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armor, without the vehicles that we 
know how to produce and are not being 
produced, and which they don’t have. 
That is what puts our troops at risk. It 
seems to me it is unfair, if not neg-
ligent, to put our troops at risk in the 
crossfire of a civil war without the 
equipment they need. 

So we ought to make certain we give 
our soldiers the extra body armor and 
the latest uparmored HMMWVs in 
order to do their job. That is why I will 
again introduce a resolution in the 
Senate that offers us the best chance 
to salvage some measure of success in 
Iraq. I am convinced the real way you 
protect the troops is to give them a 
mission that indeed invites success. 
And absent the kind of summit and di-
plomacy necessary to resolve the fun-
damental political differences between 
Shia and Sunni, between the funda-
mental stakeholders in Iraq, our sol-
diers, no matter how brave or coura-
geous—and they are both—cannot do 
the job. The job has to be done at a 
table negotiating out those differences. 

It is long since time we had a policy 
that sought to get Iraqis to take re-
sponsibility for Iraq. The Iraqis have 
shown again and again that they only 
respond to a deadline. About 6 months 
ago, General Casey and Ambassador 
Khalilzaid said publicly that the Iraqis 
had about 5 months to make a series of 
decisions in order to resolve their dif-
ferences, or it may become almost im-
possible to make it happen. Those 5 
months came and went. Nothing hap-
pened. Nothing was required of the 
Iraqis that was firm. Nothing happened 
to change the equation on the ground 
in Iraq. I believe it is only with a dead-
line that urges them to take those 
steps that we will ultimately be suc-
cessful. That is what I believe we owe 
our soldiers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR). The Senator from Oregon is 
recognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. WYDEN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 647 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. WYDEN. I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak in 
morning business for such time as I 
might consume and that it be roughly 
20 to 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 
you and other Senators have seen me 
on the floor in the last few days in 
order to bring some clarity to our dis-
cussion we have every year about what 
to do with the alternative minimum 
tax. When I say ‘‘every year,’’ for at 
least the last 3 years we have had some 
discussion about the alternative min-
imum tax. I would remind people that 
in 1999 we passed a repeal of the alter-
native minimum tax, but President 
Clinton vetoed it and we haven’t been 
able to repeal it since. 

Now, this alternative minimum tax 
was originally created in 1969 targeting 
wealthy taxpayers who were able to le-
gally eliminate their entire income tax 
liabilities. The AMT has turned into a 
monster that has threatened to hurt 
the middle class and maybe eventually 
touch lower income taxpayers if we 
don’t do something about it. Obviously, 
if it is a monster, that ought to indi-
cate to my colleagues that I think it 
ought to be repealed. 

The reason for this, as I have ex-
plained, is the failure a long time ago 
to index the alternative minimum tax 
for inflation. Thirty-eight years of in-
flation has allowed the alternative 
minimum tax to spread to literally 
millions of taxpayers who were never 
intended to pay it in the first place. Al-
though more middle and lower income 
taxpayers will be hit by the alternative 
minimum tax, it has not decreased the 
percentage of high-income taxpayers 
who have no tax liability. So here we 
have the anomaly of a tax that was 
supposed to hit just the very wealthy. 

In the year 1969, we were talking 
about a study which showed 155 people. 
Now it is hitting millions of people. 
This year, if we don’t act, it is going to 
hit another 9 million or 10 million. And 
the anomaly is, there are people who 
have figured a way to even not pay the 
alternative minimum tax, and those 
people obviously are the wealthy whom 
it was supposed to hit in the first 
place. 

The alternative minimum tax also 
takes more than the taxpayers’ money; 
it takes an awful lot of time to figure 
through this when you are doing your 
taxes. I think it was on Tuesday of this 

week or Monday of this week when I 
said the IRS estimates that the tax-
payers spend an average of 63 hours 
computing the alternative minimum 
tax liability. The alternative minimum 
tax is truly a very cruel way of raising 
revenue. While there seems to be gen-
eral agreement that the AMT is a prob-
lem, there has been less agreement on 
the solution for that problem. Perhaps 
I shouldn’t be surprised that there are 
more problems than there are solu-
tions, but I am surprised by some of 
the obstacles preventing a solution to 
the alternative minimum tax. 

