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Appendix A – Important Legislation 
 

Coding on this project began in the spring of 2010. Our initial intention was to code all 
amendments to legislation considered on the floor of the House and Senate from the 45th 
Congress (1877-1878) to present. While we completed coding on all amendments offered during 
the 45th Congress, it was apparent that attempting to do so for every Congress would be far too 
labor intensive.161 Accordingly, we sought to narrow the data collection effort by compiling a list 
of “important” legislation. To do so, we combined several lists of landmark enactments with at 
least two routine appropriation bills per Congress. We describe those efforts below: 

“Landmark” Legislation 
 

Focusing on landmark bills allows scholars to minimize biases stemming from the large amount 
of trivial legislation the United States Congress produces (Clinton and Lapinski 2006). 
Accordingly, it allows researchers to ensure a certain level of salience. And by taking a broad 
view of landmark legislation (i.e. combining multiple “landmark” enactment lists as well as the 
ten most important bills per Congress as coded by Clinton and Lapinksi 2006), we were able to 
study enough enactments per Congress to be able to compare across multiple congresses.  

This is not to say that landmark enactments are a panacea.  Determining what constitutes a 
landmark enactment introduces an arbitrary element, and scholars will often differ on certain 
measures (Clinton and Lapinski 2006).  Additionally, as we noted, in order to examine how the 
adoption of an institution influences legislator behavior, we need to utilize a measure of 
landmark enactments that is not biased towards one or two congresses. Given the length of our 
study, we were also constrained at points by the time series. To mitigate these problems, we 
include several different sources of landmark enactments.  

Specifically, the list breaks down accordingly: 

1905-1944:  
 
The 59th (1905-1906) to the 78th congresses (1943-1944) use data from Stathis (2003); Petersen 
(2001); Clinton and Lapinski’s (2006) top 10 enactments per Congress and Clinton and 
Lapinski’s top 400 landmark enactments from 1877-1946.   
 
1944-1945: 
 

                                                 
161 In previous working papers, our discussion included the broader data collection project. This included lists of 
landmark legislation and amendment data going back to the 45th Congress (1877-1878). In total, it included data on 
2,322 enactments across 69 congresses. While those data and discussion are still available, they were not continuous 
across the time series. Accordingly, we have focused our discussion here on the data employed throughout the book, 
which stems from the 59th (1905-1906) Congress to the 113th Congress (2013-2014). 
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The 79th Congress (1945-1946) uses data from Stathis (2003); Stathis (2014); Petersen (2001); 
and Clinton and Lapinski’s (2006) top 10 enactments per Congress and Clinton and Lapinski’s 
top 400 landmark enactments from 1877-1946.   
 
1947-1978: 
 
The 79th (1947-1948) to the 96th congresses (1977-1978) use data from Stathis (2003); Stathis 
(2014); Clinton and Lapinski’s (2006) top 10 enactments per Congress and Mayhew’s (1991) 
sweep one list of landmark enactments. 
 
1979-1996: 
 
The 97th (1979-1980) to104th congresses (1995-1996) use data from Stathis (2003); Stathis 
(2014); Clinton and Lapinski’s (2006) top 10 enactments per Congress, Mayhew’s (1991) sweep 
one list of landmark enactments and bills subject to CQ Almanac’s key votes.162 
 
1997-2000: 
 
The 105th (1997-1998) and 106th congresses (1999-2000) use data from Stathis (2003, 2014); 
Mayhew’s (1991, 2005) sweep one list of landmark enactments, and bills subject to CQ 
Almanac’s key votes. 
 
2001-2012: 
 
The 107th (2001-2002) through 112th congresses (2011-2012) use data from Stathis (2014); 
Mayhew’s (1991, 2005) sweep one list of landmark enactments, and bills subject to CQ 
Almanac’s key votes. 
 
2013-2014: 
 
The 113th (2013-2014) Congress uses data Mayhew’s (1991, 2005) sweep one list of landmark 
enactments, and bills subject to CQ Almanac’s key votes. 
 
Appropriation Bills 
 
As a robustness check, we later included a dataset of appropriation bills. Even when they do not 
constitute “landmark” measures, routine appropriation bills are exceptionally important measures 
for Congress and often highly controversial. Accordingly, our dataset includes at least two 
routine appropriation bills per Congress from the 59th Congress (1905-1906) to the 96th 
congresses (1977-1978). It also includes all appropriation bills from the 97th (1979-1980) 
Congress to the 113th Congress (2013-2014).  

