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The 1993 Senate AMT Hypocrisy Caucus 
 

HR 2264: Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 – 08/06/1993 
 

The last time Democrats controlled the House, Senate, and Presidency, they chose to raise the 
AMT from 24 percent to a top rate of 28 percent.   
 
They also failed to index for inflation, a major reason the AMT traps so many taxpayers 
today. 
 
The following 30 members of the Senate voted to raise the AMT from 24 percent to 28 percent. 
 
1. Daniel Akaka (D-HI) 
2. Max Baucus (D-MT) 
3. Joe Biden (D-DE) 
4. Jeff Bingaman (D-NM) 
5. Barbara Boxer (D-CA) 
6. Robert Byrd (D-WV) 
7. Ben Cardin (D-MD)* 
8. Kent Conrad (D-ND) 
9. Christopher Dodd (D-CT) 
10. Byron Dorgan (D-ND) 
11. Dick Durbin (D-IL)* 
12. Russ Feingold (D-WI) 
13. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) 
14. Tom Harkin (D-IA) 
15. Daniel Inouye (D-HI) 
16. Tim Johnson (D-SD)* 
17. Ted Kennedy (D-MA) 
18. John Kerry (D-MA) 
19. Herb Kohl (D-WI) 
20. Pat Leahy (D-VT) 
21. Carl Levin (D-MI) 
22. Joe Lieberman (I-CT) 
23. Bob Menendez (D-NJ)* 
24. Barbara Mikulski (D-MD) 
25. Patty Murray (D-WA) 
26. Harry Reid (D-NV) 
27. Jay Rockefeller (D-WV) 
28. Bernie Sanders (I-VT)* 
29. Chuck Schumer (D-NY)* 
30. Ron Wyden (D-OR)* 
 
*Denotes a Senator who was a member of the House of Representatives during the 103rd Congress. 
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The 1993 House AMT Hypocrisy Caucus 
 

HR 2264: Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 – 08/06/1993 
 

The last time Democrats controlled the House, Senate, and Presidency, they chose to raise the 
AMT from 24 percent to a top rate of 28 percent. 
 
They also failed to index for inflation, a major reason the AMT traps so many taxpayers 
today. 
 
The following 76 members of the House voted to raise the AMT from 24 percent to 28 percent: 
 

1. Neil Abercrombie (D – HI 1) 
2. Gary Ackerman (D – NY 5) 
3. Xavier Becerra (D – CA 31) 
4. Howard Berman (D – CA 28) 
5. Sanford Bishop (D – GA 2) 
6. Rick Boucher (D – VA 9) 
7. Corrine Brown (D – FL 3) 
8. William Lacy Clay (D – MO 1) 
9. James Clyburn (D – SC 6) 
10. John Conyers (D – MI 14) 
11. Jim Cooper (D – TN 5) 
12. Jerry Costello (D – IL 12) 
13. Bud Cramer (D – AL 5) 
14. Peter DeFazio (D – OR 4) 
15. Rosa DeLauro (D – CT 4) 
16. Norm Dicks (D – WA 6) 
17. John Dingell (D – MI 15) 
18. Eliot L. Engel (D – NY 17) 
19. Anna Eshoo (D – CA 14) 
20. Sam Farr (D – CA 17) 
21. Bob Filner (D – CA 51) 
22. Barney Frank (D – MA 4) 
23. Bart Gordon (D – TN 6) 
24. Gene Green (D – TX 29) 
25. Luis Gutierrez (D – IL 4) 
26. Jane Harman (D – CA 36) 
27. Alcee Hastings (D – FL 23) 
28. Maurice Hinchey (D – NY 22) 
29. Tom Holden (D – PA 17) 
30. Steny Hoyer (D – MD 5) 
31. William Jefferson (D – LA 2) 
32. E.B. Johnson (D – TX 30) 
33. Paul Kanjorski (D – PA 11) 
34. Marcia C. Kaptur (D – OH 9) 
35. Dale Kildee (D – MI 5) 
36. Tom Lantos (D – CA 12) 
37. Sander Levin (D – MI 12)\ 
38. John Lewis (D – GA 5) 