There are some who make the argu-
ment that any revenue not collected in 
the future as a result of the alternative 
minimum tax repeal, or reform, ought 
to be offset. I explained this before, but 
you can’t say it too many times around 
here: The alternative minimum tax is a 
phony revenue source and should not 
be offset. Since the alternative min-
imum tax collects revenues, it was 
never intended to collect from people 
who were never intended to pay it in 
the first place. 

Although the alternative minimum 
tax is still with us, it is not because so-
lutions have not been considered and 
proposed. Right now I will walk 
through some of those solutions that 
have been suggested. Before I begin, I 
wish to emphasize a point I made a 
couple days ago. With surprising regu-
larity over the past 38 years, Congress 
has been meddling with the AMT, in-
cluding the year I said we passed legis-
lation to repeal it and President Clin-
ton vetoed it. Since 1969, more than 20 
bills have made changes to the alter-
native minimum tax. Sometimes the 
rate was adjusted. Sometimes the ex-
emption amounts were modified. More 
than once, graduated rates were intro-
duced. My point is that for 38 years, 
Congress has hoped to tinker with the 
alternative minimum tax in just the 
right, very right way, very perfect way, 
to finally get it right but not suc-
ceeded. Unless we truly believe we are 
the smartest Congress in 38 years, any-
thing short of complete repeal of the 
AMT will probably require yet further 
action down the road in a few years. 

I would also like to draw attention to 
the revenue estimates done by the 
Joint Committee on Taxation in 2005 
that is reproduced on this chart, and 
these numbers are so small I am only 
going to talk around them and not spe-
cifically to those numbers. I ask unani-
mous consent that this estimate be 
printed in the RECORD. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE—ESTIMATED REVENUE EFFECTS OF VARIOUS INDIVIDUAL AMT OPTIONS—FISCAL YEARS 2006–2015 
[Billions of dollars] 

Provision Effective 2006 2007 2008 2OO9 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2006–10 2006–15 

1. Fully repeal the AMT ............................................................................. tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥23.4 ¥61.2 ¥71.1 ¥83.9 ¥97.4 ¥79.3 ¥38.3 ¥44.4 ¥51.9 ¥60.1 ¥337.0 ¥611.0 

2. Allow certain preference items in the calculation of AMT: 
a. Personal exemption ...................................................................... tyba 12/31/ 

05.
¥11.2 ¥30.3 ¥37.0 ¥44.9 ¥53.0 ¥43.8 ¥23.1 ¥27.6 ¥33.2 ¥39.1 ¥176.4 ¥343.2 

b. Standard deduction ...................................................................... tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥1.8 ¥5.1 ¥6.8 ¥8.8 ¥10.8 ¥8.6 ¥3.9 ¥4.8 ¥5.9 ¥7.2 ¥33.3 ¥63.7 

c. State and local taxes ................................................................... tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥16.1 ¥42.4 ¥49.1 ¥56.5 ¥63.5 ¥51.9 ¥28.6 ¥32.9 ¥38.1 ¥43.7 ¥227.6 ¥422.8 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:57 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S15FE7.REC S15FE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2009 February 15, 2007 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE—ESTIMATED REVENUE EFFECTS OF VARIOUS INDIVIDUAL AMT OPTIONS—FISCAL YEARS 2006–2015—Continued 

[Billions of dollars] 

Provision Effective 2006 2007 2008 2OO9 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2006–10 2006–15 

3. Permanent extension of present-law exemption amounts .................... tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥11.8 ¥31.7 ¥37.4 ¥43.7 ¥50.2 ¥41.0 ¥23.1 ¥27.2 ¥32.1 ¥37.2 ¥174.8 ¥335.4 

