd Congress). H.J. Res. 79 is a desperate attempt
by House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and House
Democrats to circumvent the legislative
process and rule of law in order to provide
yet another opportunity to ratify the proabortion and already-failed ERA.
The House passed H. J. Res. 79 on February 13, 2020 by a vote of 232 to 183 (Roll
Call 70). We have assigned pluses to the
nays because the time to ratify the ERA
as part of the Constitution has come and
gone, and any further attempt to resurrect it
in order to continue the ratification process
is unconstitutional, being inconsistent with
the amendment ratification process as laid
out in Article V of the Constitution

17FISA.

The Foreign Intelligence
Surveillance Act (H.R. 6172) would
modify and reauthorize through December
1, 2023 federal surveillance authorities
under the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act and subsequent laws. The bill
would limit a number of authorities under
Section 215 of the Patriot Act, such as
prohibiting the collection of information
when an individual has a “reasonable expectation of privacy.”
The House passed H.R. 6172 on March
11, 2020 by a vote of 278 to 136 (Roll Call
98). We have assigned pluses to the nays
because, while many of the modifications
to the FISA are positive from a freedom and
privacy standpoint, Congress should have
instead voted to not reauthorize the FISA
and let it expire. Despite being labeled the
“Foreign” Intelligence Surveillance Act,
the act does permit surveillance of Americans who are not charged with any crime.

18War Powers.

The Iran War Powers
Resolution (Senate Joint Resolution
68) would direct the president to terminate
the use of U.S. armed forces for hostilities
against Iran or any part of its government
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Action in the reaction: The economic stimulus provided in response to the coronavirus
lockdowns will have long-term and severe economic consequences.

or military unless Congress has declared
war or provided specific statutory authorization for the use of armed forces. It would
clarify that nothing in the joint resolution
may be construed to prevent the president
from using military force to defend the
United States against imminent attack.
The House passed S. J. Res. 68 on March
11, 2020 by a vote of 227 to 186 (Roll Call
101). We have assigned pluses to the yeas
because, according to the U.S. Constitution, only Congress has the authority to
declare war. The fact that Congress has to
pass a resolution enforcing this concept is
unfortunate, but doing so puts a check on
the war powers assumed by recent presidents and should be commended.

19Coronavirus.

The Paycheck Protection Program and Health Care Enhancement Act (H.R. 266) was the fourth
coronavirus aid package that Congress
passed. It was primarily passed to replenish the funds of and give additional lending
power to the Small Business Administration and its Paycheck Protection Program
(PPP). The PPP was originally established
by the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act, or CARES Act, (H.R.
748), the third and massive $2.2 trillion
coronavirus stimulus package previously
passed by voice vote in the House.
The House passed H.R. 266 on April

23, 2020 by a vote of 388 to 5 (Roll Call
104). We have assigned pluses to the nays
because nowhere in the Constitution is the
federal government authorized to disburse
loans to small businesses or cover the salaries of laid-off employees. It should never
be the responsibility of the federal government to bail out businesses or people
forced out of business or work.

20Coronavirus.

The Health and
Economic Recovery Omnibus
Emergency Solutions Act, or HEROES
Act, (H.R. 6800) is another bloated unconstitutional coronavirus aid package,
to the tune of $3.2 trillion — even more
ambitious than the already swollen $2.2
trillion CARES Act (H.R. 748) passed by
Congress. The HEROES Act would provide a second round of stimulus checks
to qualifying individuals and families. It
also includes about $1 trillion in aid for
state and local governments to pay essential workers, such as first responders,
healthcare workers, and teachers, who are
at most at risk of losing their jobs due to
state and local budgetary shortfalls.
The House passed H.R. 6800 on May
15, 2020 along partisan lines by a vote of
208 to 199 (Roll Call 109). We have assigned pluses to the nays because there is
no provision in the Constitution for Congress to bail out the economy. n
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11 12 13 14 15

16 17 18 19 20

1-20

10 Nadler (D)
14% ? ? - - ?
- - + - 18%
11 Rose (D)
0% - - - - - - - - 11%
12 Maloney, C. (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 30%
13 Espaillat (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 35%
14 Ocasio-Cortez (D)
60% + + - - +
- + + + 45%
15 Serrano (D) 		 ? ? ? ? ?
- + + ? ?
31%
16
Engel
(D)
30%
+
+
+
25%
MISSISSIPPI													
17 Lowey (D)
11% - - - - - - + ? 16%
1 Kelly, T. (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
55%
18 Maloney, S.P. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
2 Thompson, B. (D)
13% ? ? - - - - + - 13%
19 Delgado (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
3 Guest (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
47%
20 Tonko (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 30%
4 Palazzo (R)
50% - - + + + ? ? - +
40%
21 Stefanik (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
25%
MISSOURI													 22 Brindisi (D)
0% - - - - - - - - 10%
1 Clay (D)
30% - - - - +
- + + - 25%
23 Reed, T. (R)
40% - - + + - - + - +
37%
2 Wagner (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
42%
24 Katko (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
28%
3 Luetkemeyer (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
25 Morelle (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
4 Hartzler (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
26 Higgins, B. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
5 Cleaver (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 20%
27 Vacant												
6 Graves, S. (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
63%
NORTH CAROLINA													
7 Long (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
55%
1 Butterfield (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
8 Smith, J. (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
70%
2 Holding (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
65%
MONTANA													 3 Murphy (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
55%
AL Gianforte (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
55%
4 Price (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
NEBRASKA													 5 Foxx (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
55%
1 Fortenberry (R)
50% - - + + + ? ? - +
40%
6 Walker (R)
63% ? ? + + + + - - +
71%
2 Bacon (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
7 Rouzer (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
60%
3 Smith, Adrian (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
50%
8 Hudson (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
55%
70% + + + + + + - - +
73%
NEVADA													 9 Bishop (R)
10 McHenry (R)
44% - - + + + - - ? +
37%
1 Titus (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 26%
11 Vacant												
2 Amodei (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
12 Adams (D)
11% - - - - ? - + - 17%
3 Lee (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
13 Budd (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
75%
4 Horsford (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
NEW HAMPSHIRE													 NORTH DAKOTA													
AL Armstrong (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
55%
1 Pappas (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
2 Kuster (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
OHIO												
50% + - + + + - - - +
65%
NEW JERSEY													 1 Chabot (R)
2 Wenstrup (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
60%
1 Norcross (D)
30% - + - - +
- - + - 25%
3 Beatty (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 22%
2 Van Drew (R)
40% - - + + - + - - +
25%
4 Jordan (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
75%
3 Kim (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 30%
5 Latta (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
60%
4 Smith, C. (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
30%
6 Johnson, B. (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
33%
5 Gottheimer (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
7 Gibbs (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
45%
6 Pallone (D)
50% + + - - +
- + + - 35%
8 Davidson (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
80%
7 Malinowski (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
9 Kaptur (D)
20% - - - - +
- - + - 20%
8 Sires (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
10 Turner (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
32%
9 Pascrell (D)
30% - + - - +
- - + - 25%
11 Fudge (D)
30% - - - - +
- + + - 22%
10 Payne (D)
11% - - - - ? - + - 16%
12 Balderson (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
45%
11 Sherrill (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
13 Ryan, T. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 11%
12 Watson Coleman (D) 40% - + - - +
- + + - 30%
14 Joyce (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
NEW MEXICO													
15 Stivers (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
42%
1 Haaland (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
16 Gonzalez, A. (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
45%
2 Torres Small (D)
20% - - - - - - + - +
15%
OKLAHOMA													
3 Luján, B.R. (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
1 Hern (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
65%
NEW YORK													
2 Mullin (R)
71% + + + + ? ? ? - +
71%
1 Zeldin (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
65%
3 Lucas (R)
43% ? ? + + + - - - ?
41%
2 King, P. (R)
30% - - + + + - - - 25%
4 Cole (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
3 Suozzi (D)
20% - + - - - - + - 20%
5 Horn (D)
10% - - - - - - - - +
10%
4 Rice, K. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
OREGON													
5 Meeks (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
1 Bonamici (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
6 Meng (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 30%
2 Walden (R)
50% - - + + + + - - +
35%
7 Velázquez (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 35%
3 Blumenauer (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 30%
8 Jeffries (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 20%
4 DeFazio (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 32%
9 Clarke, Y. (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 35%
5 Schrader (D)
20% - - - - - - + - +
25%
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. 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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11 12 13 14 15

16 17 18 19 20

1-20

PENNSYLVANNIA													
1 Fitzpatrick (R)
30% - - + + - - - - +
15%
2 Boyle (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
3 Evans (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
4 Dean (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
5 Scanlon (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
6 Houlahan (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
7 Wild (D)
20% - - - - - - + - +
15%
8 Cartwright (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
9 Meuser (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
45%
10 Perry (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
75%
11 Smucker (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
58%
12 Keller (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
61%
13 Joyce (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
65%
14 Reschenthaler (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
15 Thompson, G. (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
16 Kelly, M. (R)
78% + + + + + + - ? +
68%
17 Lamb (D)
20% - - - - - - + - +
15%
18 Doyle (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
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Castro (D)
Roy (R)
Olson (R)
Hurd (R)
Marchant (R)
Williams (R)
Burgess (R)
Cloud (R)
Cuellar (D)
Garcia (D)
Johnson, E.B. (D)
Carter, J. (R)
Allred (D)
Veasey (D)
Vela (D)
Doggett (D)
Babin (R)

30%
70%
50%
40%
57%
60%
50%
70%
20%
20%
17%
38%
10%
11%
20%
44%
56%
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+
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30%
80%
55%
25%
69%
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60%
80%
15%
25%
19%
39%
11%
11%
30%
37%
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-
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+

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

-

+
+
+
+
+
+
-

+
+
+
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-

?
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?
?
?