                                                 
162 As detailed in Appendix B, we have collected data on all amendments offered from the 97th Congress (1979-
1980) to the 113th Congress. However, for comparison purposes, we have restricted these data to only amendments 
to landmark and appropriation bills. 



141 
 

This left us with a list of 2,087 enactments across 55 congresses. This ranged from a high of 82 
enactments in the 106th Congress (1999-2000) to a low of 13 enactments in the 72nd Congress 
(1931-1932). The median and mean number per Congress was 38.13 and 27 enactments. Figure 
1A below plots the number of enactments per Congress, broken up by appropriation bills.  

Figure B-1: Important Enactments per Congress by Type 

 

 

We then paired our list of enactments with a bill or set of bills.  Identifying the bill numbers that 
correspond to enactments is often a difficult endeavor—especially after the routine utilization of 
omnibus lawmaking.  There are occasionally several landmark enactments listed per bill and 
many bills included in a specific landmark enactment. For example, Mayhew’s (1990) list of 
“landmark bills” is included in our list. In it, he includes the “Higher Education Act of 1972.  
$25 billion package; new Pell grants as aid floor for lower-income students,” a measure 
considered and adopted in the 92nd Congress. That measure was not only covered by the enacted 
bill, S 659, but a House companion, HR 7248, and another Senate bill, S 1557, which passed the 
Senate separately but was folded into S 649 in the House.  
 
Accordingly, we opted to code all companion and related bills that received floor 
consideration.163 This was done using a combination of the Congressional Record index, CQ 
Almanac and congress.gov when available.  

                                                 
163 Coders did identify a number of companion and related bills that did not receive floor consideration. Those are 
measures are listed in the “otherbills” category, but excluded from the analysis. 
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Congress.gov defines a companion measure as an “Identical or substantially similar measures 
introduced in the other chamber.” We attempt to distinguish between companion and related bills 
by identifying companion bills as being those formally linked up to the enacted measure (i.e. The 
Senate struck all after the enacting clause on HR 1 and replaced it with S 2; or if the index 
specifically lists the Senate as passing HR 1 in lieu of S 2.)  

Congress.gov defines a related measure may be a “companion measure, an identical bill, a 
procedurally-related measure, or one with substantive similarities. Bill relationships are 
identified by the House, the Senate, or CRS, and refer only to same-Congress measures.” Related 
bills represent a much broader category than companions. Congress.gov will list related bills if 
informed by staffers that a given measure is “related,” so the listings can be arbitrary.  
 
For our purposes, related measures generally include three types of bills:  
 

(1) Bills that dealt with the same content, albeit usually unsuccessfully (i.e. If a landmark 
act raising the minimum wage, HR 2452, passes later in a Congress after an earlier 
measure, HR 15, failed in that same Congress, HR 5 is considered related). This often 
happens with vetoed bills. 

 
(2) Bills that were eventually packaged into the final enactment (i.e. HR 5214 is the final 

bill and it included S 12, which passed the Senate separately, the S 12 is a related 
bill). This often occurs with omnibus continuing appropriation bills. 

 
(3) Measures where the substantive debate and amending activity related to the 

underlying substance, even if they were eventually enacted as something else. This 
are generally vehicles (i.e. If a landmark act on busing, HR 567, passes the House and 
the Senate opts to use a minor House passed bill, HR 67, as a vehicle for busing 
amendments, HR 67 will be considered related even if the amendments are stripped 
from it and it is enacted as a minor bill).  

 
Bills that are not considered related: 
 

(1) Bills that originally contained the final enactment (i.e. HR 638 is a bill that contained 
a provision cutting funds to the EPA, that provision was removed before final passage 
but included in the landmark bill, HR 2319. In this case HR 638 would not be a 
related bill. 

 
The 2,086 enactments left us with a total of 3,236 bills over the 55 congresses. The median 
number of bills per enactment was 1 in 47 out of the 55 congresses.164 However, the large 
number of bills associated with omnibus appropriation bills in recent congresses has generally 
led to an increase in average bills per enactment over time. Figure 2A below plots the number of 
bills per enactment for each Congress.  
 