4. Permanent extension of the treatment of nonrefundable credits 
under the AMT.

tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥0.6 ¥2.9 ¥3.2 ¥3.5 ¥3.9 ¥4.7 ¥6.7 ¥7.4 ¥8.3 ¥9.0 ¥14.1 ¥50.2 

5. Extend and index the present-law exemption amount and lower 
bracket endpoint.

tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥12.5 ¥33.9 ¥41.5 ¥50.4 ¥59.9 ¥49.7 ¥27.4 ¥32.9 ¥39.7 ¥47.2 ¥198.2 ¥395.1 

6. Provide an exemption from the AMT system for taxpayers with ad-
justed gross income less than: 

a. $50,000 ......................................................................................... tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥0.2 ¥0.5 ¥0.6 ¥0.7 ¥0.8 ¥0.8 ¥0.8 ¥0.9 ¥1.0 ¥1.1 ¥2.8 ¥7.4 

b. $100,000 ....................................................................................... tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥3.3 ¥8.9 ¥10.6 ¥12.5 ¥14.4 ¥12.6 ¥9.0 ¥10.2 ¥11.5 ¥13.0 ¥49.7 ¥106.0 

c. $150,000 ....................................................................................... tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥7.9 ¥21.2 ¥25.1 ¥29.8 ¥35.1 ¥29.1 ¥16.7 ¥19.4 ¥22.8 ¥28.2 ¥119.1 ¥233.3 

7. Increase the lower bracket endpoint from $175,000 to: 
a. $200,000 ....................................................................................... tyba 12/31/ 

05.
¥0.4 ¥1.0 ¥1.1 ¥1.3 ¥1.5 ¥1.3 ¥0.9 ¥1.1 ¥1.2 ¥1.4 ¥5.3 ¥11.2 

b. $250,000 ....................................................................................... tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥0.9 ¥2.3 ¥2.7 ¥3.2 ¥3.7 ¥3.2 ¥1.9 ¥2.3 ¥2.7 ¥3.2 ¥12.8 ¥26.1 

8. Reduce the rates from 26% and 28% to 24% and 26% ................... tyba 12/31/ 
05.

¥10.8 ¥28.9 ¥34.1 ¥40.0 ¥45.7 ¥37.0 ¥19.7 ¥23.1 ¥27.1 ¥31.4 ¥159.5 ¥297.8 

Note.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Legend for ‘‘Effective’’ column: tyba = taxable years beginning after. 
Source: Joint Committee on Taxation. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. This is an estimate 
of how various proposed fixes to the al-
ternative minimum tax will impact 
revenues expected to be collected under 
the current law. What you should note 
is that full repeal aside—which I sug-
gest is about the only way to do it but 
not considering that—each of those 
proposals will still allow the alter-
native minimum tax to bring hundreds 
of billions of dollars into the Treasury. 
If you consider any proposal aside from 
full repeal, you are saying that hun-
dreds of thousands, if not millions, of 
people in our country deserve to bear 
the burden of an alternative minimum 
tax that is not even, in some instances 
today, taxing to people who are sup-
posed to pay the tax: the very wealthy. 

One possible solution is to continue 
doing what we have been doing for the 
past several years. Ever since 2001, the 
Finance Committee has produced legis-
lation that has kept additional tax-
payers from falling prey to the alter-
native minimum tax because of infla-
tion. In the tax increase prevention 
and reconciliation bill of 2005, we were 
able to extend the hold-harmless clause 
through December 31, just ended. That 
hold harmless now has expired and ac-
tion will need to be taken this very 
year or the AMT will return to its pre- 
2001 exemption levels, and tens of mil-
lions of taxpayers will fall into the 
AMT and have to pay it this year. 