+
+
+
?
+
+
+
?
?
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UTAH													
1 Bishop, R. (R)
44% ? - + + + - - - +
37%
RHODE ISLAND													 2 Stewart (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
50%
1 Cicilline (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
3 Curtis (R)
50% + + + + - - - - +
60%
2 Langevin (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
4 McAdams (D)
30% + + - - - - - - +
25%
SOUTH CAROLINA													 VERMONT													
1 Cunningham (D)
20% - - - - - - + - +
21%
AL Welch (D)
33% - + - - ? + + - 26%
2 Wilson, J. (R)
44% - - + + ? + - - +
44%
VIRGINIA													
3 Duncan, J. (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
70%
1 Wittman (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
60%
4 Timmons (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
65%
2 Luria (D)
10% - - - - - - - - +
10%
5 Norman (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
75%
3 Scott, R. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
6 Clyburn (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 17%
4 McEachin (D)
20% - - - - +
- - + - 17%
7 Rice, T. (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
63%
5 Riggleman (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
50%
SOUTH DAKOTA													 6 Cline (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
75%
AL Johnson (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
55%
7 Spanberger (D)
20% - - - - - - + - +
20%
8
Beyer
(D)
0%
?
?
12%
TENNESSEE													
9 Griffith (R)
80% + + + + + + + - +
85%
1 Roe (R)
50% - - + + + + - - +
45%
10 Wexton (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
2 Burchett (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
68%
11 Connolly (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 20%
3 Fleischmann (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
4
5
6
7
8
9

DesJarlais (R)
Cooper (D)
Rose (R)
Green (R)
Kustoff (R)
Cohen (D)

56%
10%
60%
50%
40%
20%

+
+
+
-

+

+
+
+
+
-

+
+
+
+
-

-

+
+
+
+
-

+
+
-

+
+

-

?
+
+
+
-

63%
20%
60%
63%
37%
21%

WASHINGTON													
1 DelBene (D)
20% - - - - - + + - 20%
2 Larsen, R. (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
3 Herrera Beutler (R) 50% - - + + + + - - +
47%
4 Newhouse (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
5 McMorris Rodgers (R) 70% + + + + + + - - +
60%
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
TEXAS													 6 Kilmer (D)
7 Jayapal (D)
50% - + - - +
- + + - +
40%
1 Gohmert (R)
70% + + + + + + - - +
75%
8
Schrier
(D)
10%
+
10%
2 Crenshaw (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
50%
9 Smith, Adam (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
3 Taylor (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
70%
10 Heck (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 15%
4 Vacant												
5 Gooden (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
70%
WEST VIRGINIA													
6 Wright (R)
71% + + + + ? + - ? ?
81%
1 McKinley (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
7 Fletcher (D)
10% - - - - - - + - 10%
2 Mooney (R)
60% - + + + + + - - +
70%
8 Brady, K. (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
39%
3 Miller (R)
50% - - + + + ? ? - +
39%
9 Green, A. (D)
30% - + - - - + + - 25%
WISCONSIN													
10 McCaul (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
1 Steil (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
55%
11 Conaway (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
35%
2 Pocan (D)
40% - + - - +
- + + - 32%
12 Granger (R)
33% - - + + + - - - ?
33%
3 Kind (D)
20% + - - - - - + - 25%
13 Thornberry (R)
40% - - + + + - - - +
40%
4 Moore (D)
33% - + - - - + + ? 26%
14 Weber (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
63%
5 Sensenbrenner (R) 67% + + + + + - - ? +
74%
15 Gonzalez, V. (D)
22% - + - - - - + - ?
32%
6 Grothman (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
63%
16 Escobar (D)
20% - + - - - - + - 25%
7 Vacant 												
17 Flores (R)
60% + - + + + + - - +
50%
8 Gallagher (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
65%
18		
Jackson Lee (D)
20% - + - - - - + - 20%
WYOMING													
19 Arrington (R)
60% + + + + + - - - +
65%
AL Cheney (R)
50% + - + + + - - - +
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. 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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Senate Vote Descriptions
This resolution of ratification would allow North Macedonia to join
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
The NATO military alliance was created
in 1949 for the stated purpose of countering the threat posed by the Soviet bloc.
Under the North Atlantic Treaty establishing NATO, member nations “agree that an
armed attack against one or more of them
... shall be considered an attack against
them all.” At first there were 12 countries
in the alliance, but the number of member
nations has grown over the years to 29 —
30 with North Macedonia’s membership.
The Senate approved the treaty of ratification for admitting North Macedonia into
NATO by the very lopsided vote of 91 to
2 on October 22, 2019 (Roll Call 327). We
have assigned pluses to the nays not only
because the United States should stay clear
of entangling alliances such as NATO, but
also because the NATO provision that obligates the United States to go to war if any
member of NATO is attacked undermines
the provision in the U.S. Constitution that
assigns to Congress the power to declare
war. North Macedonia, which was part of
communist Yugoslavia during the Cold War
era, is now one of 29 countries the United
States is obligated to defend under NATO.

12Appropriations.

This bill (H.R.
1865) would provide approximately $540 billion in discretionary spending
for eight of the 12 fiscal 2020 appropriations bills: $184.9 billion for Labor-HHSEducation; $23.5 billion for Agriculture;
$48.3 billion for Energy-Water; $36 billion for Interior-Environment; $5 billion
for Legislative Branch; $110.4 billion for
Military Construction-VA; $54.7 billion
for State-Foreign Operations; and $74.3
billion for Transportation-HUD. Hidden
within the above, largely boring tabulations of appropriations are a few highprofile, unconstitutional programs, such
as $96 billion for domestic food programs
(think “food stamps”); tens of billions of
dollars for foreign aid, UN membership,
and UN peacekeeping; and $23.9 billion
for HUD’s Section 8 rental assistance
voucher program.
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

APImages

Macedonia NATO Membership.
11North

Worth a war for? North Macedonia is the newest member of NATO — and one of 29 countries
the United States is obligated to defend under our NATO membership.

The Senate passed H.R. 1865 on December 19, 2019 by a vote of 71 to 23
(Roll Call 415). We have assigned pluses
to the nays because most of the spending
programs in this appropriations bill are unconstitutional, and on top of that, congressional spending for fiscal 2020 is grossly
fiscally irresponsible. Currently our national debt is about $26 trillion, and the
federal budget deficit for 2020 is expected
to be an astounding $3.8 trillion.

13Appropriations.

This bill (H.R.
1158) would provide $860.3 billion in discretionary spending for four of
the 12 fiscal 2020 appropriations bills:
$695.1 billion for the Defense Department;
$68 billion for the Homeland Security Department; $73.2 billion for the Commerce
and Justice Departments and science and
related agencies; and $23.8 billion for the
Treasury Department, Internal Revenue
Service, and other agencies. Here are some
highlights of some of the unconstitutional
programs hidden within this super-sized ap-

propriations bill: $70.7 billion in overseas
contingency operations funding, primarily
for the ongoing, undeclared war in Afghanistan and other counterterrorism operations; $22.3 billion for the unconstitutional
Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA); $17.4 billion in unconstitutional
disaster relief funds; and $3.28 billion in
unconstitutional federal funding for state
and local law-enforcement activities.
The Senate passed H.R. 1158 on December 19, 2019 by a vote of 81 to 11
(Roll Call 428). We have assigned pluses
to the nays because many programs within
this defense-related minibus are for unconstitutional purposes, and in light of a $26
trillion national debt and a $3.8 trillion
budget deficit, this jumbo-sized appropriations bill is also fiscally irresponsible.

14USMCA.

The United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement (H.R. 5430)
was negotiated between the three nations
to be a replacement for the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). The
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-

15%
15%

MAINE		
Collins (R)
30%
King, A. (I)
10%

-

-

-

-

+
-

+
-

+
+

-

-

-

25%
15%

+
+

-

		
25%
25%

MARYLAND		
Cardin (D)
10%
Van Hollen (D)
20%

-

-

+

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

15%
20%

-

?

?

15%
22%

MASSACHUSETTS		
Warren (D)
29%
Markey (D)
40%

?
-

?
-

?
+

+

-

-

+
+

-

-

+
+

38%
35%

-

-

-

-

15%
30%

MICHIGAN		
Stabenow (D)
10%
Peters, G. (D)
10%

-

-

-

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

15%
15%

-

+
+

-

-

-

15%
33%

MINNESOTA		
Klobuchar (D)
13%
Smith (D)
10%

-

?
-

?
-

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

24%
15%

+

+

+
-

-

-

-

22%
20%

MISSISSIPPI		
Wicker (R)
20%
Hyde-Smith (R)
20%

-

-

-

-

+
+

+
+

-

-

-

-

15%
15%

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

15%
15%

MISSOURI		
Blunt (R)
20%
Hawley (R)
40%

-

+

+

-

+
+

+
+

-

-

-

-

16%
40%

+
-

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

30%
11%

MONTANA		
Tester (D)
20%
Daines (R)
40%

-

+

-

-

+

+

+
-

-

+

+
-

25%
45%

-

-

+
+

+
+

-

-

+

-

30%
37%

NEBRASKA		
Fischer (R)
20%
Sasse (R)
38%

-

+

-

-

+
+

+
+

-

-

?

?

25%
50%

GEORGIA		
Perdue (R)
20% - - - Loeffler (R)
29%				 -

+
+

+
+

-

-

-

-

25%
29%

NEVADA		
Cortez Masto (D)
10%
Rosen (D)
10%

-

-

-

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

15%
15%

HAWAII		
Schatz (D)
30%
Hirono (D)
20%

-

-

-

+
-

-

-

+
+

-

-

+
+

25%
20%

NEW HAMPSHIRE		
Shaheen (D)
10%
Hassan (D)
10%

-

-

-

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

15%
15%

IDAHO		
Crapo (R)
20%
Risch (R)
30%

-

+

-

-

+
+

+
+

-

-

-

-

21%
40%

NEW JERSEY		
Menendez (D)
10%
Booker (D)
29%

?