39. Nita Lowey (D – NY 18) 
40. Carolyn B. Maloney (D – NY 14) 
41. Edward Markey (D – MA 7) 
42. Jim McDermott (D – WA 7) 
43. Michael R. McNulty (D – NY 21) 
44. George Miller (D – CA 7) 
45. Alan Mollohan (D – WV 1) 
46. Jim Moran (D – VA 8) 
47. John Murtha (D – PA 12) 
48. Jerrold Nadler (D – NY 8) 
49. Richard Neal (D – MA 2) 
50. James Oberstar (D – MN 8) 
51. John Olver (D – MA 1) 
52. Solomon P. Ortiz (D – TX 27) 
53. Ed Pastor (D – AZ 2) 
54. Donald M. Payne (D – NJ 10) 
55. Nancy Pelosi (D – CA 8) 
56. Earl Pomeroy (D – ND AL) 
57. David Price (D – NC 4) 
58. Nick Rahall (D – WV 3) 
59. Charlie Rangel (D – NY 15) 
60. Lucille Roybal-Allard (D – CA 34) 
61. Bobby Rush (D – IL 1) 
62. Bobby Scott (D – VA 3) 
63. Jose Serrano (D – NY 16) 
64. Ike Skelton (D – MO 4) 
65. John Spratt (D – SC 5) 
66. Pete Stark (D – CA 13) 
67. Bart Stupak (D – MI 1) 
68. John S. Tanner (D – TN 8) 
69. Bennie Thompson (D – MS 2) 
70. Ed Towns (D – NY 10) 
71. Peter Visclosky (D – IN 1) 
72. Maxine Waters (D – CA 35) 
73. Melvin Watt (D – NC 12) 
74. Henry Waxman (D – CA 30) 
75. Lynn Woolsey (D – CA 6) 
76. Albert Wynn (D – MD 4) 
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The Clinton, Pelosi, Reid AMT Problem  

97% of AMT Problem Is From 1993 Tax Increase and Inflation 
 

 
 
Democrats love to talk about how bad the AMT is for middle-class families. Well, 
we have new data which shows the AMT "problem" is a result of their 1993 tax 
increase. This comes in two forms - higher AMT tax rates and the failure to index 
for inflation which is pushing people onto the AMT rolls. 
 
To understand first we need a little bit of history. The Alternative Minimum Tax 
(AMT) was established to prevent certain Americans and corporations from using 
otherwise available deductions to reduce (and in some cases eliminate) their 
income tax liability. The very existence of the individual AMT and its corporate 
version makes the already complicated tax code all the more inexplicable and 
frustrates every effort to comprehensively improve our system of taxation. 
 
As such, the individual AMT was intended to act as a fail safe mechanism to 
ensure that a small number of upper income individuals had to pay income tax. 
However, the tax is now hitting the middle class - and hitting them hard. From 
1992-2002, the number of filers paying AMT increased tenfold to 1.3 million 
people. The next eight years will witness even more pronounced and explosive 
growth. Indeed, nearly one out of three tax filers will be subject to the AMT by 
2010. 
 
This onerous tax will be slapped on average American families largely because the 
AMT is not indexed for inflation - consequently, taxes will be pushed upward 
through bracket creep. Moreover, each time income taxes were increased the 
AMT rates were increased correspondingly. But when income taxes were cut in 
2001 and 2003, AMT rates were not changed. 

http://friendsofatr.blogspot.com/2007/02/clinton-pelosi-reid-amt-problem.html
http://friendsofatr.blogspot.com/2007/02/clinton-pelosi-reid-amt-problem.html
http://friendsofatr.blogspot.com/2007/02/clinton-pelosi-reid-amt-problem.html


 
 
So between inflation and higher AMT rates (relative to the regular income tax 
system) we have a tax system which will lead 30 million American taxpayers 
paying the Alternative Minimum Tax. 
 
Our New Data 
 
We recently got our hands on an analysis by the Joint Committee on Taxation 
(JCT) which allows us to discern just how bad the 1993 tax increase was for the 
AMT. At the same time we can see how the inflation protections signed into law 
in 2001, 2003, 2004, and 2006 are working. 
 
The 1993 tax increase ended the 24 percent rate and created a two tier AMT rate 
of 26 percent for taxpayers under $175,000 and 28 percent for taxpayers over 
that amount. By 2016, this higher tax rate added 12.2 million American taxpayers 
to the AMT rolls. As such, 40 percent of all AMT filers are paying the 
AMT because of the higher tax rates that Pelosi, Reid, Schumer and 
Co. put into effect. 
 
The next step in our analysis was to determine the second part of the AMT 
problem - the fact that rates and income are not subject to inflation protections as 
is the regular income tax. If the AMT was indexed for inflation in 1993 most of 
the people paying would be off the rolls. The Bush Administration insisted on 
inflation protections since 2001 which increased the income maximum of people 
affected. This has worked to keep 17.6 million people off the AMT rolls. 
 
So when adding the two numbers 29.8 million of the 30.8 million that will be 
forced to pay the AMT are only paying because of the Clinton tax increase and the 
failure to index to inflation. That would leave only 1 million people are actually 
paying because of high incomes and lots of deductions. 
 
It is an outrage that people who created this mess are trying to say they are for 
ending the mess. Yet due to Pay As You Go Rules, to fix the AMT problem which 
cost in the range of $800 billion, taxes are going up on just about every type of 
productive economic behavior.  

POSTED BY  DANIEL  CL IFTON  
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The 1999 Senate AMT Hypocrisy Caucus 
 

106th Congress 
HR 2488 

 
Roll no. 261 

August 5, 1999 
 

Link:  
http://www.senate.gov/legislative/LIS/roll_call_lists/roll_call_vote_cfm.cfm?congress=106&session=1

&vote=00261 
 

HR 2488 addressed the AMT as follows: 

Subtitle C--Repeal of Alternative Minimum Tax on Individuals 

SEC. 121. REPEAL OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX ON INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL- Subsection (a) of section 55 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new flush sentence: 
`For purposes of this title, the tentative minimum tax on any taxpayer 
other than a corporation for any taxable year beginning after December 
31, 2007, shall be zero.'. 