Suppose we are able to continue en-
acting 1- or 2-year temporary patches, 
as we did last year. First, this strategy 
assumes that Congress will have the 
time and the inclination to spend time 
dealing with the alternative minimum 
tax every year or two. This means that 
whatever the issues of the day may 
be—Iraq, unemployment, natural disas-
ters such as Katrina—Congress will 
have to stop dealing with those other 
problems and periodically return to 
holding harmless people who would be 
otherwise hit by the alternative min-
imum tax. 

Is the alternative minimum tax an 
issue that we, as a legislative body, 
should revisit every year or wouldn’t it 
be better to do away with a piece of 
legislation that was never intended to 
kill the middle class but will? Today I 

can show you some taxpayers who 
ought to be paying it who have found 
ways of getting around a provision that 
no wealthy taxpayer was supposed to 
get around. I hope this body would be 
ashamed to say that to anyone, that we 
would consider going down that road, 
but there we are. 

The second point I wish to make is 
Congress attempts to enact or do this 
every year. Every time a patch is con-
sidered, there is another chance for 
taxpayers to be subject to a stealth tax 
increase. Finally, we have to remember 
that more than 3 million taxpayers are 
currently caught by the AMT, and we 
are putting a chart up here now that 
will show more than 3 million families 
and individuals paid this tax in 2004. 
This is the way it hits every State. In 
case the Senator who is presiding can’t 
see this, in the case of Minnesota, 
there are 69,000 people in that State 
who paid this for the last year we know 
about, 2004. In my State of Iowa, if I 
can find Iowa on here, 17,000, and I will 
bet most of these people in Minnesota 
or Iowa who are paying it—you know, 
in 1969, it was never anticipated that 
they pay it. But they are paying it be-
cause that is the way our tax laws 
work, until you make some change in 
them, and because this wasn’t indexed. 

In dealing with the alternative min-
imum tax, are we going to tell these 
people we know that isn’t fair and we 
would like to help you, but in fact you 
are out there on your own? Well, no 
taxpayer hearing me say that wants to 
hear that. I hope this body would be 
ashamed to say to anyone, much less 
more than 3 million families and indi-
viduals, that any extension of a patch 
or hold harmless will be fundamentally 
flawed in that it doesn’t take people al-
ready hit by the AMT into account. If 
we are going to decide to protect peo-
ple from falling into the clutches of the 
AMT, it would be immoral to forget 
about those already subject to it. 

I wish to add, as someone involved in 
enacting the recent hold-harmless pro-
visions, so people preparing their in-
come tax right now, there aren’t any 
more of them hit by the alternative 
minimum tax than were hit the pre-
vious year, but that is ended December 

31. But as one who was involved in 
that, they were never intended to be a 
permanent solution. The patches were 
always ‘‘kicking the can down the 
road’’ and letting somebody else worry 
about them. Well, I am still here, and 
I have to worry about it, so I am cre-
ating problems for myself. But I don’t 
know how you can get people tuned in 
to doing away with a tax, and you can’t 
do away with it because you have to 
offset it, but you are offsetting it with 
a bunch of phantom income that was 
never supposed to be paid by these peo-
ple in the first place. The public listen-
ing to this are going to say: Well, what 
planet did these Congressmen come 
from? 

Well, let’s go on to another idea, to 
limit the reach of the alternative min-
imum tax based on income. We might 
decide, for instance, that anyone who 
makes less than $125,000 a year will not 
be subject to the alternative minimum 
tax or maybe we could set it at the 
amount of $200,000 or you could say 
$400,000. Now, in a nutshell, I have laid 
out a principal difficulty with setting a 
minimum threshold based on income. 
How do we set a number that would be 
equitable throughout the country? I 
am not thinking of myself so much as 
those who come from the so-called blue 
States, their taxpayers. Any Iowan who 
has spent any time in Washington, DC, 
knows right away that it generally 
costs more to live in those States than 
in other States, more rural States. It 
costs more to buy a house, to buy food 
at the grocery store. What I am trying 
to get at is that prices and incomes are 
relative. Taxpayers living in areas such 
as Manhattan or San Francisco could 
be especially hard hit by the alter-
native minimum tax by income. In fix-
ing the AMT, I don’t want to move 
problems around or reassign hardships. 
That is akin to reassigning the tables 
and chairs on the deck of the Titanic. 