?

?

+

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

15%
38%

ILLINOIS		
Durbin (D)
20%
Duckworth (D)
10%

-

-

-

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

		
+
21%
15%

NEW MEXICO		
Udall (D)
20%
Heinrich (D)
20%

-

-

-

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

+
+

20%
20%

INDIANA		
Young, T. (R)
30%
Braun (R)
50%

-

+

+

-

+
+

+
+

+
-

-

+

-

30%
63%

NEW YORK		
Schumer (D)
30%
Gillibrand (D)
40%

-

+

+
+

+
+

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

25%
37%

IOWA		
Grassley (R)
20%
Ernst (R)
20%

-

-

-

-

+
+

+
+

-

-

-

-

25%
30%

NORTH CAROLINA		
Burr (R)
33%
Tillis (R)
20%

-

-

?
-

-

+
+

+
+

-

-

-

+
-

19%
30%

KANSAS		
Roberts (R)
20%
Moran (R)
40%

-

-

-

-

+
+

+
+

+

-

+

-

16%
37%

NORTH DAKOTA		
Hoeven (R)
20%
Cramer (R)
20%

-

-

-

-

+
+

+
+

-

-

-

-

15%
16%

KENTUCKY		
McConnell (R)
20%
Paul (R)
88%

+

+

?

-

+
+

+
+

+

?

+

+

15%
94%

OHIO		
Brown, S. (D)
20%
Portman (R)
20%

-

-

-

-

+

+

+
-

-

-

+
-

20%
15%

LOUISIANA		
Cassidy (R)
40%
Kennedy, J. (R)
40%

-

+
+

-

-

+
+

+
+

+
-

-

+

-

30%
40%

OKLAHOMA		
Inhofe (R)
33%
Lankford (R)
30%

-

+
+

-

?
-

+
+

+
+

-

-

-

-

39%
40%

ALABAMA		
Shelby (R)
20%
Jones (D)
10%

-

-

-

-

+
-

+
-

+

-

-

ALASKA		
Murkowski (R)
40%
Sullivan (R)
30%

-

-

-

-

+
+

+
+

+
-

-

ARIZONA		
Sinema (D)
10%
McSally (R)
25%

-

-

-

-

+

+

+
-

ARKANSAS		
Boozman (R)
20%
Cotton (R)
30%

-

+

-

-

+
+

+
+

CALIFORNIA		
Feinstein (D)
10% - - - Harris, K. (D)
29%				 +

-

COLORADO		
Bennet (D)
11%
Gardner (R)
20%

?
-

-

-

-

CONNECTICUT		
Blumenthal (D)
10%
Murphy, C. (D)
10%

-

-

-

DELAWARE		
Carper (D)
30%
Coons (D)
10%

-

+
-

FLORIDA		
Rubio (R)
20%
Scott (R)
40%

-

+

30

Votes: 11-20

THE NEW AMERICAN • JULY 20, 2020

116th CONGRESS, Votes 11-20
		

Votes: 11-20

11 12 13 14 15

16 17 18 19 20

1-20

		

OREGON		
Wyden (D)
30%
Merkley (D)
30%

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

+
+

25%
25%

PENNSYLVANIA		
Casey (D)
10%
Toomey (R)
40%

-

+

-

+

+

+

+
-

-

-

-

RHODE ISLAND		
Reed, J. (D)
20%
Whitehouse (D)
22%

?

-

-

+
+

-

-

+
+

-

-

SOUTH CAROLINA		
Graham, L. (R)
20%
Scott, T. (R)
30%

-

+

-

-

+
+

+
+

-

-

SOUTH DAKOTA		
Thune (R)
22%
Rounds (R)
20%

-

-

-

-

+
+

+
+

-

TENNESSEE		
Alexander (R)
38%
Blackburn (R)
40%

-

+

-

-

+
+

+
+

TEXAS		
Cornyn (R)
30%
Cruz (R)
50%

-

+
+

+

-

+
+

+
+
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UTAH		
Lee, M. (R)
78%
Romney (R)
11%

+
-

+
-

+
-

-

+
-

+
+

+
-

?
?

+
-

-

89%
21%

20%
58%

VERMONT		
Leahy (D)
10%
Sanders (I)
40%

?

?

?

+

-

-

+
+

-

?

?

15%
36%

-

20%
21%

VIRGINIA		
Warner (D)
10%
Kaine (D)
10%

-

-

-

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

-

15%
15%

-

-

11%
45%

WASHINGTON		
Murray (D)
20%
Cantwell (D)
20%

-

-

-

-

-

-

+
+

-

-

+
+

20%
20%

?
-

-

-

16%
24%

WEST VIRGINIA		
Manchin (D)
10%
Capito (R)
20%

-

-

-

-

+

+

+
-

-

-

-

25%
16%

+
-

-

?
+

?
-

19%
53%

WISCONSIN		
Johnson, R. (R)
30%
Baldwin (D)
20%

-

+
-

-

-

+
-

+
-

+

-

-

+

35%
20%

-

-

+

-

25%
60%

WYOMING		
Enzi (R)
30%
Barrasso (R)
30%

-

+
+

-

-

+
+

+
+

-

-

-

-

37%
30%

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. 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.

USMCA continues the Deep State’s longterm project of creating a European Unionstyle, supranational government for North
America, aka the North American Union.
The USMCA creates a new Free Trade
Commission that will play an executive role
similar to the role played by the European
Commission in developing the EU.
The Senate passed the USMCA on
January 16, 2020 by a vote of 89 to 10
(Roll Call 14). We have assigned pluses to
the nays because Congress is not authorized by the Constitution to surrender our
national sovereignty to any transnational
regional government, such as the nascent
North American Union.

(Article
Abuse of Power).
15 Impeachment

I —

Article I of the
impeachment resolution (House Resolution 755) accuses President Donald Trump
of “abuse of power” by soliciting the interference of a foreign power, Ukraine, in the
2020 U.S. presidential election. According
to Article I, “He did so through a scheme or
course of conduct that included soliciting
the Government of Ukraine to publicly announce investigations that would benefit his
reelection, harm the election prospects of a
political opponent [former Vice President
Joe Biden], and influence the 2020 United
States Presidential election to his advan-

www.TheNewAmerican.com

tage.” Article I also alleges that Trump conditioned the release of $391 million in aid
to Ukraine on the Ukrainian government
publicaly announcing the investigations he
requested. Trump’s actions, claims Article
I ,“compromised” U.S. national security.
The Senate rejected Article I, acquitting
President Trump of the abuse-of-power
charge, on February 5, 2020 by a vote of
48 to 52 (Roll Call 33). We have assigned
pluses to the nays because, in his actions on
Ukraine, Trump did not commit “treason,
bribery, or other high crimes and misdemeanors,” the constitutional requirement
that must be met for impeaching and removing from office a president (or other U.S.
“civil officer”). On the contrary, the controversy over Trump’s actions on Ukraine
amount to a tempest in a teapot. Where are
the “high crimes”? The House did not pre
sent evidence of any. Trump is accused of
withholding aid from Ukraine, but the aid
was provided. He is also accused of requesting an investigation into Hunter Biden and
the Ukrainian company Burisma, which
paid Hunter $50,000 per month during a period when his father was vice president. But
there is no crime in making such a request.

(Article II — Obstruction of Congress).
16 Impeachment
Article
II of the impeachment resolution (House

Resolution 755) accuses President Donald Trump of “obstruction of Congress.”
According to Article II, Trump “directed
the unprecedented, categorical, and indiscriminate defiance of subpoenas issued by
the House of Representatives pursuant to
its ‘sole Power of Impeachment.’”
The Senate rejected Article II, acquitting President Trump of the obstructionof-Congress charge, on February 5, 2020
by a vote of 47 to 53 (Roll Call 34). We
have assigned pluses to the nays because
the “obstruction of Congress” charge by
no means rises to the level of the “high
crimes and misdemeanors” for which a
president may be impeached and removed
from office. In fact, there is uncontestable
truth to the charge: Trump did direct the
executive branch to ignore subpoenas issued by highly partisan, pro-impeachment
House committees. What is contested is
whether a president may constitutionally
ignore such subpoenas in the tug of war
between the executive and legislative
branches. But that is an issue for the federal judiciary, not impeachment, to decide.

17 War Powers.

The Iran War Powers Resolution (Senate Joint Resolution 68), as amended, would direct the
president to terminate the use of U.S.
armed forces for hostilities against Iran
31

Freedom Index
or any part of its government or military
unless Congress has declared war or provided specific statutory authorization for
the use of armed forces. It would clarify
that nothing in the joint resolution may be
construed to prevent the president from
using military force to defend the United
States against imminent attack.
The Senate passed S.J. Res. 68 on February 13, 2020 by a vote of 55 to 45 (Roll
Call 52). We have assigned pluses to the
yeas because, according to the U.S. Constitution, only Congress has the authority
to declare war. The fact that Congress has
to pass a resolution enforcing this concept
is unfortunate, but doing so puts a check
on the war powers assumed by recent presidents and should be commended.

18Coronavirus.

The Coronavirus
Aid, Relief, and Economic Security
Act, or CARES Act, (H.R. 748) was an
unprecedented and bloated stimulus package, to the tune of $2.2 trillion. This was
by far the single largest spending bill ever
passed in the history of Congress.
The Senate unanimously passed H.R.

748 on March 25, 2020 by a vote of 96 to
0 (Roll Call 80). Unfortunately, we did not
assign any pluses for this vote, since not a
single senator voted nay, which was the
constitutional position since nowhere in
the Constitution is Congress authorized to
bail out businesses, industries, and people.

19Surveilling Americans.