 
 
The following 37 sitting members of the Senate voted against HR 2488 and the 
permanent repeal of the AMT by December 31, 2007: 
 
1. Daniel Akaka (D-HI) 
2. Kent Baucus (D-MT) 
3. Evan Bayh (D-IN) 
4. Joseph Biden (D-DE) 
5. Jeff Bingaman (D-NM) 
6. Barbara Boxer (D-CA) 
7.  Sherrod Brown (D-OH)* 
8. Robert Byrd (D-WV) 
9. Ben Cardin (D-MD)* 
10. Kent Conrad (D-ND) 
11. Christopher Dodd (D-CT) 
12. Byron Dorgan (D-ND) 
13. Dick Durbin (D-IL) 
14. Russ Feingold (D-WI) 
15. Diane Feinstein (D-CA) 
16. Tom Harkin (D-IA) 
17. Daniel Inouye (D-HI) 
18. Tim Johnson (D-SD) 
19. Ted Kennedy (D-MA) 

20. John Kerry (D-MA) 
21. Herb Kohl (D-WI) 
22. Mary Landrieu (D-LA) 
23. Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) 
24. Patrick Leahy (D-VT) 
25. Carl Levin (D-MI) 
26. Joe Lieberman (I-CT) 
27. Blanche Lincoln (D-AR) 
28. Bob Menendez (D-NJ)* 
29. Barbara Mikulski (D-MD) 
30. Patty Murray (D-WA) 
31. Jack Reed (D-RI) 
32. Harry Reid (D-NV) 
33. Jay Rockefeller (D-WV) 
34. Bernie Sanders (I-VT)* 
35. Chuck Schumer (D-NY) 
36. Debbie Stabenow (D-MI)* 
37. Ron Wyden (D-OR) 

 
*Denotes a Senator who was a member of the House of Representatives during the 106th Congress. 
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The 1999 House AMT Hypocrisy Caucus 
 

106th Congress 
HR 2488 

Roll no. 379 
August 5, 1999 

Link:  http://clerk.house.gov/evs/1999/roll379.xml 
 

HR 2488 addressed the AMT as follows: 

Subtitle C--Repeal of Alternative Minimum Tax on Individuals 

SEC. 121. REPEAL OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX ON INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL- Subsection (a) of section 55 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new flush sentence: 
`For purposes of this title, the tentative minimum tax on any taxpayer 
other than a corporation for any taxable year beginning after December 
31, 2007, shall be zero.'. 

 
 

The following 141 sitting members of the House voted against HR 2488 and the 
permanent repeal of the AMT by December 31, 2007: 
 
1.         Neil Abercrombie (D-HI 1) 
2. Gary Ackerman (D-NY 5) 
3. Tom Allen (D-ME 1) 
4. Robert Andrews (D- NJ 1) 
5. Brian Baird (D-WA 3) 
6. Tammy Baldwin (D-WI 2) 
7. Xavier Becerra (D-CA 31) 
8. Shelly Berkley (D-NV 1) 
9. Howard Berman (D-CA 28) 
10. Marion Berry (D-AR 1) 
11. Sanford Bishop (D-GA 2) 
12. Earl Blumenauer (D-OR 3) 
13. Rick Boucher (D-VA 9) 
14. Allen Boyd (D-FL 2) 
15.  Bob Brady (D-PA 1) 
16. Corrine Brown (D-FL 3) 
17. Lois Capps (D-CA 23) 
18. Michael Capuano (D-MA 8) 
19. Julia Carson (D-IN 7) 
20. Michael Castle (R-DE AT LARGE) 
21. William Clay (D-MO 1) 