Another proposal which has been sug-
gested is to allow certain preference 
items in the calculation of the alter-
native minimum tax. This would allow 
taxpayers to count items, such as a 
personal exemption, the standard de-
duction, the State and local taxes, 
against their income for the purposes 
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of calculating AMT liability. This ap-
proach is also fraught with difficulty 
and unnecessary decisions. To imple-
ment this proposal, we would have to 
arbitrarily give some taxpayers an es-
cape hatch, while others would not be 
able to escape the AMT. 

If we allow State and local taxes to 
be a preferenced item, for example, we 
are giving an advantage to people who 
choose to live in high-tax jurisdictions 
over those who choose to live in low- 
tax jurisdictions. In my way of think-
ing, it is not fair for the Federal Gov-
ernment to give more favorable tax 
treatment to some taxpayers because 
of where they live. Also, it seems likely 
that taxpayers who pay the most in 
State and local taxes are going to be 
wealthy taxpayers whom the AMT was 
supposed to tax in the very first place. 

If we were to give the standard de-
duction preferential status in calcu-
lating AMT liability, then I have con-
cerns about the impact this might 
have, for instance, on charitable giv-
ing. If we only allow the standard de-
duction to be taken against the AMT, 
people may decide not to make chari-
table donations they might otherwise 
consider. On the other hand, we could 
allow individuals to count their total 
charitable contributions when calcu-
lating AMT. This approach favors 
those wealthy enough to make large 
charitable contributions. 

The point I make is allowing tax-
payers to consider certain preferenced 
items when calculating their AMT li-
abilities will make it necessary to 
favor some taxpayers and will lead to 
more bills making more changes in the 
future to the AMT as various groups or 
interests fight to allow a given exemp-
tion or deductibility they favor to be 
taken against the AMT liability. 

These are all items which have been 
floating around as suggestions to fix 
this problem we have. I don’t think any 
of them are very sound tax policy. 
They might help some people, but they 
are going to hurt others. 

Before I explain how we can deal with 
the AMT once and for all—and I have 
already pointed out what I think that 
is, and that is repeal—I wish to explain 
how various proposals impact the num-
ber of taxpayers already hit by the 
AMT as calculated by the nonpartisan 
Joint Committee on Taxation. 

This chart shows numbers from last 
year. As the blue line on this chart 
shows, under current law, the number 
of AMT filers will jump by over 20 mil-
lion this year if Congress does nothing. 

The red line shows what would hap-
pen if the exception applicable in 2005 
was made permanent and indexed for 
inflation still at a higher level, hitting 
people who were never intended to be 
hit, but it would still moderate the im-
pact for tens of millions of people. 
Clearly, the number of taxpayers af-
fected is less, but still a very large 
number that, after dropping to a low of 
1.7 million people in 2011, begins to in-
crease again, to 2.1 million people by 
the year 2016. 

The orange line represents the estab-
lishment of a 24-percent rate along 
with the 2005 exemptions made perma-
nent and indexed for inflation. This 
plan just described—the orange line— 
follows the trend of the red line as it 
incurs a drop before creeping back up. 

Finally, the green line on the chart 
shows what would happen if we took 
the 1985 exemption amount, which was 
$30,000 for individuals and $40,000 for 
joint returns, and indexed it for infla-
tion. As with the other three lines, the 
number of taxpayers affected drops 
more before creeping back up once 
again. 

Although some of these options seem 
to assist most taxpayers, do not be 
fooled by the large scale of this chart. 
Even the option to index by 1985 ex-
emption leaves at least several hundred 
thousand taxpayers exposed to the 
AMT. It would be difficult to explain to 
these people why others deserve fair 
treatment and they do not. 