During
consideration of the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA, H.R. 6172),
Senator Rand Paul (R-Ky.) introduced an
amendment to prohibit the use of certain
methods to collect information concerning
a U.S. person under FISA authorities. Specifically, it would prohibit the collection of
electronic surveillance, physical search of
premises or property, use of pen register and
“trap and trace” phone number identification devices, production of tangible things,
and targeting for acquisition of information
of a U.S. person. It would require a warrant
issued by a non-FISA federal court for the
use of such methods.
The Senate rejected Paul’s amendment
on May 14, 2020 by a vote of 11 to 85
(Roll Call 91). We have assigned pluses

to the yeas because this amendment seeks
specifically to limit FISA authorities and
place specific surveillance powers in the
hands of non-FISA courts.

20FISA.

The Foreign Intelligence
Surveillance Act (H.R. 6172)
would modify and reauthorize through
December 1, 2023 federal surveillance
authorities under the Foreign Intelligence
Surveillance Act and subsequent laws.
The bill would limit a number of authorities under Section 215 of the Patriot Act,
such as prohibiting the collection of information when an individual has a “reasonable expectation of privacy.”
The Senate passed H.R. 6172 on May
14, 2020 by a vote of 80 to 16 (Roll Call
92). We have assigned pluses to the nays
because, while many of the modifications
to the FISA are positive from a freedom and
privacy standpoint, Congress should have
instead voted to not reauthorize the FISA
and let it expire. Despite being labeled the
“Foreign” Intelligence Surveillance Act,
the act does permit surveillance of Americans who are not charged with any crime. n
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THE GOODNESS OF AMERICA
The current political climate has been
harshly anti-police, so a white police officer in Sumner County, Tennessee, was
pleasantly surprised by an anonymous
good deed by two black women who wanted to show him that he was supported.
Deputy Jody McDowell was eating
breakfast at the Cracker Barrel near the
Nashville airport on June 18 when he
discovered that his bill had already been
paid. The women left before Deputy
McDowell had a chance to thank them,
but they left him a note that McDowell
posted on social media.
The message read, “BLM, But so does
yours! Thank you for your service. Breakfast paid.”
McDowell is hoping to reach the
women who paid his bill. In his Facebook
post, he wrote, “I want to thank the two
sweet black ladies who paid for my breakfast this morning.”
McDowell knows little about the
women who made his day, except that
they were not from the area. According to
the Atlanta Journal Constitution, he had
been seated near them at breakfast and
had overhead them say they were taking
a flight back to Baltimore.

Thank You Party
Residents in Miami Beach decided to
throw a “Thank You” party on June 16 for
their garbagemen to show their appreciation for their “extraordinary” service and,
in particular, their dedication to their work
during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Saul Scruggs and Keon Richardson
have been the garbagemen for the North
Bay Road Community of Miami Beach for
a while, and area residents wanted to show
their support for the workers in their area
who kept the community going during the
coronavirus lockdown.
Jennifer Elegant, a resident and one of
the party’s organizers, told WSVN that the
community benefited from Scruggs and
Richardson’s service, not only because
they are dedicated workers, but also because they have infectious personalities
and have gone above and beyond for the
area residents. “They brighten our world,
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

they brighten our moods because they’re
happy and kind,” she said. “This was an
easy turnout because everyone said the
same thing: ‘Saul and Keon? We love
them, of course we’ll be there.’”
According to Life.Shared.com, Scruggs
had once spent more than 45 minutes helping a woman go through her trash to find
her lost wedding ring.
The party organizers enlisted the help
of Scruggs and Richardson’s supervisor,
Rashard Williams, who asked the men to
report to the neighborhood immediately
because they had missed a pickup.
“I told him that I needed him to meet me
at a stop because a customer said that he
missed her garbage,” Williams explained.
“He’s already hyped up and mad thinking
that he left the lady’s garbage, not knowing he has a big surprise coming.”
But when Scruggs and Richardson
arrived at North Bay Road, they were
shocked to find residents standing outside
waiting for them, holding up “Thank you”
signs and offering gifts, according to the
Miami Herald.

and support them,” Brittany continued. “If
this picture shows you anything, let it be to
pray for those around you.”
“It’s really amazing to watch,” Brittany
told The Stream.
Trey has since made the rounds, praying with nearly 150 of the city’s 800 officers as of June 16, his mother posted on
Facebook.
His prayer, KJRH observes, is a simple
one: “Please protect this police officer, and
his family, and his entire city, amen.”
Brittany says the response from the police officers has been wonderful. “They’re
just so sweet,” she said. “We met some
really awesome officers that are just so
thankful to have … this little boy that
wants to pray for them.”
“Trey prayed for our community, police
department, and me today,” Tulsa Police
Department Chief Wendell Franklin posted on Twitter. “It was an honor to meet this
young man involved in his own mission
to bring our community together,” wrote
Franklin. “He is that mustard seed planted
which yields a tree used by all.” n
— Raven Clabough

Prayers for Police
Seven-year-old Trey Elliott has been
leaving his mark on police officers
throughout Tulsa, Oklahoma. The
online site The Stream reported that
Elliott has been stopping officers to
pray with them.
According to Trey’s mother, Brittany, Trey was never comfortable
praying aloud until he began doing it
with local police, inspired by recent
anti-police protests and riots.
When Trey learned of the protests,
he told his mother, “I think I want to
pray for the police officers, ’cause it
seems like they need some prayers.
They’re in some really hard times.”
Brittany posted a photo of Trey
praying with a police officer, Donnie Ray Johnson, on Facebook on
June 1. “The current state of our city
breaks my heart into so many pieces,” she wrote, “but this little boy
restores it every time.”
“This boy laid his little hands on
officers to show them that we love

BrittanyElliot

All Lives Matter
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FDR’s AAA

— The First Government Lockdown
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FDR attempted to foist socialism on America by taking control of everything that
could be raised on U.S. farms, hurting American farmers and helping foreign ones.

“C

by Steve Byas

uriously enough,” wrote
John T. Flynn in his 1948
classic The Roosevelt Myth,
“while [Franklin Roosevelt’s Secretary of
Agriculture Henry] Wallace was paying
out hundreds of millions to kill millions
of hogs, burn oats, plow under cotton, the
Department of Agriculture issued a bulletin telling the nation that the great problem of our time was our failure to produce
enough food to provide the people with a
mere subsistence diet.” (Emphasis added.)
Today, Americans have endured a government-imposed lockdown of the U.S.
economy, which has, in a matter of weeks,
transformed a booming economy — with
Steve Byas is a university instructor of history and
government, and the author of History’s Greatest
Libels.
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the lowest unemployment rate in half a
century — into one with about 35 million
Americans unemployed and talk of potential shortages of food. But our present
situation is not the first time in our nation’s
history that the government has been the
instigator of intentional deprivation of its
citizens.
As Flynn described it, there was a time
in our nation’s history when it was official
government policy to destroy both crops
and livestock, at a time when many Americans faced serious malnutrition, if not outright starvation.
The Roosevelt farm policy during the
dark days of the Great Depression was
based upon the idea that government
should control prices. Ordinarily, governments have resorted to forcing producers
to accept less compensation for their work
(in order to gain favor with voters), but
the New Deal of President Franklin D.

Bashing Hoover, then copying him: While
running for president in 1932, Franklin Roosevelt
received strong support from farmers. President
Herbert Hoover’s policies of keeping farm prices
higher than the market price had only worsened
their plight. Then FDR expanded Hoover’s plans.

Roosevelt rested on the proposition that
government should, in effect, force consumers to pay more. Either way, the end
result is, as limited government advocate
Tom Anderson said in the introduction to
Dan P. Van Gorder’s book Ill Fares the
Land: The Famine Planned for America,
not good. Rather, as Anderson bluntly put
it, “Price control is people control.”
In the decade before Roosevelt told
the American people that the destruction
of crops and livestock would be good for
the country — because it was supposedly
to help the nation’s farmers — President
Calvin Coolidge had to veto the McNaryTHE NEW AMERICAN • JULY 20, 2020

as to prop up farm prices. The purchased
commodities would then be sold abroad.

Coolidge Fights
Against Government Price Controls
President Coolidge twice vetoed the legislation, arguing that the scheme would
only encourage farmers to continue to
increase production, which would in turn
require more subsidies, and the problem
would only be exacerbated. Besides that,
Coolidge viewed the proposal as a violation of the Constitution.
Coolidge argued in his veto message
that McNary-Haugen would create “a bureaucratic tyranny of unprecedented proportions.” Coolidge called the measure
“cruelly deceptive,” in that “these provisions would disappoint the farmer by naively implying that the law of supply and
demand can thus be legislatively distorted
in his favor. Economic history is filled
with the evidences of the ghastly futility of
such attempts. Fiat prices match the folly
of fiat money.”
He also warned that the bill would make
America dependent on the actions of foreign governments. “To stake the future
prosperity of American agriculture upon
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Haugen bill. Written by Senator Charles
McNary of Oregon and Representative
Gilbert Haugen of Iowa, it was a plan
for farmers to sell their surpluses to the
federal government, which would then attempt to dump those “surpluses” in foreign markets.
As is so often the case, the origin of
the acute farm problems in the otherwisebooming 1920s was generated by government. When the World War broke out in
Europe in 1914, the U.S. government encouraged the nation’s farmers to increase
production for the European market. To
do so, many farmers had increased their
acreage and invested in machinery. For example, the number of acres used for wheat
went from 48 million in 1914 to 75 million
in 1919.
Of course, when peace came to Europe,
millions of British, French, and German
soldiers returned to their farms, resulting
in the collapse of American farm exports
from $4.1 billion in 1919 to $1.9 billion
by 1922.
The McNary-Haugen bill proposed a
Federal Farm Board that would purchase
commodities at prices more in line with
the prosperous years of 1909-1919, so