  

                                                 
164 It was 2 in the 91st-96th, 105th and 110th congresses. 
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Figure B-2: Bills per Enactment by Congress 

 
 
A complete list of enactments is available online at https://www.thecongressproject.com/data/ 
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Appendix B – Coding Amendments 
 

This appendix details the data collection process used to code amendments to landmark 
legislation. Since 2010, the project has been serviced by 101 separate undergraduates, two 
faculty members, 15 graduate students and three high school students. Undergraduate student 
coders participate in the project while taking an undergraduate research course. The students are 
trained in legislative politics while reading debates in the Congressional Record and coding data 
on amendments to landmark bills.  

This appendix details the data collection process used to code amendments to landmark 
legislation. Since 2010, the project has been serviced by 101 separate undergraduates, two 
faculty members, 15 graduate students and three high school students. Undergraduate student 
coders participate in the project while taking an undergraduate research course. The students are 
trained in legislative politics while reading debates in the Congressional Record and coding data 
on amendments to landmark bills.  

Why Amendments? 
 
We choose to focus on the decision to record votes on amendments for several reasons.  First, the 
amending process has historically provided members with greater opportunities to influence 
policy output than bill drafting.  By offering an amendment on the chamber floor, the member 
can guarantee their position will get considered, discussed and voted upon. While institutions 
governing members’ abilities to offer amendments on the floor have varied in their 
restrictiveness over time and by chamber they are far more permissive than those that alter 
members’ abilities to introduce and pass specific bills (Carson, Madonna, Sievert and Owens 
2012). 

Second, amendment voting contains a level of depth and nuance that is simply missing from 
analyses of final passage votes.  The decision to record roll call votes on final passage votes had 
been considered by several other papers (Clinton and Lapinski 2008; Lynch and Madonna 2013).  
While these works certainly represent substantial improvements in the effort to examine the roll 
call generating process, they are limited by the scope of bill content.  A specific bill may contain 
a vast array of policy provisions reflecting the contributions of many specific members, staffers 
and committees.  Amendments, by contrast, are generally narrower and reflect a specific policy 
position.  This makes them an ideal vehicle for forcing opponents into taking uncomfortable 
votes than may be used in elections. 

Third, amendments have been recognized by scholars as a tool for minority parties to put 
majority party members on the record by requesting difficult votes (Smith 1989; Roberts and 
Smith 2003). Roberts and Smith (2003) found that the increase in political polarization in the 
House during the late twentieth century was significantly influenced by the House's adoption of 
electronic voting in the Committee of the Whole.  This led to a sharp increase in the number of 
amendments sponsored by minority party members, who were simply trying to force majority 
party legislators to cast embarrassing or unpopular votes. 
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Finally, amendments represent a substantive portion of the roll call record.  From the 59th 
Congress (1905-1906) to the 113th Congress (2013-2014), amendments represented 58.89% of 
all votes cast in the U.S. Senate. In the House, amendment votes represented 29.11% of all votes 
cast during the same time period.165 Figure 1B plots all roll calls (pooling the House and the 
Senate) with roll calls on amendments. 

Figure C-1: Amendment Votes as Part of the Roll Call Record 

 

 

Coding Assignments 
 
Research assistants operating in congresses prior to the 96rd Congress (1979-1980) were tasked 
with coding all amendments that were "disposed of'' by some sort of vote, be it unrecorded voice 
vote, unrecorded teller votes, unrecorded division vote or recorded roll call vote.  Thus, 
amendments offered on the floor but withdrawn or adopted by unanimous consent were often 
omitted from the data collection process.  This was done primarily to make the coding process 
easier. Amendments dispensed through other procedural means, including points of order or 
motions to table are also included. As are amendments offered through motions to recommit. 

After the 96th Congress, the congress.gov website makes tracking amendments far easier.  
Notably, very few amendments that were filed on the floor were not dispensed with by some 
form of vote until recent congresses.  For example, in the 95th Congress only 22 or 952 

                                                 
165 House roll call data was provided by Rohde (2004). Senate roll call data was coded by Andrea Campbell. 
Additional data was provided in Crespin, Madonna and Sievert (2015). 
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amendments were dispensed with by another method (19 were withdrawn and three fell when the 
underlying measure was dispensed with).  This occurs almost exclusively in the modern Senate--
and due to the usage of filling the amendment tree.  For example, in the 111th Congress, 3,900 
amendments were not considered on the floor.  