Clearly, there is only one way, then, 
to fix the alternative minimum tax so 
that no taxpayer is subject to what has 
become a complete policy failure, be-
cause even some wealthy people who 
were supposed to pay a minimum tax 
for the privilege of living in America 
are able to get around it as well. We 
must completely repeal the individual 
alternative minimum tax. There is a 
bipartisan consensus that only com-
plete repeal is an adequate solution to 
this problem. Chairman BAUCUS, with 
me and with Senator CRAPO, Senator 
KYL, Senator ROBERTS, Senator SCHU-
MER, and Senator SMITH, last month in-
troduced the Individual Alternative 
Minimum Tax Repeal Act of 2007. By 
the way, that is a bipartisan group of 
people. 

The alternative minimum tax was 
originally conceived as a means to en-
sure that the Tax Code was equitable 
and more progressive. Ironically, the 
only equitable thing to do is to com-
pletely banish the individual AMT 
from the Tax Code. Any other solution 
will entail we treat taxpayers in simi-
lar situations differently or that we ar-
bitrarily choose winners and losers. 

As I have said many times, the alter-
native minimum tax has been a com-
plete and absolute failure. The alter-
native minimum tax was only supposed 
to hit a very small number of wealthy 
taxpayers who were able to legally 
eliminate their entire income tax li-
ability. In reality, the AMT is gradu-
ally consuming our middle class and is 
projected to absorb more revenue com-
ing in from the alternative minimum 
tax than the regular income tax in just 
a little while. Furthermore, the alter-
native minimum tax does not even pre-
vent wealthy taxpayers from elimi-
nating their tax liabilities. If Members 
have heard me say that four times, I 
say it to impress that the original in-
tent of the alternative minimum tax is 
not even being met. 

For the tax years 2003, the IRS cal-
culated that there are 2,366 taxpayers 
with incomes of over $200,000 a year or 

more who did not pay any income tax. 
These 2,366 taxpayers did not use med-
ical or dental expense deductions to 
limit their tax liability. 

We must repeal the AMT. We must do 
it without offsetting any revenue the 
AMT is expected to collect in the next 
few years because it was never in-
tended in 1969 that these people pay the 
alternative minimum tax. I have made 
this point before but cannot make it 
too many times: The AMT was never 
intended to be a significant source of 
revenue. It was supposed to be making 
a point that when some of the very 
wealthiest use every legal means they 
can—and I stress ‘‘legal’’ because these 
are not criminals—every legal means 
to avoid paying income tax, they ought 
to pay a little bit for the privilege of 
being in America. Not that they don’t 
pay in other ways—it is a matter of 
progressivity as much as it is the privi-
lege of living in America, to be a mat-
ter of principle. It was never meant to 
be a significant source of income. 

Despite this, we will see the alter-
native minimum tax ballooning Fed-
eral revenues to historically high lev-
els if something is not done. This chart 
which I used a couple of days ago shows 
how revenues are projected to exceed 
the 30-year historical average. This his-
torical average is actually about a 50- 
year historical average, somewhere be-
tween 17 percent and 19 percent. We are 
at the historical average right now. 
Even though we were a little bit below 
after the income tax cut of 2001, we are 
back up to 18.4 or 18.6 of GNP. If we do 
not do something about this alter-
native tax and we also continue to col-
lect it from people who were never in-
tended to pay it, this is where we end 
up—with income coming into the Fed-
eral Treasury way above the historical 
average. 

I emphasize historical average, not 
that it is sacrosanct, but I come to the 
conclusion that over a period of 50 
years, if we have a tax policy falling 
between 17 percent and 19 percent—and 
this is whether there were 93 percent 
marginal tax rates that President Ken-
nedy did away with or as low as 28 per-
cent marginal tax rates that we had in 
the tax year of 1986 under Reagan—if 
we overlap all of the marginal tax rates 
on top of the GNP portion the Federal 
Government takes, we still average 17 
percent to 19 percent, which shows that 
it does not matter how wealthy you 
are, some people come to the conclu-
sion that they will only work so hard 
and pay so much tax regardless of how 
high the marginal tax rate is, and you 
get the same amount of money coming 
in. 