It’s not the farmers who were backward: Roosevelt’s Agricultural Adjustment Act restricted
the production of corn, cotton, rice, peanuts, tobacco, and milk for the purpose of reducing
surpluses and driving up prices, supposedly to pay farmers more. Farmers were paid not to plant
and to kill their “surplus” livestock. But while farmers’ production was restricted, the Roosevelt
administration was importing some of those same products from other countries.
www.TheNewAmerican.com

the course of action to be taken by foreign
governments acting under such hostile impulses is altogether too hazardous.”
Despite Coolidge’s clear-headed analysis of the problems associated with government placing a “floor” under farm prices, the Roosevelt administration adopted
the economically unsound plan found in
McNary-Haugen, and added its own negative provisions in its New Deal legislation,
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933.
In between the Coolidge and Roosevelt
presidencies was the presidency of Herbert
Hoover. Hoover based his policies to deal
with the Great Depression on the theory
that high prices and high wages produce
prosperity. For agriculture, he offered government subsidies to deal with falling farm
prices, which only caused farmers to produce even more, resulting in an even more
precipitous decline in prices.
Instead of learning from the failures
of Hoover, Roosevelt basically became
Hoover on steroids. As Rexford Tugwell,
a top FDR advisor, admitted later, “Practically the whole New Deal was extrapolated from programs Hoover started.”
Roosevelt adopted the same theory that
“underconsumption” and “overproduction” had caused the Great Depression.
This dubious theory — that if wages could
be increased, prosperity would return —
was the guiding ideology of the New Deal,
necessitating government intervention
into the American economy on a scale
never seen before.
This was the philosophy that led to the
creation of the American Agricultural Administration (AAA). Since it was believed
that American farmers were overproducing, the government would pay farmers
to cut back on production. This would,
in turn, lead to a rise in farm prices. As
a result of this policy, six million pigs
were slaughtered, milk was poured onto
the ground, and 10 million acres of cotton
were plowed under — while millions of
Americans were going hungry and suffering a shortage of proper clothing.
The idea was to raise prices to be in
line with a time when farm prices were
relatively high, 1909-1914. Under what
was called “parity,” if the price of a farm
product was a dollar then, and the cost of
living had doubled, then the price should
now be two dollars. Writing in Economics
in One Lesson, Henry Hazlitt challenged
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The New Deal of President Franklin D. Roosevelt rested on
the proposition that government should, in effect, force
consumers to pay more.

Will wonders never cease? President Calvin Coolidge (left) unwisely retained Secretary of
Commerce Herbert Hoover when Coolidge succeeded President Warren Harding in 1923.
Coolidge had little respect for Hoover, privately calling him “wonder boy,” but Hoover won the
White House in 1928. Upon taking office, Hoover tried price supports to “help” farmers, but that
only made the surplus problem worse, as Coolidge had predicted it would.

this fallacious thinking. “A Chevrolet sixcylinder touring car cost $2,150 in 1912;
an incomparably improved six-cylinder
Chevrolet sedan cost $907 in 1942; adjusted for ‘parity’ on the same basis as
farm products, however, it would have
cost $3,720 in 1942.”
Actually, the way to increased prosperity is not through higher prices, but lower
prices. Producers take in more money when
they have more customers purchasing products at a lower price, rather than having
fewer customers paying a higher price. For
example, Henry Ford made more money
selling lower-priced Model T’s than his
competitors did selling higher-priced automobiles, because he sold more of them.
In short, the free market is best for both
consumers and producers.

The New Deal Rejects the Free Market
Unfortunately, Roosevelt rejected a freemarket solution for both industry and ag36

riculture. As Flynn wrote in The Roosevelt
Myth, his plan was “to take the whole industrial and agricultural life of the country under the wing of the government,
organize it into vast farm and industrial
cartels, as they were called in Germany,
corporatives as they were called in Italy,
and operate business and the farms under
plans made and carried out under the supervision of the government.”
In fact, as Burton Folsom, Jr. wrote in
New Deal or Raw Deal? How FDR’s Economic Legacy Has Damaged America,
Roosevelt even envisioned an “international cartel in different commodities,”
which FDR himself would organize in
order to solve the problems of the world.
Van Gorder makes the case in his Ill
Fared the Land that this globalist mind-set
(or as it was then called, internationalist
mind-set) of Roosevelt was a large part of
the problem involved in the New Deal’s
policies concerning agriculture. “Ameri-

can farmers were, by a stroke of evil genius, paid to permit their products to be
removed from the market, while these
products were being replaced by foreign
imports.”
Van Gorder supported his argument
with hard statistics, noting that between
1919 and 1938 the United States exported
530 million tons of fresh vegetables while
importing 2,205 million tons. During the
same years, the United States exported
10,139,000 tons of fresh fruits while importing 24,917,000 tons. And when six
million little pigs were killed from 1928
to 1938 “to drive up prices for pork,”
the United States imported 665 million
pounds of beef, veal, pork, mutton, and
lamb more than was exported.
In 1900, America produced 184 pounds
of meat per capita, but by 1939, this had
decreased to only 141 pounds per capita.
“Despite the fact that the number of hogs
on our farms has been steadily declining
from an all-time peak of 970 to 1,000
of total population in 1872 to only 475
in 1932,” Van Gorder wrote, “Secretary
Wallace buckled on his official armor in
1933 and set his face resolutely to do battle against the porcine host which threatened our nation.” When it was over, over
six million pigs had been killed, not for
food, but either for “fertilizer or inedible
grease.”
Amazingly, while American farmers
were being paid not to produce crops and
livestock, the United States was importing some of those same goods! “The truth
[was that],” Van Gorder wrote, “instead of
so-called declining exports contributing
to economy-crushing ‘burdensome surpluses’ of food, our increasing population
took up the slack and actually decreased,
the domestic supply.”
This madness leads one to question if
the Roosevelt administration was simply
incompetent. George Peek, who was Roosevelt’s first AAA administrator, offered
some perspective in his book Why Quit
Our Own? He wrote, “The major policies of agriculture and foreign trade are
in charge of men who have never earned
their livings in industry, commerce, finance or farming. Presenting facts to them
is a sheer waste of time. They are long on
theories but short on simple arithmetic.”
And what were their theories? “They
deeply admire everything Russian.… To
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such as the National Industrial Recovery
Act, gave more power to the men who
ran the programs, and correspondingly
took away freedom from those, such as
the farmers, who were controlled by the
policies of those programs.
It made the federal government bureaucrats the divider of national income, and
neither the farmer nor the consumer of his
produce was then truly free.
While many farmers meekly gave up
their independence and liberty and accepted the subsidy from the government, many
others did not give up easily, and they sued
in federal court. On January 6, 1936, by a
6-3 vote in the case United States v. Butler, the U.S. Supreme Court declared the
AAA unconstitutional, on the grounds that
its tax on agricultural processors (such as
cotton gin operators) was constitutionally
indefensible.
Justice Owen Roberts said the act “invades the reserved rights of the states. It
is a statutory plan to regulate and control
agricultural production, a matter beyond
the powers delegated to the federal government. The tax, the appropriation of funds
raised, and the direction for their disbursement, are but parts of the plan. They are but
means to an unconstitutional end” and could
lead to the “regulation of all industry.”

Breaking the Individualistic
Spirit of U.S. Farmers
Standing in the way of this transformation of the United States was the American farmer. “The AAA became a means
of buying the farmer’s birthright as a preliminary to breaking down the whole individualistic system of the country,” Peek
wrote. He added, “They are talking social
revolution and they have the idea that it is
the mission of the Roosevelt Administration to turn us into some kind of socialistic
state. They think the place to start is with
the farmers because it is the farmers who
in other countries have formed the chief
obstacle to socialism.”
Because of this, while most Americans who read about the madness of
killing pigs, plowing under cotton, and
the like in the 1930s presume it was
just a temporary solution for the desperate time of the Great Depression,
Roosevelt and his army of planners actually saw AAA as part of a permanent
change to the country. Folsom wrote
that Roosevelt endorsed the AAA “not
just as an emergency program but as the
basis for full-time government control
of farming. He wanted parity, and payments not to produce, to be a permanent
part of American farm policy.”
In October 1935, Roosevelt announced,
“But it was never the idea of the men who
framed the [Agricultural Adjustment] Act,
or those in Congress who revised it, or of
Henry Wallace or [AAA director] Chester
Davis that the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration should be either a mere
emergency operation or a static agency. It
was their intention — as it is mine — to
pass from the purely emergency phases
necessitated by a grave national crisis
to a long-time, more permanent plan for
American agriculture.”
Of course, the ideology under which
the AAA operated was economically unsound. Raising the price of one product
meant that those in another line of work
saw their real wages (what they would actually buy) reduced. And this would lead
those thus adversely affected to demand
their own “adjustment.” The AAA and
other New Deal cartelization schemes,
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!

Unfortunately, Roosevelt did not accept defeat easily. In 1937, the year after
triumphantly winning reelection, carrying
46 of 48 states, he failed to get an overwhelmingly Democratic Congress to pass
his plan to pack the Supreme Court with
six new members, but he ultimately won
when justices either retired or died. Soon
enough, the AAA rose from the dead in
1938, with new legislation including the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. Very
little was changed from the original act,
except that the Supreme Court was now
more compliant to the goals of the New
Deal. (Despite its supposed dedication to
the importance of “precedent,” the Supreme Court has no real problem reversing
itself when it suits the purposes of the majority of the judges.) The new act included
acreage and production controls, benefit
payments to farmers, and price supports,
thus creating the foundation for a subsidydependent class of farmers.
Most farmers accepted their loss of independence, but not all.

Supreme Court
Rules Production Is Commerce
One of those who did not meekly capitulate was Ohio wheat farmer Roscoe Curtiss
Filburn, the great-grandson of a German

LibraryofCongress

them Russia was the promised land and
the sooner the United States became like
Russia the better for everyone.”