22. James Clyburn (D-SC 6) 
23. John Conyers (D-MI 14) 
24. Jerry Costello (D-IL 12) 
25. Bud Cramer (D-AL 5) 
26. Joseph Crowley (D-NY 7) 
27. Elijah Cummings (D-MD 7) 
28. Danny Davis (D-IL 7) 
29. Peter DeFazio (D-OR 4) 
30. Diana DeGette (D-CO 1) 
31. William Delahunt (D-MA 10) 
32. Rosa DeLauro (D-CT 3) 
33. Norman Dicks (D-WA 6) 
34. John Dingell (D-MI 15) 
35. Lloyd Doggett (D-TX 25) 
36. Mike Doyle (D-PA 14) 
37. Chet Edwards (D-TX 17) 
38. Eliot Engel (D-NY 17) 
39. Anna Eshoo (D-CA 14) 
40. Bob Etheridge (D-NC 2) 
41. Sam Farr (D-CA 17) 
42. Chaka Fattah (D-PA 2) 
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43. Bob Filner (D-CA 51) 
44. Barney Frank (D-MA 4) 
45. Charlie Gonzalez (D-TX 20) 
46. Bart Gordon (D-TN 6) 
47. Gene Green (D-TX 29) 
48. Alcee Hastings (D-FL 23) 
49. Baron Hill (D-IN 9) 
50. Maurice Hinchey (D-NY 22) 
51. Ruben Hinojosa (D-TX 15) 
52. Tim Holden (D-PA 17) 
53. Rush Holt (D-NJ 12) 
54. Darlene Hooley (D-OR 5) 
55. Steny Hoyer (D-MD 5) 
56. Jay Inslee (D- WA 1) 
57. Jesse Jackson (D-IL 2) 
58. Sheila Jackson Lee (D-TX 18) 
59. William Jefferson (D-LA 2) 
60. E.B. Johnson (D-TX 30) 
61. Stephanie Tubbs Jones (D-OH 11) 
62. Paul E. Kanjorski (D-PA 11) 
63. Marcy Kaptur (D-OH 9) 
64. Patrick Kennedy (D-RI 1) 
65. Dale Kildee (D-MI 5) 
66. Carolyn Kilpatrick (D-MI 13) 
67. Ron Kind (D-WI 3) 
68. Dennis Kucinich (D-OH 10) 
69. Nick Lampson (D-TX 22) 
70. John Larson (D-CT 1) 
71. Barbara Lee (D-CA 9) 
72. Sandy Levin (D-MI 12) 
73. John Lewis (D-GA 5) 
74. Daniel Lipinski (D-IL 3) 
75. Zoe Lofgren (D-CA 16) 
76. Nita Lowey (D-NY 18) 
77. Carolyn Maloney (D-NY 14) 
78. Ed Markey (D-MA 7) 
79. Carolyn McCarthy (D-NY 4) 
80. James McGovern (D-MA 3) 
81. Mike McIntyre (D-NC 7) 
82. Michael McNulty (D-NY 21) 
83. Martin Meehan (D-MA 5)  
84. Gregory Meeks (D-NY 6) 
85. Juanita Millender-McDonald (D-CA 37) 
86. George Miller (D-CA 7) 
87. Dennis Moore (D-KS 3) 
88. Jim Moran (D-VA 8) 
89. John Murtha (D-PA 12) 
90. Jerrold Nadler (D-NY 8) 
91. Grace Napolitano (D-CA 38) 
92. Richard Neal (D-MA 2) 
93. James Oberstar (D-MN 8) 
94. David Obey (D-WI 7) 

95. John Olver (D-MA 1) 
96. Solomon Ortiz (D-TX 27) 
97. Frank Pallone (D-NJ 6) 
98. Bill Pascrell (D-NJ 8) 
99. Ed Pastor (D-AZ 2) 
100. Donald Payne (D-NJ 10) 
101. Nancy Pelosi (D-CA 8) 
102. Collin Peterson (D-MN 7) 
103. Earl Pomeroy (D-ND AT LARGE) 
104. David Price (D-NC 4) 
105. Nick Rahall (D-WV 3) 
106. Charlie Rangel (D-NY 15) 
107. Ciro Rodriguez (D-TX 23) 
108. Steven Rotham (D-NJ 9) 
109. Lucille Roybal-Allard (D-CA 34) 
110. Bobby Rush (D-IL 1) 
111. Loretta Sanchez (D-CA 47) 
112. Jan Schakowsky (D-IL 9) 
113. Bobby Scott (D-VA 3) 
114. Jose Serrano (D-NY 16) 
115. Brad Sherman (D-CA 27) 
116. Ike Skelton (D-MO 4) 
117. Louise Slaughter (D-NY 28) 
118. Adam Smith (D-WA 9) 
119. Vic Snyder (D-AR 2) 
120. John Spratt (D-SC 5) 
121. Pete Stark (D-CA 13) 
122. Bart Stupak (D-MI 1) 
123. John Tanner (D-TN 8) 
124. Ellen Tauscher (D-CA 10) 
125. Gene Taylor (D-MS 4) 
126. Bennie Thompson (D-MS 2) 
127. Mike Thompson (D-CA 1) 
128. John Tierney (D-MA 6) 
129. Edolphus Towns (D-NY 10) 
130. Mark Udall (D-CO 2) 
131. Tom Udall (D-NM 3) 
132. Nydia Velazquez (D-NY 12) 
133. Peter Visclosky (D-IN 1) 
134. Maxine Waters (D-CA 35) 
135. Melvin Watt (D-NC 12) 
136.  Henry Waxman (D-CA 30) 
137.  Anthony Weiner (D-NY 9) 
138.  Robert Wexler (D-FL 19) 
139.  Lynn Woolsey (D-CA 6) 
140. David Wu (D-OR 1) 
141. Albert Wynn (D-MD 4) 



 
www.atr.org 

 
In 1999, the Republican-controlled House and Senate 

sent President Clinton legislation that repealed the 
Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT) permanently by 

December 31, 2007 
 

Rep. Nancy Pelosi and Rep. Charlie Rangel voted against AMT repeal 
Sen. Harry Reid and Sen. Kent Conrad voted against AMT repeal 

(See the full list at www.atr.org) 
 

HR 2488, also known as the Taxpayer Refund and Relief Act of 1999, addressed the 
AMT as follows: 

Subtitle C--Repeal of Alternative Minimum Tax on Individuals 

SEC. 121. REPEAL OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX ON 
INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL- Subsection (a) of section 55 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new flush sentence: 
`For purposes of this title, the tentative minimum tax on any 
taxpayer other than a corporation for any taxable year 
beginning after December 31, 2007, shall be zero.'. 