So try to tax the wealthy, raise the 
marginal tax rate, you get less rev-
enue. If you want to soak the rich, 
lower the marginal tax rate because 
they are people who will take their 
money out of leisure, they will take it 
out of nonproductive investments such 
as antique and gold and put it into pro-
ductive investments because probably 
they are greedy and they want to make 
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more if it is worth working to make 
more. 

Regardless of where we set it, 17 per-
cent to 19 percent seems to work be-
cause, at least in my judgment, a very 
commonsense judgment, it is a level of 
taxation that there has not been a re-
volt against. It is a level of taxation 
that 50 years of our country shows has 
increased the standard of living for the 
American people very dramatically. 

If we consider the AMT to be fun-
damentally an unfair tax, any tax that 
would replace it would be equally un-
fair. Anyone who wants equity to be a 
fundamental value represented by our 
Tax Code or who wants fair treatment 
for this country’s taxpayers must sup-
port complete repeal of the alternative 
minimum tax and should support the 
Baucus-Grassley bill, which is the Indi-
vidual Alternative Minimum Tax Re-
peal Act of 2007, a bipartisan bill. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. STA-
BENOW). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

f 

IRAQ 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak about the contin-
ued obstructionism in the Senate, led 
by our Republican colleagues, con-
cerning the vote on supporting or op-
posing the President’s escalation of the 
war in Iraq. 

For 2 weeks our distinguished major-
ity leader has been trying to get an 
agreement to just proceed to a fair de-
bate, to just have the opportunity on 
the floor of the Senate to have a debate 
on whether we support the President’s 
escalation of the war in Iraq. He has of-
fered an up-or-down vote on two dif-
ferent proposals—one opposing the es-
calation, the second supporting it. At 
every turn he has been stymied. 

Our Republican minority claims they 
want to debate the war in Iraq, but 
they have done everything they can to 
obstruct the debate. I would like to go 
through some of the history of this ob-
structionism. Since the first of the 
year, Republicans have rejected at 
least three different compromises that 
would have allowed the Senate to move 
forward with a vote on the escalation 
of the war in Iraq. In an effort to ob-
tain an up-or-down vote on the bipar-
tisan resolution disapproving the 
President’s plan, Senate Democrats of-
fered to schedule an up-or-down vote 
on the McCain-Graham resolution sup-
porting the President’s plan. Unfortu-
nately, the Republican leadership re-
jected this offer on what they claimed 
to support. 

Then we, as Senate Democrats, of-
fered the Republican leadership up-or- 

down votes on two other resolutions— 
the Gregg resolution and a resolution 
stating simply that the Senate does 
not support the surge and demands 
that the troops deploying to Iraq re-
ceive the body armor and other equip-
ment they need. The Republican lead-
ership again rejected the offer. 

Finally, Senate Democrats offered to 
allow votes on the bipartisan resolu-
tion and the McCain-Gramm resolution 
that would each have required a super-
majority of 60 votes. The Republican 
leadership again said no. 

The pattern of obstruction has, un-
fortunately, continued. On February 5, 
all but two Republican Senators opted 
to block a debate, including the distin-
guished author of the resolution—chose 
to block debate on whether we support 
the President’s escalation plan. The re-
action across the country was echoed 
in numerous newspaper headlines. 

The Washington Post: 
GOP Stalls Debate On Troops Increase. 

The Washington Times: 
Senate GOP Blocked Iraq Resolution. 

The New York Times: 
GOP Senators Block Debate On Iraq Pol-

icy. 

USA Today: 
Vote On Iraq Is Blocked By The GOP. 

Denver Post: 
GOP Blocks Iraq Debate. 

A.P.: 
Republicans Block Senate Debate On Iraq. 

Reuters: 
Republicans Block Senate Debate On Iraq. 