Refusal: Under the AAA program of President Roosevelt, farmers were given large sums of
money from the government. Along with the money, though, came heavy government regulation.
Some farmers, such as this one, tried to avoid becoming wards of the federal government.
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claimed that their power derived from the
“commerce clause,” that part of the Constitution that delegates to the U.S. government the power to regulate foreign trade,
interstate trade, and trade with the Indian
tribes. But nothing is said in the Constitution about regulating trade — exchange of
goods — within a state, or for that matter,
production of goods that are not brought
to market at all.
That would change with the lawsuit
filed by Filburn and several other farmers.
In 1940, Secretary of Agriculture
Claude Wickard imposed an acreage quota
on all wheat farmers such as Filburn. According to Wickard’s decree, wheat farmers were to plant no more than 11.1 acres
of wheat at a yield of 20.1 bushels per
acre. If they did not follow this dictate,
they would be subject to a fine of 15 cents
per bushel for the excess wheat, including
wheat “dispose[d] of by feeding to poultry
and livestock as well as by selling.” (Emphasis added.)
Filburn ignored that last provision, and
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immigrant, Johann Peter Fillbrunn, who
had made his way to America in 1818. “I
never worked for another man in my life,”
Filburn had once proudly declared, exhibiting the individualistic spirit that Peek said
needed to be crushed before America could
be duly changed into the socialist state envisioned by the New Dealers.
But under the AAA, Filburn was told
by the U.S. government how many acres
of wheat he could plant on his own land.
If he grew too much, he would be fined.
Furthermore, if he used the excess to feed
himself, his family, and his animals, he
would likewise be breaking “the law.” This
was justified by the supposed “overproduction” engaged in by U.S. farmers, but at the
same time the United States was killing
little pigs we were increasing our imports
of lard, Flynn noted in The Roosevelt Myth.
He added that while the country was importing 30 million bushels of corn, we were
“cutting corn production.”
How did the federal government find
such authority in the Constitution? They

The wisdom of government: While the Roosevelt administration paid farmers not to plant, and
pig farmers to slaughter their swine and bury them, milk farmers were paid to pour milk onto the
ground — all while millions of desperate Americans went hungry.
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planted more than double his allotment of
239 bushels of wheat, storing the excess
for use on his farm.
The fine would have been $35.85, but
in a May 1941 radio address to farmers,
Wickard proposed a new marketing quota.
The amendment to AAA increased the
penalty for non-compliance from 15 cents
per bushel to 49 cents per bushel. It was
required that a farmer would have to get
government permission to sell his crop,
until he had paid his penalty.
The lawsuit that resulted was Filburn v.
Helke (Helke being the AAA Montgomery
County, Ohio, county chairman). A threejudge panel in the federal court for southern Ohio ruled for Filburn and his fellow
wheat farmers. Filburn had argued that he
was using his own wheat to feed his family and his livestock, and because he was
not selling it, the wheat could not be considered part of interstate commerce. The
panel chose not to address the commerce
question, instead ruling that subjecting his
crop to a lien was “taking of the plaintiff’s
property without due process.” The district
court held that Wickard’s radio address to
the farmers had omitted important facts
about the program, so when the nation’s
wheat farmers voted in a referendum to follow it, Filburn and his fellow farmers could
not have known what they were agreeing
to, even if Filburn had been willing to go
along with it — which he was not.
But when the case made its way to the
Supreme Court, the justices did use the
commerce clause in their decision. Filburn
argued that the government’s expansive
reading of the commerce clause “would
not only effectually approach a centralized
government, but could eventually lead to
absolutism by successive nullification of
all constitutional limitations.”
The Supreme Court said that “whether
the subject of the regulation in question
was ‘production,’ ‘consumption,’ or ‘marketing,’ is therefore, not material for purposes of deciding the question of federal
power before us. But even if appellee’s
activity be local, and though it may not be
regarded as commerce, it may still, whatever its nature, be reached by Congress if
it exerts a substantial economic effect on
interstate commerce, and this irrespective
of whether such effect is what might at
some earlier time have been defined as
‘direct,’ or ‘indirect.’”
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In other words, the fact that Filburn produced the wheat and used it himself, meant
that had he not produced it, he would have
had to buy it in the marketplace! “If we assume,” the court reasoned, “that it is never
marketed, it supplies a need of the man
who grew it which would otherwise be reflected by purchases in the open market.
Home grown wheat in this sense competes
with wheat in commerce.”
The New York Times commented, “The
net effect of the ruling, in short, seems to
be that Congress can regulate every form
of economic activity if it so decides.”
Filburn paid his fine and kept on farming. In 1966, Filburn eventually gave up
the fight and sold his farm for the development of housing and a shopping mall.
This ruling emboldened Congress to
force every American to purchase a product — health insurance — in the Affordable Care Act during the Obama administration. When the Supreme Court failed
to strike down that law as unconstitutional, in the case of National Federation of
Independent Business v. Sebelius, the
silver lining was that Chief Justice John

Roberts specifically rejected the use of
the commerce clause to justify the action
of Congress, saying, “The Commerce
Clause is not a general license to regulate
an individual from cradle to grave, simply because he will predictably engage in
particular transactions.”
The New Deal-era regulation of private business did not end with the death
of President Roosevelt on April 12,
1945. Robert Higgs, in his article in The
Independent Review (“Regime Uncertainty: Why the Great Depression Lasted
So Long and Why Prosperity Resumed
After the War”) ,makes the powerful case
that although his passing did lead to a revival of the normal economy, citing statistics proving an almost overnight jump
in investor and business confidence, the
legacy of Roosevelt’s New Deal is still
with us today.
This is certainly true of agriculture, but
also other elements of the national economy. Americans today seldom question
the idea that government, whether at the
state or federal level — or even the city
government, in some cases — can dictate
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the hours, wages, prices, and practices of
a privately held business. In Roosevelt’s
day, it was fear due to economic uncertainty that led Americans to compliantly
accept government dictates. Since then
our liberties have been restricted due to
fear of terrorism, and now, even a virus
has been used to justify shuttering businesses — some permanently, as it turns
out — and dictating very intimate decisions of individual Americans.
In 1935, Garet Garrett wrote in Salvos
Against the New Deal: Selections from the
Saturday Evening Post, after the Supreme
Court struck down the National Recovery
Act as unconstitutional, “The mayor of
New York City said, ‘You cannot leave
the destinies of the American people in the
hands of a tribunal [the Supreme Court],
no matter how well meaning they may be.’
In what hands they should be left, he did
not say. But the tribunal to which he was
referring [the Supreme Court] … said the
destinies of the American people should be
left in the hands of the American people,
and it said this because it is so written in the
Constitution.” n

EXERCISING THE RIGHT

“God Bless America and
the Second Amendment”
Fox10 reported on May 14 out of Scottsdale, Arizona, about a deadly encounter in
a mansion that left the homeowner praising both God and the Second Amendment.
The homeowner, a successful local urologist named Aaron LaTowsky, granted an
on-camera interview to Fox10 in which he
recounted the details of what transpired.
Dr. LaTowsky said he was outside his
house doing some work on an accessory
structure when his dog’s barking alerted
him that something was amiss. The doctor entered the house and saw that one of
his side doors was open, and he heard the
family dog barking at his daughter’s room.
Dr. LaTowsky grabbed a loaded shotgun
and went to investigate the source of his
dog’s barking, while the rest of his family
remained fast asleep. LaTowsky entered his
daughter’s room, and from out of the darkness a naked man wearing a mask over his
face jumped out at him. He told Fox10 that
the intruder “basically was lunging at me,
so it was very quick…. He had his hands in
the air. I could see something dark or black
coming at me, and again it was very, very
close, so I fired almost immediately.” The
suspect was mortally wounded from two
shotgun blasts, and his body was discovered at the scene by responding officers.
Detectives are still investigating, but the
incident appears to be a straightforward
case of justifiable homicide. Dr. LaTowsky
concluded the interview by telling Fox10
that he was extremely grateful that he was
able to be armed to so that he could defend
his loved ones: “God Bless America and the
Second Amendment…. Glad I was able to
protect my family.”

Do Criminals Forfeit the
Right to Self-defense?
The South Bend Tribune reported out of
Indiana on May 17 about an interesting
case that tests a unique exception to Indiana’s self-defense laws. The underlying details involved a 19-year-old by the
name of Kyle Doroszko, who used a gun
in self-defense against another teen who
40

“... the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.”
was robbing him. What makes Doroszko’s
case something other than simply justified
use of force is that Doroszko was allegedly
selling marijuana to the deceased suspect
at the time of the attempted burglary.
Detectives say that on the night of April
28, 2019, Doroszko and a friend met with
Traychon Taylor and some of Taylor’s
friends in the parking lot of a South Bend
bar. Court documents show that the meeting was set up by Taylor under the guise of
buying drugs from Doroszko, but shortly
after his arrival, Taylor and his gang attempted to rob Doroszko.
Once Doroszko arrived, Taylor climbed
into the back seat of Doroszko’s car and
pulled a handgun on him. One of Taylor’s
co-conspirators ran up alongside the vehicle
and pointed a gun at the car. Doroszko immediately realized that it was a setup and
tried fleeing the scene by speeding away,
but Taylor was still in his back seat and a
struggle ensued. Doroszko fired two shots
into the backseat, which hit Taylor and mortally wounded him. Taylor fell from the vehicle as one of his associates, a man named
Alantis Branch, fired at Doroszko’s car as it
sped away. 911 was called, and responding
officers found Taylor’s body at the scene,
where he was later pronounced dead.
Prosecutors later charged Doroszko with
murder because, they argue, under Indiana
state law, a suspect does not have the right
to use force for self-defense if that person
is committing a crime, even if the crime is
fairly low-level or even a nonviolent offense. The South Bend Tribune explained
that this law has been the subject of many
other state court decisions in the past and
that the court has always struggled to define the line where criminals’ actions make
them forfeit their right to self-defense.
Joel Schumm, an appellate attorney
and professor at the Indiana University
McKinney School of Law, told the South
Bend Tribune that the “problem is the selfdefense statute has language that if you’re
committing a crime, you can’t use selfdefense…. If you take the statute literally,
someone using marijuana or playing in an
illegal card game cannot use self-defense
no matter what someone does to them.”
Doroszko’s attorneys have pushed back
against the application of the state law to