 
Government Printing Office Link:  http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H7031&position=all 
 
 
The legislation was introduced in the House on July 13, 1999.  During debate on July 21, 
Rep. Charles Rangel (D-NY), speaking on the House floor, said the following: 
 
“Thank God we have a President that is going to veto this foolishness, and thank God 
we have a Congress that is not going to override that veto.” 
 
Government Printing Office Link:  http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H6092&position=all 

http://www.atr.org/
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H7031&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H7031&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H6092&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H6092&position=all


 
 
During debate on August 2, 1999, Rep. Ben Cardin (D-MD), speaking on the House 
floor, said the following:   
 
“This is an irresponsible and reckless proposal.” 
 
“Fortunately, this bill will not become law. That is the good news.” 
 
Government Printing Office Link:  http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H6802&position=all 
 
 
 
On August 5, speaking on the House floor, Rep. Rangel said the following: 
 
“Mr. Speaker, I have been in this House and privileged to serve for a long time. I have 
seen a lot of political things, but I have never seen a sham like the one that we are trying 
to pull on the American people today.” 
 
Government Printing Office Link:  http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H7254&position=all 
 
 
On September 15, the legislation was sent to President Bill Clinton. 
 
 
On September 23, the legislation was vetoed by President Clinton. 
 
In his veto statement to the House of Representatives, President Clinton said: 
 
“I am returning herewith without my approval HR 2488, the ‘Taxpayer Refund and Relief 
Act of 1999,’ because it ignores the principles that have led us to the sound economy we 
enjoy today and emphasizes tax reduction for those who need it the least.” 
-- 
“The prudent course in the face of these uncertainties is to avoid making financial 
commitments—such as massive tax cuts—that will be very difficult to reverse.” 
-- 
“As I have repeatedly stressed, I want to find common ground with the Congress on a 
fiscal plan that will best serve the American people.  I have profound differences, 
however, with the extreme approach that the Republican majority has adopted.” 
 
Government Printing Office Links:  http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getpage.cgi?position=all&page=H8613&dbname=1999_record 
 

http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H6802&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H6802&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H7254&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H7254&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?position=all&page=H8613&dbname=1999_record
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?position=all&page=H8613&dbname=1999_record


http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H8614&position=all 
 
 
 
On September 23, the same day President Clinton’s veto message was delivered to the 
House, Rep. Rangel said the following: 
 
   “Mr. Speaker, the President of the United States has the right and obligation to veto 
any bill that an abusive Congress sends to his desk if he or she believes that the bill, the 
legislation, is not in the interest of the American people.  
  
  The President of the United States has reviewed this piece of Republican legislation and 
has vetoed the bill.” 
 
Government Printing Office Link:  http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H8615&position=all 
 
 
On September 23, Rep. Cardin said the following: 
 
“Mr. Speaker, let me thank the President for vetoing this reckless tax bill.” 
 
“The President made the right choice for the American people. I agree with the 
President.” 
 
Government Printing Office Link:  http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H8616&position=all 
 

http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H8614&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H8614&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H8615&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H8615&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H8616&position=all
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getpage.cgi?dbname=1999_record&page=H8616&position=all
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Grover Norquist, President of Americans for Tax Reform.  

Testimony before the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Select Revenue Measures 
 

Chairman Neal, Ranking Member English and other members of this subcommittee, I thank you 
for the opportunity to submit testimony on the Alternative Minimum Tax.  
 
My name is Grover Norquist, and I am president of Americans for Tax Reform. I submit my 
comments to you today with serious concerns about the effectiveness of the Alternative 
Minimum Tax and the possible remedies being proposed by Congress. 
 
More specifically, the AMT is worst case example of everything wrong with tax policy in this 
country. As we all know this tax was established to prevent certain Americans and corporations 
from using otherwise available deductions to reduce (and in some cases eliminate) their income 
tax liability. The individual AMT was thus intended to act as a failsafe mechanism to ensure that 
a small number of upper income individuals had to pay income tax. 
 
But as with just about every other tax, the AMT has gone way beyond hitting only a wealthy few 
and now we are faced with the possibility of 30 million taxpayers facing this onerous burden. 
And as our members remind us every year around tax filing season the burden is not just the 
additional taxes being paid but also the time to comply with the additional paperwork. The 
important point from the AMT lesson is that over time taxes do not hit just the wealthy as the 
middle-class always creep into these higher taxes.  
 