After the 96th Congress, all amendments were downloaded from congress.gov using govtrack 
and coded for vote type, including those never formally dispensed with. Research assistants than 
went through the downloaded datasets and added information related to the sponsor, the manner 
in which the amendment was dispensed with and its final result. Notably, motions to recommit 
were not tracked after the 97th Congress.  

Amendment Data 
 
This left us with 117,269 filed amendments to important legislation from the 59th Congress 
(1905-1906) to the 113th Congress (2013-2014).166  An amendment may be filed on the floor but 
not offered for a wide array of reasons. This includes the member deciding not to press the 
amendment, it being blocked by a later unanimous consent agreement or special rule, the 
measure the amendment sought to alter is dispensed with and in recent Senates, the majority 
leader may “fill the amendment tree” to block amending opportunities. Figure 2B plots 
amendments coded per Congress by offered or filed status.  

 

  

                                                 
166 The broader dataset included an additional 6,083 amendments considered prior to the 59th Congress and 26,048 
amendments considered from the 97th (1981-1982) to the 113th Congress (2013-2014). The latter were excluded 
from the dataset as they were not filed to measures included in our important bill dataset.  
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Figure C-2: Coded Amendments per Congress Offered and Considered, 1905-2014 
 

 

Figure 2B includes all 117,269 filed amendments. As the figure demonstrates, 78,897 of those 
(or 67.38%) were formally offered and dispensed with on the floor. Figure 3B plots the 
amendments per important enactment, amendments per important enactment that were 
considered/offered on the floor and non-committee amendments per important enactment. 
Committee amendments were often considered on the floor in the early 20th century and 
generally non-controversial.  
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Figure C-3: Amendments per Enactment, Offered and by Committee Sponsor Status 
 

 

An examination of the data also suggests that the early roll call record missed a great deal of 
controversial votes. In addition to a large number of unsuccessful requests for the yeas and nays 
(see Figure 3), the size of winning coalitions on amendments that received division or teller votes 
but not recorded votes was nearly as narrow as the size of winning coalitions on amendments 
that received division or teller votes and recorded votes. Table 1B presents those numbers. 
 

Table C-1: Winning Coalition Sizes on Division and Teller Votes over Recorded Vote 
Status, 1905-1980 

 Division Teller 

No Recorded Vote 67.36 57.70 

 (3680) (866) 

Recorded Vote 61.83 55.54 

 (287) (94) 

Difference 5.53 2.16 

 
Coding Selected Variables 
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To accomplish their coding, research assistants scanned the online Congressional Record.  Once 
an amendment was identified, a number of additional variables were coded.  First, descriptive 
data regarding the timing of the vote (the Congress, month, date, year, and chamber) was 
entered.  Second, all votes taken on the amendment were coded.  This was accomplished by 
filling in a series of variables labeled vtype1, vtype2, vtype3, vtype4. For example, in the 43rd 
House (1873-1875), Representative Frank Morey (R-LA) moved to: 

Offer the following as a substitute for the resolution submitted by the gentleman from New York, 
[Mr. COX]: 

Resolved, That the name of George L. Smith be placed upon the roll, as the Representative from 
the fourth congressional district of Louisiana (Congressional Record, 43rd Congress, December 
3, 1873, 49). 

Debate ensued before the speaker put the question: 

The first question was upon the amendment moved by Mr. MOREY, to substitute the name of 
George L. Smith for that of E. C. Davidson, as having the prima-facie right to a seat as the 
Representative from the fourth district of Louisiana. 

The question was taken, and upon a division there were -- ayes 81, noes 78. 

Before the resolute of the vote was announced, Mr. SPEER called for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was again taken, and there were -- yeas 161, nays 94, not voting 
26l…(Congressional Record, 43rd Congress, December 3, 1873, 49). 

In this example, vtype1 would be coded as a division vote and vtype2 would be listed as a 
recorded roll call vote.  The remaining two categories -- vtype3 and vtype4 -- would be coded as 
“Not applicable.  No additional vote taken.”  In the event a recorded vote was taken, recorded 
vote data originally coded by Poole and Rosenthal (1997) was merged into the database (this 
includes the yeas, nays, missing votes, party and sectional splits). 