the case, arguing that the state law is not
like laws in other states, where comparable
laws only apply to a person committing a
“forcible felony.” One of Doroszko’s attorneys, John Kindley, e-mailed a statement to
the newspaper saying it’s “absurd to suppose that a person whose life is threatened
while he or she is engaged in a non-violent
activity that the government deems a crime
— such as selling marijuana or prostitution
— must just allow themselves to be killed,
or be charged with murder if they successfully defend themselves.”
The law in question originated in cases
where a criminal might try to hide behind
a self-defense statute for killing someone
while committing a crime. The South Bend
Tribune explained that the “idea is that, for
example, if a gas station clerk draws a gun
to stop a robbery, the robber cannot then
shoot the clerk and claim self-defense.” The
law has been tested in the courts before,
and judges have pointed out that, if applied
liberally, you might have “absurd results
— such as denying self-defense rights to a
person whose handgun license expired one
minute before a confrontation, or someone
who hasn’t paid their taxes.”
Law Professor Schumm explained
that the “prosecutor is going to charge
someone with a crime, and self-defense
is something a jury is going to sort out.”
Schumm was involved in a similar case
involving the law, a case that is currently
with the highest court in the state, and he’s
arguing for the Indiana Supreme Court to
rule that jury instructions are critical to
the law’s successful application. Schumm
wants the highest state court to rule that
jury instructions should only invoke the
“committing a crime” exception if jurors
are also instructed that it only applies if the
crime “caused” or “produced” violence.
The South Bend Tribune interviewed
many attorneys on the subject, and most of
them were critical of the law. Indianapolis
defense lawyer David Hennessy e-mailed
the newspaper and wrote, “Frankly, no
advanced society would accept the death
penalty for selling marijuana…. The prosecution there apparently thinks it’s OK if
done in a roundabout way or at the hands
of a robber rather than the state.” n
— Patrick Krey
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Item: “Following the pandemic is like
watching the climate crisis with your finger jammed on the fast-forward button,”
opines the Economist. The London-based
publication, in the cover story of its issue
dated May 23-29, maintains: “Neither
the virus nor greenhouse gases care much
for borders, making both scourges global.
Both put the poor and vulnerable at greater risk than wealthy elites and demand
government action on a scale hardly ever
seen in peacetime.”
The pandemic, argues the Economist,
“creates a unique chance to enact government policies that steer the economy away
from carbon at a lower financial, social
and political cost than might otherwise
have been the case.”
Item: The New York Times has had a
plethora of pieces about how the impact of
the coronavirus could be useful in pushing
green-tinged programs. For instance, on
May 19 (in “Americans See Climate as a
Concern, Even Amid Coronavirus Crisis”),
it dismissed any thought that “Covid-19
might displace climate change as a threat
in the American mind.” “It hasn’t,” assured the left-wing “newspaper of record.”
On March 27, in the article “What the
Coronavirus Means for Climate Change,”
we were told that “our response to this
health crisis will shape the climate crisis
for decades to come.” The efforts “will
help determine the shape of our economies
and our lives for the foreseeable future,
and they will have effects on carbon emissions that reverberate across the planet for
thousands of years.”
And on June 4, the Times put out the
alarm (“Trump, Citing Pandemic, Moves
to Weaken Two Key Environmental Protections”) about a presidential executive
order and a new proposed cost-benefit
rule by the Environmental Protection
Agency that together “signal that Mr.
Trump intends to speed up his efforts to
dismantle environmental regulations as
Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today!
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Like the Disastrous Virus
Lockdown? If So, You’ll
Love the Green New
Delusion

Landscape of the green future? During the coronavirus lockdowns, economic and personal
activity was so low a bus traveled on nearly empty streets in Seattle, yet leftists praised the
outcome — because it lowered pollution.

the nation battles the coronavirus and a
wave of unrest protesting the deaths of
black Americans in Georgia, Minnesota
and Kentucky.”
Item: Though hundreds of thousands of
people have lost their lives to the coronavirus and tens of millions have lost their
jobs, MSNBC anchor Katy Tur is among
the left-wingers seeing a “silver lining.”
On May 20, she announced that an “unexpected yet positive consequence of the
pandemic has been a drop in pollution,
specifically carbon pollution, which fell
17% worldwide at the peak of the global
stay-at-home orders. That’s mostly the result of fewer vehicles on the road, but also
fewer planes in the sky and factories being
closed as well.”
Correction: Many in the woke community
appear to view the onslaught of the coronavirus as a positive for the environment
— because it impairs evil industry and
even eliminates polluting humans.
That was essentially the gist of a conversation in mid-May on CBS This Morning among correspondent Chris Livesay
and co-hosts Anthony Mason and Gayle
King. Talking about the lockdown, Livesay commented on the “one silver lining
no one can deny: staying at home has
been largely good for the environment.
And here in Venice, this lagoon city has

returned to its pre-industrial tranquility.”
The network correspondent pointed to the
“Rialto Bridge, the Grand Canal, even St.
Mark’s Square deserted. Streets and canals
usually awash with tourists now so still nature is filling the void.”
Mason in turn commented on the “beautiful city. And it’s lovely to see it empty.”
Agreeing, King blamed “the human beings mucking everything up.”
Who needs so many people? Or their
jobs and other uncouth activities?
This is not a rare belief among the intelligentsia. In May, Geoffrey Dickens
collected more than a dozen recent illustrations for Media Research Center’s “NewsBusters.” For example: In Wuhan, China,
air quality was now seen to be improving
(as noted on NBC’s Today); from Wales to
South Africa, “nature seems to be saying,
‘We can get along fine without you’” (CBS
Evening News); and, how “Mother Earth
was starting to clear her throat” and “the
planet has essentially hissed, ‘I will not be
ignored,’ how do we confront the climate
emergency?” (CBS’s 60 Minutes)
Here’s yet another quotation, this from
Christiane Amanpour on her show on (federally subsidized) PBS:
If there is a silver lining in coronavirus
news, it is this: The economic shut41

down is causing at least temporary
relief from air and water pollution….
Could this be a harbinger of a lowcarbon future? Or could economic and
political pressure turn the clock back
again on climate regulation?... We’ve
got many people who are activists and
scientists on this who just hope this is
going to be a turning point…. Airliners haven’t been flying in the way that
they normally do.... That’s great news
for the planet, great news for us, but,
again, is it sustainable?
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Well, if you want to exist in a primitive
economy, that is “sustainable,” but that is
not the goal sought by most Americans or
those in other developed nations.
But that is the objective of much of the
political Left in this country, as well as
among international elitists (though that
is not how they intend to live).
(You may also make a case that the
Black Plague led to the demise of feudalism, but that’s scant solace for the 75 million to 200 million people who died.)
One who is not buying the line promoted by propagandists such as Time and the
International Energy Agency, among others, is H. Sterling Burnett, Ph.D. A senior
fellow at the Heartland Institute and the

managing editor of Environment & Climate News, Burnett observes that the IEA
was created to be “a source of information and statistics about the international
oil market and other energy sectors, but
it has recently become a shill for green
energy interests.” (Never mind the coronavirus deaths and economic destruction;
in the IEA’s view, it offers a “historic opportunity” for a green energy revolution.)
We are not going to get the economy
rolling again by depending on wind turbines and solar panels. All sources of
“renewable” energy (led by hydropower)
provided just 11.4 percent of American
consumption in 2018, according to the
U.S. Energy Information Administration.
The GOP, as Burnett has pointed out,
has been “rightly pointing out the economic meltdown brought on by governments shutting down economic activity to
prevent the spread of the coronavirus is directly comparable to the economic damage
that would result if the country adopted the
Green New Deal (GND).” There is considerable evidence, Burnett writes, about “the
types of wholesale economic changes that
would have to occur to impose” the Green
New Deal being proposed by progressives.
“Entire industries would have to be fundamentally transformed or written off in the

Green New Deal, or Green New Delusion? Leftists who want to remake the country using Green
mandates seemingly ignore the many trillions such a transition would cost and the fact that only
nuclear and fossil-fuel power plants are reliable enough to actually run the country.
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space of just 10 years, squandering trillions
of dollars of investment.”
Yet, national and international elites
continue to plug the GND. UN SecretaryGeneral António Guterres, as recently recounted by Paul Driessen, senior policy
analyst for the Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow,
believes “the pandemic could create
an opportunity to rebuild the global
economy along more sustainable
lines.” His environment chief thinks
COVID-19 presents “a chance to
do capitalism differently.” The UN
Green Climate Fund says it “offers
an opportunity to direct finances towards bolstering climate action” and
“re-launch[ing] economies on lowemission, climate-resilient trajectories,” to control climate and weather
and prevent massive extinctions.
Pricey? You bet. And you’re in line to
pay for it. One analysis, by the American
Action Forum, has estimated that GND
would cost between $52.6 trillion and
$94.4 trillion through 2029, or $367,000$681,000 over the decade for the average
U.S. household.
To what end? According to Environmental Protection Agency calculations,
even if the United States were (somehow)
to eliminate carbon dioxide emissions
completely, that would avert less than 0.2
degrees (Celsius) of global temperature
rise by the century’s end, too insignificant
to be measured accurately.
Nonetheless, fervent progressives and
top Democrats are eager to use the coronavirus as an excuse to implement their
Green New Delusion.
Meanwhile, conventional energy sources
have already shown they can provide economic growth and jobs. Benjamin Zycher, a
resident scholar at the American Enterprise
Institute, explained in the Financial Times
that “renewables” can’t match that — in part
because “unconventional energy is not costcompetitive.” Why else, he asks,
have massive taxes, subsidies and
guaranteed market shares been necTHE NEW AMERICAN • JULY 20, 2020

line of Manhattan into the East River
in order to protect New York City
against the possibility of rising ocean
levels over the next century.
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However, as Barron put it in City Journal,
a publication of the Manhattan Institute
for Policy Research,