Just ask any household with a telephone which has been forced to pay an excise tax for over 100 
years when Congress intended the tax to be a tax on the “rich” to pay for the Spanish-American 
War. The last time I checked America won that war but American taxpayers of all incomes 
continued to pay the tax. This is also the direction we are headed with the AMT and to a lesser 
extent the estate tax. 
 
Identifying the Problem 
 
For policymakers to identify the correct remedy of the AMT explosion it is important to 
understand the true reason this occurred. As we show below, the surge is not the result of the 
2001 and 2003 tax cuts but the AMT tax increases of 1990 and 1993 and the failure to index 
income exemptions to inflation. By our count, 97 percent of AMT payers expected to be paying 
the AMT in 2016, 30 of the 31 million taxpayers, are paying because of the higher rates enacted 
in 1993 and the failure to index to inflation at the same time. 
 
In talking about the Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT) a lot of blame has recently been targeted 
at the tax cuts enacted in 2001 and 2003. The idea behind this is that reducing taxpayers’ regular 
income tax liability pushed their Alternative Minimum Tax liability higher thus creating this 
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rapid growth of AMT payers. As such, some members of Congress are proposing to eliminate 
the tax cuts of 2001 and 2003 to fix the AMT problem.  
 
This is simply a race to the bottom whereby Congress’ is raising taxes on American middle class 
families to eliminate a different tax. A more common sense approach would be to just get rid of 
the AMT in the first place because the tax is not achieving its objectives. 
 
Moreover, the idea that the recent tax cuts have something to do with the recent surge is suspect. 
On October 29, 1999, the Senate hurriedly inserted a provision in an $8.5 billion tax package to 
allow families to use certain tax breaks so that they could avoid paying the dreaded – but 
surprisingly little-known at the time – AMT. Senate Finance Committee Chairman William Roth 
(R-DE) and ranking member Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY) issued a joint statement 
earlier in the week, declaring “If we fail to extend the AMT relief, millions of middle-income 
taxpayers will face an unintended and unexpected tax increase.”1

 
So this surge of AMT payers was already occurring before the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts. In fact, 
the surge in the 1990’s was dramatic. According to data compiled by the Tax Foundation and 
analyzed by Americans for Tax Reform, 117,500 taxpayers paid the AMT in 1989 with an 
average tax burden of $11,500 per taxpayer (in 2006 dollars). By the time the Sens. Roth and 
Moynihan issued their press release in 1999 that number had increased more than ten-fold to 
over 1 million taxpayers. The average AMT liability was $7,700 (again in 2006 dollars) in 1999 
which demonstrates the AMT was slowly creeping into the middle-class. More people were 
paying but as the incomes of the taxpayers affected were smaller these taxpayers were also 
paying smaller amounts. 
 

AMT Bracket Creep Was Already Occurring Before 2001 & 2003 Tax Cuts 
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# of AMT Payers Surged Following AMT Tax Increases

1990 AMT Tax Increase

1993 AMT Tax Increase

 
 
Sensing this growing problem both the House of Representatives and the Senate voted on August 
5, 1999 to repeal the Alternative Minimum Tax as part of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1999. At 
                                                 
1 Godfrey, John. “Senate votes to keep tax breaks.” The Washington Times. October 30, 1999. 



AMERICANS FOR TAX REFORM  March 7, 2007 

the time the “cost” of repeal was just $105 billion. Most of the members today complaining 
about the AMT problem voted against this legislation. Despite their opposition the legislation 
passed both Houses of Congress only to be vetoed by President Clinton with the common mantra 
that the legislation was a “tax cut for the rich.” We would not have this “problem” today if that 
legislation was signed into law by President Clinton. 
 
So what caused this dramatic surge? In 1990 and again in 1993 Congress raised the individual 
income tax. Knowing this would knock off taxpayers off the higher revenue raising AMT and 
into the regular income tax, Congress also raised the Alternative Minimum Tax rates. This 
ensured all the people already paying the AMT stayed in the AMT system but also pushed more 
taxpayers into the AMT.  
 
Following the 1990 AMT tax increase the number of people paying the AMT nearly doubled 
from 132,000 to 244,000 taxpayers in just one year. In 1993 Congress created a two rate AMT 
tax system raising the rates from 24 to 26 percent for taxpayers with incomes under $175,000 
and a 28 percent tax rate for taxpayers with incomes over $175,000. Following the 1993 tax rate 
the number of taxpayers paying the AMT increased an astonishing 354 percent by the end of 
2000.  
 
At the same time Congress failed to index the AMT income exemption for inflation so as 
taxpayers incomes increased over time more and more taxpayers were hit with the AMT. Even 
with an inflation index, incomes grow faster than inflation so this would not have solved all the 
problems but indexing for inflation would have at least mitigated some of the problem.  
 