Information regarding the amendment was coded next.  This included the amendment sponsor, 
the underlying measure and additional information regarding the vote.  Specifically, students 
would enter a description of the amendment.  When feasible, this involved taking the description 
of the amendment directly from the record.  For example, in the preceding example, the 
description would read “substitute the name of George L. Smith for that of E. C. Davidson, as 
having the prima-facie right to a seat as the Representative from the fourth district of Louisiana.” 

Other examples include “amendment to change expenses for Naval Department from 100k to 
50k” or “Amendment to strike out clause instructing Secretary of Treasury to cover into the 
Treasury all undrawn monies from 1873 salary act.” Coding descriptions of the amendments 
allows us the flexibility of going back and conducting a measure that assesses the importance of 
the amendment. 

Determining the sponsor of each amendment offered created some challenges.  In the rare cases 
where a member introduced an amendment on behalf of himself and other senators, only the 
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member introducing the measure on the floor was coded as the sponsor.  However, the name of 
the additional sponsors was coded in the notes section.  For example, in the 88th Congress 
(1963-1965), the Congressional Record noted that, “Mr. Williams of Delaware (for himself and 
Mr. Case) submitted a resolution (S.Res. 330) to inquire into the financial of business interests or 
activities including use of campaign funds, of any Member of former Members of the Senate, 
officer, employee, or former employee of the Senate, which was ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed (Congressional Record, 88th Congress, May 13, 1964, 10757.)”  In this instance, 
Senator John Williams (R-DE) was coded as the sponsor. 

When an amendment was described as a “committee amendment,” a more detailed reading of the 
record was undertaken to determine whether the member who sponsored the amendment in the 
committee was identified.  This was frequently the case.  In the 77th Congress (1941-1943), 
Senator Walter George (D-GA), stated that an “amendment was presented to the committee by 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Vandenberg], and the committee voted favorably on the 
amendment offered (Congressional Record, 77th Congress, October 9, 1942, 10757.)”  In this 
instance, Senator Arthur Vandenberg (R-MI) was listed as the sponsor. 

In other cases, the member indicated that the amendment he or she was presenting was a 
committee amendment. In the 60th (1907-1909) Congress, Representative Reuben Moon (R-PA) 
stated, “Mr. Chairman, I send up to the desk a committee amendment, which I ask to have read 
(Congressional Record, 60th Congress, February 18, 1909, 2649).” In this instance, 
Representative Moon would be coded as the amendment sponsor and the amendment would be 
coded as a committee amendment. 

If the committee sponsor was not explicitly listed, students listed the sponsor as the member who 
consumed the most floor time advocating for the adoption of the amendment.  For example, in 
the 85th Congress (1957-1959), Senator Robert Kerr (D-OK) stated that, “Speaking for that 
committee and for what I believe to be the rights of the people of a great State and of a great 
metropolitan area, and in the conviction that it can do no harm to any area, I urge the passage of 
the proposed legislation by the Senate (Congressional Record, 85th Congress, August 22, 1958, 
19125).” In this case, Kerr was listed as the sponsor. 

In a few instances, an amendment was reported a committee amendment and there was no debate 
or advocacy for the bill on the floor. In the 64th Congress (1915-1917), the Senate began 
consideration of H.R. 15522, which established the National Park Service, with a committee 
amendment. Upon bringing the bill up for the consideration, the Secretary stated that, “The bill 
has been reported from the Committee on Public Lands with an amendment” and the amendment 
was agreed to after being read (Congressional Record, 64th Congress, August 5, 1916, 12150). 
In this case, the sponsor of the bill would be coded as the chairman of the Committee on Public 
Lands since the amendment as no identifiable sponsor.  A dummy variable (1, 0) for committee 
amendments was also coded, granting us some flexibility in how we deal these moving forward. 

In a limited number of cases, neither the identifying amendment sponsor nor committee could be 
accurately determined.  When this occurred, the amendment sponsor information was coded as 
missing data. 
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Data was also collected regarding the underlying measure.  This allows us to better assess the 
characteristics of bills and motions that receive large numbers of amendments.  As such, students 
were asked to list the underlying landmark enactment being amended (i.e., HR 478).  Much like 
the amendment sponsor variable, research assistants would then code the primary sponsor of the 
root measure.  Occasionally this information was not made clear in the Congressional Record.  
In these instances, students were encouraged to utilize the Congressional Record’s index.  The 
student looks up the name of the member who sponsored the amendment and the page number 
where the amendment was introduced.  The index will then provide the underlying bill that was 
being amended and any companion bills that may be considered.  In the event a companion or 
related bill was considered, amending activity on that bill was coded. 