CNN: 
GOP Blocks Senate Debate On Iraq Resolu-

tion. 

Los Angeles Times: 
GOP Bats Down Resolution Debate. 

After almost 2 weeks of more stalling 
by the Republican leadership, Senate 
majority leader HARRY REID today, 
again, offered a compromise that would 
have allowed all of us the opportunity 
to stand up and take a position and 
vote our conscience. Simply put, every 
Member of the Senate would be given 
the opportunity to vote on a bill equal 
to the House resolution opposing the 
President’s escalation of the war in 
Iraq and also a resolution supporting 
the President’s plan to send even more 
troops into combat operations in Iraq. 

What could be simpler? What could 
be more fair? The reaction by the Re-
publican leadership, sadly, was not sur-
prising. They again said no. They don’t 
want to vote. I find it interesting that 
earlier today colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle who voted to stop us 
from going ahead to a vote are now 
saying we should not adjourn until we 
vote. Well, in fact, our distinguished 
majority leader and the majority 
agree. Therefore, we will have that 
vote after the House votes tomorrow. 
We will have that vote on Saturday. 

Supporters of the war in Iraq have 
claimed that one of their goals is to 
spread democracy throughout the Mid-
dle East, throughout the region. That 

is an ironic statement, considering 
that they are stifling the democratic 
process on the floor of the Senate. Re-
cent public opinion surveys have shown 
that a clear majority of Americans—in 
some cases as many as 70 percent of 
American citizens—when asked, say 
they oppose the President’s plan to es-
calate the war in Iraq. From our big-
gest cities to our smallest towns, the 
American people are demanding ac-
countability on the war in Iraq. They 
have questions and they are looking to 
their leaders for answers. They are 
looking to their leaders—to us—for 
focus and debate and a willingness to 
take a position and speak out and 
make change happen. 

The Traverse City Record Eagle, in 
Michigan, in their editorial page, 
summed it up, I believe, on January 25. 
They said: 

Someone frozen in time for the past 2 years 
could have listened to President Bush out-
line his new Iraq policy in his State of the 
Union Address Tuesday and wondered what 
the fuss was about. That is because there is 
no ‘‘new’’ policy. 

Today, the road ahead looks just like the 
road behind—stay the course. Only this time 
there will be about 20,000 more American 
troops in harm’s way [not counting support 
troops]. Before we know it, we’ll be at 4,000 
Americans dead and 30,000 wounded and 
nothing will have changed. 

They went on to say: 
The awful reality, as many who watched 

Tuesday surely realized, is that the Presi-
dent has no exit strategy. He has no clue how 
to get Sunnis and Shiites to stop killing 
each other, let alone form a stable govern-
ment. He has no evidence they even have any 
desire to do so. There is only his war, and it 
goes on and on. 

Mr. President, our troops and their 
families, more than anybody else, de-
serve better. They deserve better than 
this strategy, and they deserve better 
than tactics designed to stop us from a 
full and open debate about the Presi-
dent’s strategy. They deserve better 
than people avoiding taking a stand, 
taking a vote on this President’s esca-
lation in Iraq. 

This debate is already taking place 
all across America, all across Michi-
gan—in coffee shops, diners, union 
halls, office parks, at church dinners, 
and at VFW halls. Americans are 
speaking out and asking tough ques-
tions about this administration’s mis-
guided escalation of the war. And in 
the Senate, in a move that clearly dis-
regards the opinions of the majority of 
Americans, the Republican leadership 
has refused to allow a real debate and 
a vote on the President’s escalation. 

Four years ago, I stood in this Cham-
ber alongside 22 colleagues and voted 
no on giving the President the author-
ity to go to war. It was a hard vote. It 
was a lonely vote. But I was proud to 
do my duty, along with all of my col-
leagues, and stand publicly and take a 
position and have our votes counted. It 
strikes me as sad that the Senators 
who support the President’s escalation 
of the war have decided to hide from 
this opportunity to do the same—to 
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