For example, in 1986 the median family income was just $29,458 while the AMT exemption was 
$40,000. The AMT exemption was lifted to $45,000 with the 1993 tax increase but by 1997 the 
median family income was exactly at the AMT income amount. Following 1997, the median 
income was higher than AMT rate which was a key component to driving the rapid increases in 
AMT payers.   
 

Failure to Index AMT to Inflation Led To Rapid Rise in AMT Payers 
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97 Percent of AMT Payers Are Paying Because of the 1993 AMT Tax Increase 
 
According to estimates by the Joint Committee on Taxation (JCT), in 2016 the number of 
taxpayers paying the AMT will reach 30.8 million. Repealing the 1993 tax increase will remove 
12.2 million taxpayers from the AMT rolls. As such 40 percent of all AMT payers are paying 
because of the higher AMT tax rates enacted in 1993. These higher AMT rates from 1993 will 
force American taxpayers to pay an additional $375 billion of taxes from 2006-2016. 
 
The next step in our analysis was to determine the second part of the AMT problem - the fact 
that rates and income are not subject to inflation protections as is the regular income tax. If the 
AMT was indexed for inflation in 1993 most of the people paying would be off the rolls.  
 
Recent inflation protections enacted in 2001, 2003, 2004, and 2006 has kept 17.6 million people 
from paying the AMT. This runs contrary to the opinion that the recent tax cuts have increased 
the number of people paying the AMT.  
 
So when adding the two numbers from the higher rates coupled with the inflation protections, 
29.8 million of the 30.8 million that will be forced to pay the AMT are only paying because of 
the Clinton tax increase and the failure to index to inflation. That would leave only 1 million 
people are actually paying because of high incomes and lots of deductions. 
 
The Impact of the Tax Cuts on AMT 
 
Recently a number of policymakers have suggested that the tax cuts enacted since 2001 has 
increased the number of AMT payers. This could be the case but not for the reasons suggested. 
As I discussed above the AMT tax rates were increased correspondingly with increases in the 
income tax rates. Conversely, when income tax rates were cut in 2001, and again in 2003, AMT 
rates were not reduced correspondingly. This created an AMT tax liability higher than the 
regular income tax liability for some taxpayers. As such, the solution to this is not to raise the 
rates, either income or AMT, but to lower the AMT rates to match the lower income tax rates. 
 
A second reason for the rise in AMT is that the tax cuts created a number of new deductions for 
the regular income not available in the AMT. Most of these deductions enjoy bi-partisan support 
such as college tuition tax deduction. Therefore, to fix the AMT problem from the recent tax cuts 
is to get rid of the deductions that most members support. 
 
The combination of these two factors coupled with the policy failure of the 1993 tax increase is 
not the reason currently being given as the rise of the AMT. Accordingly, the proposed policy 
solutions such as increasing higher income tax bracket rates or AMT rates will do nothing to fix 
the problem. Furthermore, as we have witnessed in the past, lifting income exemption amounts 
only delays the problem. As incomes grow more and more people will be hit with the tax in the 
future. This is a situation of a dog chasing its own tail. 
 
Recommendations 
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• AMT Repeal. We believe given these factors the Alternative Minimum Tax should 
be repealed with no offsets. It is unconscionable that members of Congress who created 
this problem by raising tax rates and failing to index for inflation and then subsequently 
voting against repealing this tax six years later are now seeking to rearrange the chairs on 
the Titanic by forcing nearly $1 trillion of tax increases to “pay” for AMT repeal/reform. 
Raising taxes on small businesses to pay for an income exemption that will only sock 
taxpayers at a later date is a ridiculous proposal. Taxpayers should not be paying this tax 
today and therefore should not be forced to pay higher taxes from one pocket to reduce 
their burden on the other pocket. 

 
• Repeal The Clinton AMT Tax Increase. Absent repeal without offsets, Congress 

should repeal the 1993 AMT tax increase to bring the AMT tax rates in line with the 
regular income tax. We know 40 percent of the AMT taxpayers are paying this tax solely 
because of the higher rates and these higher rates are generating nearly 50 percent of the 
revenue. This will not only remove 40 percent of the taxpayers from AMT it will also 
substantially reduce the amount of AMT taxes for existing taxpayers. Sen. Arlen Specter 
of Pennsylvania just last week introduced this legislation and I would urge a similar bill 
in the House and encourage all members to reverse this damaging tax increase. 

 
• Do Not Raise Taxes Under The Guise of AMT Reform. Raising taxes to offset the 

“cost” will result in fewer jobs, a slower stock market, less growth, and ultimately a 
lower standard of living for all Americans. Any proposal to raise one set of taxes to offset 
the AMT is unnecessary and growth inhibiting. I urge all members to avoid this avenue. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit my written testimony and I look forward to working 
with you on ending the Alternative Minimum Tax. 
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               May 15, 2007 
 
 
The Honorable Phil English         The Honorable Ed Royce 
U.S. House of Representatives        U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515          Washington, DC 20515 
 
 
Dear Congressmen English and Royce: 
 
 
 On behalf of Americans for Tax Reform, I write in strong support of your dual-track bills that free millions 
of Americans from the unfair “Alternative Minimum Tax” (AMT).  Both of these bills are tremendous steps 
forward, and should be co-sponsored by all of your colleagues. 
 