Occasionally, the underlying measure was another amendment.  As successful secondary 
amendments can significantly alter the content of the underlying amendment, we coded a dummy 
variable denoting that the amendment was a secondary amendment that sought to amend another 
amendment. In these instances, the underlying bill, resolution and motion, as well as information 
on the amendment being amended were coded.  Once sponsors were identified, the member's 
ICPSR numbers were entered. 

Additionally, research assistants were asked to code an assortment of other institutional factors 
related to the amendment.  For example, scholars of the U.S. Senate have argued that the motion 
to table plays an important role in restricting measures on the chamber floor.  Students coded 
whether or not a tabling motion was offered and information regarding who offered it.167 
Students also coded whether or not the amendment was considered in the Committee of the 
Whole, whether or not it was considered under the suspension of the rules procedure, and 
whether a motion to reconsider was offered. 

Finally, information pertaining to the specific votes was coded.  This can provide scholars with 
some leverage in analyzing how different vote types can alter policy outcomes.  For measures 
that passed without a recorded vote, students coded the announced result.  For example, on 
September 15, 1944, the Congressional Record noted the following announcement by the 
presiding officer: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma in the chair). The next amendment 
was, on page 13, line 14, after the word “Roads” to strike out “Administration; and the 
Commissioner of Public Roads is hereby directed to concur only in such installations as will 
promote the sage and efficient utilization of the highways.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I was absent in the cloakroom a moment ago when action was 
taken on the so-called McClellan amendment.  I am told that it was agreed to before my return to 
the floor, and that there was no opportunity to request a yea-and-nay vote on the amendment, that 
action on it was taken very quickly.  Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 

                                                 
167 For example, in the 84th Congress (1955-1957), Senator Prescott Bush (R-CT) moved “to lay on the table the 
amendment on page 3, line 10 (Congressional Record, 84th Congress, July 22, 1956, 10831.)” In this case, Bush 
would be listed as the tabling motion sponsor. 
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reconsider the by which the amendment was agreed to (Congressional Record, 78th Congress, 
September 15, 1944, 7802). 

Later in the debate, the chair announced that no objection to Bridges request was heard, and a 
recorded vote was taken.  In this case, the announced result was that the amendment passed.  For 
division and teller votes, students coded the results of those votes as well as the yeas and nays.  
For amendments that received more than one type of vote, scholars can compare the size of 
coalitions on each vote, as well as the final result. 

In an effort to assess how members use the record to publicize their positions on issues, we also 
had research assistants’ code who requested the yeas and nays when a recorded vote was taken.  
For example, during consideration of H.R. 15455, the Merchant Marine bill, in the 64th 
Congress, Senator Albert Cummins (R-IA) stated that “I am not for any part of the bill -- I want 
no misunderstanding about that. I think it is fundamentally wrong; but as to this section, there is 
nothing but mischief in it. It can accomplish no good, and there is in it the opportunity for a great 
deal of wrong and evil. Upon the motion I have made, Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays 
(Congressional Record, 64th Congress, August 18, 1916, 12814). The Record went on to note 
that the yeas and nays were ordered, indicating that a sufficient second was present. In this 
episode, Cummins would be listed as the member ordering the yeas and nays.168 

Finally, information was coded pertaining to whether the amendment was a substitute, second-
degree or motion to strike, whether cloture was filed on the amendment, whether voting took 
place only in the Committee of the Whole, if a yeas and nays request was made but not 
supported by a sufficient second, if a motion to reconsider was offered, information regarding 
who—if anyone—moved to table the amendment or raised a point of order against it and if the 
amendment was dispensed with en bloc. 

A full copy of our codebook is available online at https://www.tonymadonna.com/uga-congress-
project/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
168 As was the case with the amendment sponsor variable, in the rare instance multiple members requested the yeas 
and nays, only the first member is coded as the member requesting the yeas and nays. Additional members are listed 
in the notes section. 
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