Fixed focus: New York City Mayor Bill de Blasio myopically worries about the climate to the
exclusion of most other concerns. For instance, he failed to stockpile medical goods in case of a
medical emergency, such as a pandemic.

essary to make it viable? The unreliability of wind and solar power, the
unconcentrated energy content of air
flows and sunlight, and the theoretical limits on the conversion of wind
and sunlight into electric power are
the reasons that greater market shares
for renewables have led to higher
power prices in Europe and the U.S.
Zycher also observes that the International Energy Agency has predicted that the
COVID-19 economic recession will reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by eight percent in
2020. According to the EPA’s climate model,
if this decline were maintained for the rest
of the century, the temperature reduction in
2100 would be a bit more than 0.1C. That
would be a lot of pain for virtually no gain.
Meanwhile, the Trump administration
is trying to unleash the economy — not
smother it. Here’s the key part of the executive order so hated by the New York
Times: “Agencies should address this economic emergency by rescinding, modifying, waiving, or providing exemptions
from regulations and other requirements
that may inhibit economic recovery.”
That is how to cut through at least some
of the red tape totaling almost $2 trillion.
Russ Vought, acting director of the Office
of Management and Budget, put it this
www.TheNewAmerican.com

way: “Typically when our country has
faced a crisis, Washington responds by
grabbing more power. President Trump
understands that to get the economy moving, the power needs to be given back to
the people and entrepreneurs.”
Alternatively, we could adopt leftwing panaceas. These are being promoted
loudly by, say, Bill de Blasio, the mayor
of New York City. He also happens to be a
big climate-change alarmist who did poorly when the virus hit his city. In March,
he demanded federal mobilization and
the “nationalization” of seemingly every
industry he could think of for New York.
Apparently he had been getting ready
for the wrong emergency, as noted in a
critical article by Seth Barron shortly
thereafter. Wrote Barron:
Why didn’t the city at least stock up
on masks and hand sanitizer, which
are cheap — or were cheap, before
global demand created a shortage?
It isn’t as though Mayor de Blasio is
unconcerned about emergencies — he
talks obsessively about climate change
and its “existential” threat to the city.
He has initiated major lawsuits against
energy companies, attempted to prohibit glass buildings, banned plastic
bags, and plans to extend the shore-

De Blasio — and New York’s governors — closed hospitals and care
centers, turning their sites over to
well-connected developers, without
replacing capacity or building in redundancy. He signed six bulging budgets that increased spending by tens
of billions of dollars, and he lavished
money on anything that advanced
his political agenda or benefitted his
allies. But he clearly didn’t allocate
enough money to buy the necessary
staples of emergency preparedness.
Now that disaster has arrived at the
city’s door, the mayor is blaming everyone but himself.
When facing intense criticism of his indecisiveness during the worsening coronavirus crisis, as the New York Post observed
at the time, de Blasio pointed the finger at
the president.
If you choose to believe the Sierra Club
or other such outfits, Americans are more
worried about climate change than ever
before. Sierra Club, in its May/June 2020
publication (with the headline “Last Best
Chance”), proclaims: This year’s election
“represents a tremendous opportunity to
set climate policy for the 2020s, the last
decade in which we can avoid catastrophic
warming. It’s no exaggeration to say that
this election may be the most important
one we’ll ever participate in.”
Ecomaniacs make up a dedicated voting
bloc, which could make the difference in a
close race. And if the country goes in the
direction pushed by the progressive Left,
the green crowd will then enjoy the spoils.
And the nation, trying to recover from the
effects of the virus, will be weighed down
with even more onerous regulations and
counter-productive policies. n
— William P. Hoar
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THE LAST WORD
by

Selwyn Duke

Toppled Statues to Toppled Republic?

“W

hen systems
fall, so do
statues,”
noted the online Russia Beyond in 2012. It follows from
this, then, that statues falling
can portend systems falling.
This brings us to a short viral
video from a Venezuelan
woman who warns: Don’t
think “it” can’t happen here.
Elizabeth Rogliani, a Venezuelan actress living in the
United States, has seen “it”
— a left-wing revolution —
before. “Why do I even worry
AP Images
about some silly little statues
coming down or some silly
little street names changing? Why do I care?” she asked rhetorically in her video, which was posted to the Internet in late June.
“It’s because the last time I didn’t care about this, I was a teenager,” she explained. “I have already lived through this thing,
when I was living in Venezuela.”
“Statues came down, [socialist leader Hugo] Chávez didn’t
want the history displayed,” Rogliani continued. “And then
he changed the street names, then came the curriculum [in
schools], then some movies couldn’t be shown on certain TV
channels. And so on and so forth.”
“You guys say it can’t happen to you; I’ve heard this so many
times. But always be on guard; never believe that something can’t
happen to you,” she implored. “You need to guard your country
and your society, or it will be destroyed.”
“And there’s clearly a lot of people wanting to destroy the
U.S.,” she concluded with an obvious but chilling note.
Also consider what Rogliani said of her native land’s deadly
complacency: “Cubans warned us, and we’re like: ‘[We’re] Venezuelans, we know what freedom is like; that’s not going to
happen here.’ Yet it happened!”
Perhaps they thought Venezuelan “exceptionalism” would
save them, but here’s the first rule: If you’re saying “What’s
the big deal about some statues coming down?” you’ve already
lost. Statues are symbols of your culture; their destruction is
symbolic of your culture’s destruction. Yet since there’s no such
thing as an “acultural” civilization, this also means your culture
is being replaced.
Not grasping this means you’ll also then have no idea what it’s
being replaced with — until, perhaps, it’s too late. And since politics is downstream from culture… You can finish the sentence.
While what we call the “Left” is effecting the change, none of
it could occur without wide-scale acts of omission. Apropos to
this is philosopher G.K. Chesterton’s observation (and warning),
“All conservatism is based upon the idea that if you leave things
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alone you leave them as they
are. But you do not. If you
leave a thing alone you leave
it to a torrent of change.”
A universal rule of life
is that things tend to move
toward disorder without a
continual application of energy. Fail to maintain a car
or house, just let it sit, and it
deteriorates. The same is true
of culture. It must be guarded
and preserved, actively, with
the energy of burning love
and passion. Failure to do
so leaves it to the devices of
others and their, perhaps dark,
passions.
Just recently, in a recreational setting, a man said to me (I’m
paraphrasing), “We’re just one election away from full-blown
socialism.” This sentiment is increasingly common — even,
notably, among the erstwhile apolitical — as the moral-andspiritual-rot-born disease afflicting us becomes more obviously
symptomatic.
Yet “freedom is never more than one generation away from
extinction,” late President Ronald Reagan famously warned.
And if we’re one election away from tyranny, it means too many
people didn’t notice when we were one generation away — or
two or three.
In this vein, the widespread toppling of statues often reflects
the later stages of tyranny’s descent. In fact, it typically occurs
in a victory’s wake, such as when an anti-Marxist spirit toppled
the USSR, and Lenin and Stalin statues were felled. In our time
and place it symbolizes victory, too: the Left’s triumph in the
culture war.
“The reality is that there is no culture war,” I wrote in the 2012
piece “Conservatives Rationalize as America Circles the Drain.”
“What is occurring now is a pacification effort.” Ironically, two
sentences before this I’d alluded to restaurant chain Chik-fil-A’s
opposition to the cultural revolutionaries. And now, eight years
on, chain CEO Dan Cathy is bowing before neo-Marxist group
Black Lives Matter (BLM). He has been absorbed.
This pacification effort’s success is why even many “conservatives,” virtually all famous figures, and seemingly all big businesses are showing BLM obeisance. Either they believe the lies
or they are intimidated into silence, fearing reputational or career
and financial destruction — or worse. They’ve either become pod
people or fear their wrath.
Regardless, the result is silence before metastasizing tyranny,
and silence equals submission. This is why we must defend our
culture; it’s why Statues’ Lives Matter.
Speak up now — while you still can. n
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What does “family owned & operated” really mean? For the Clark family, it
means getting up early for 45 years to work in their own community, and
choosing to invest in the Inland Empire. In a time when Wall Street is trying to
run Main Street, Clark’s Nutrition still believes that family owned and
operated businesses are the backbone of the American dream, and feels
privileged to help families live healthier and happier lives.
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THAT FREEDOM SHALL NOT PERISH
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The War on
Hydroxychloroquine

What’s Really Behind
the Riots?

Infecting
Election Integrity

Dissenting From the
Panic Attack

Trimming Big
Government

Is it possible that mainstream
media and pro-globalist/socialist
elites are vilifying a drug that
safely works to fight COVID-19
simply to advance a political
agenda. It’s more than just possible.
(July 20, 2020, 48pp) TNA200720

The goal of the riots is not to
gain equal justice under the law
for blacks. The riots are being
allowed and encouraged by
Democrats to erase American
culture and grow government.
(July 6, 2020, 48pp) TNA200706

Using the COVID-19 scare,
activists are trying to remake
how U.S. elections are done,
completely undoing election
integrity in order to easily
rig elections. (June 22, 2020,
48pp) TNA200622

Even as major media and
politicians are ramping up the
rhetoric about the dangers of
COVID-19, doctors and professors
are coming forward to dispute
claims about the dangers and
proper treatment of the illness.
(June 8, 2020, 48pp) TNA200608

Donald Trump was elected
on promises to streamline
and cut costs in government.
While the streamlining may
be happening, the cutting is
not. (March 23, 2020, 48pp)
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