H.R. 2253, the “AMT Rate Reduction Act of 2007,” sponsored by Congressman Royce, would repeal the 
Clinton AMT.  As part of his 1993 tax increase, President Clinton increased the AMT top rate from 24% to 
28%.  The current Congressional Democrat leadership voted to increase the AMT and Bill Clinton signed it.  
H.R. 2253 would bring the top AMT rate down to 24%, eliminating the Clinton AMT.  This is a great first 
step toward full AMT repeal, and should be supported. 

 
H.R. 1366, the “Individual AMT Repeal Act of 2007” is sponsored by Congressman English.  This bill 

would fully repeal the AMT.  In 1999, the current Congressional Democrat leadership voted against repealing 
the AMT, and Bill Clinton vetoed full AMT repeal.  You don’t “fix” a mistake—you correct it.  This bill 
would correct the AMT mistake by killing it dead, and should be supported. 

 
Both of these bills—repealing the Clinton AMT and killing the entire AMT—are needed to prevent tens of 

millions of Americans from falling into the AMT trap.  As such, all members should co-sponsor both these 
vital pieces of legislation. 

  
           

  Sincerely, 

 

           
   
                 Grover Norquist 
 
CC: United States House of Representatives 
GGN:rle 
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               May 15, 2007 
 
 
The Honorable Charles Grassley        The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate           United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510          Washington, DC 20510 
 
 
Dear Senators Grassley and Specter: 
 
 
 On behalf of Americans for Tax Reform, I write in strong support of your dual-track bills that free millions 
of Americans from the unfair “Alternative Minimum Tax” (AMT).  Both of these bills are tremendous steps 
forward, and should be co-sponsored by all of your colleagues. 
 

S. 734, the “AMT Rate Reduction Act of 2007,” sponsored by Senator Specter, would repeal the Clinton 
AMT.  As part of his 1993 tax increase, President Clinton increased the AMT top rate from 24% to 28%.  The 
current Congressional Democrat leadership voted to increase the AMT and Bill Clinton signed it.  S. 734 would 
bring the top AMT rate down to 24%, eliminating the Clinton AMT.  This is a great first step toward full 
AMT repeal, and should be supported. 

 
S. 55, the “Individual AMT Repeal Act of 2007” is sponsored by Senator Grassley.  This bill would fully 

repeal the AMT.  In 1999, the current Congressional Democrat leadership voted against repealing the AMT, 
and Bill Clinton vetoed full AMT repeal.  You don’t “fix” a mistake—you correct it.  This bill would 
correct the AMT mistake by killing it dead, and should be supported. 

 
Both of these bills—repealing the Clinton AMT and killing the entire AMT—are needed to prevent tens of 

millions of Americans from falling into the AMT trap.  As such, all members should co-sponsor both these 
vital pieces of legislation. 

  
           

  Sincerely, 

 

           
   
                 Grover Norquist 
 
CC: United States Senate 
GGN:rle 







SAMPLE DRAFT 
 
 
 
 

Presidential Endorsement of Legislation to Rollback the AMT 
 
 
There are two good ideas on how to repeal the individual Alternative Minimum Tax 
(AMT), and I endorse both pieces of current legislation: 
 
First, I endorse H.R. 1366 and its companion S. 55, which would completely repeal the 
individual AMT.  The “Individual AMT Repeal Act of 2007” is sponsored by 
Congressmen Phil English (R-PA) and Senator Chuck Grassley (R-IA).  It would fully 
and permanently correct the AMT mistake by killing it dead.  I urge Congress to 
support this legislation.   
 
Second, I recognize that the AMT may have to be killed in pieces.  For that reason, I also 
endorse H.R. 2253 and S. 734. The “AMT Rate Reduction Act” is sponsored by 
Congressman Ed Royce (R-CA) and Senator Arlen Specter (R-PA).  This bill would 
repeal the Clinton AMT—that is, it would lower the AMT top rate back to 24%, the pre-
Clinton level. I also support this legislation and urge Congress to roll back the 
Clinton AMT Tax Hike. 
 
As part of the Clinton tax increase of 1993, the AMT top rate was increased from 24% to 
28%.  This ensnared millions of American families into the AMT trap.  Even more 
grating, the Republican Congress did indeed pass a full AMT repeal bill in 1999 (a bill 
opposed by the current Democrat Congressional leadership), but it was vetoed by 
President Clinton. 
 
I endorse both S. 55/H.R. 1366 and S. 734/ H.R. 2253, and urge Congress to work 
towards passage of both a repeal of the Clinton AMT tax increase, and to repeal the 
AMT altogether. 
 
Signed 
 
 
***2008 Presidential Candidates 
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