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A la s k a  S ta te  L e g is la tu r e

Official Business 
Phone: (907)465-2689 
Fax: (907)465-3472

State Capitol 
Room 411
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Representative Gail Phillips

SPONSOR STATEMENT

HJR 20 -  REMOVING THE MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY

Offered before the 
House Special Committee on 

Economic Development & Tourism 
March 29,1999

F o r  th e  p a s t  2 8  y e a r s ,  m a r r ie d  c o u p le s  h a v e  p a id  a  h ig h e r  ta x  r a t e  a n d  h a v e  
r e c e iv e d  a  lo w e r  s ta n d a r d  d e d u c t io n  th a n  tw o  s in g le  in d iv id u a ls  u n d e r  th e  
I n te r n a l  R e v e n u e  S e r v ic e  C o d e  o f  1 9 8 6 . T h is  r e s o lu t io n  s e n d s  a  m e s s a g e  to  
C o n g r e s s  e m p h a s iz in g  th e  A la s k a  L e g i s l a tu r e ’s  s u p p o r t  o f  r e m o v in g  th a t  
p e n a l ty .

'  I n  th e  p a s t  y e a r , n e a r ly  2 1  m i l l io n  m a r r ie d  c o u p le s  p a id  a n  a v e r a g e  o f  S I , 4 0 0  
m o r e  in  ta x e s  b e c a u s e  o f  th e  m a r r ia g e  p e n a l ty .  Y o u  h a v e  in  y o u r  p a c k e ts  
to d a y  a  s c h e d u le  t h a t  s h o w s  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  th e  1 9 9 8  f e d e r a l  i n d iv id u a l  
in c o m e  ta x  r a te s  a n d  th e  s t a n d a r d  d e d u c t io n s  a l lo w e d . T h e  a v e r a g e  f a m i ly  is  
n o w  p a y in g  m o r e  m o n e y  in  ta x e s  th a n  i t  s p e n d s  o n  h o u s in g ,  f o o d ,  a n d  
c lo th in g  c o m b in e d .  W ith  th e  F e d e r a l  G o v e r n m e n t  p r o je c te d  to  r u n  a  s u r p lu s  
o f  $ 1 .6  t r i l l io n  o v e r  th e  n e x t  1 0  y e a r s ,  th e r e  is  c u r r e n t ly  a n  o p p o r tu n i ty  f o r  
C o n g r e s s  to  c u t  ta x e s  s o  th a t  w o r k in g  A m e r ic a n s  c a n  k e e p  m o r e  o f  th e i r

A t  th is  t im e , th e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  b i l l s  b e f o r e  C o n g re s s  p r o p o s in g  e l im in a t in g  
th e  m a r r ia g e  ta x  p e n a l ty  p r im a r i ly  th r o u g h  in c re a s in g  th e  s t a n d a r d  d e d u c t io n  
a l lo w e d  f o r  m a r r ie d  c o u p le s  a n d  a d ju s t in g  th e  ta x  b ra c k e ts .  I  h o p e  y o u  w i l l  
s u p p o r t  th is  e f f o r t  b y  p a s s in g  th is  r e s o lu t io n  s e e k in g  c h a n g e s  to  th e  ta x  c o d e  
a n d  d e m o n s t r a te  y o u r  w i l l in g n e s s  to  h o n o r  th e  in s t i tu t io n  o f  m a r r ia g e  r a th e r  
th a n  p e n a l iz e  it.

h a r d - e a r n e d  m o n e y .



1998 FEDERAL INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RATES

C ol. 1
S in g le

In d iv id u a ls

J o in t  R e tu rn s  
& S urv iv ing  

S p o u s e s
H e a d s  of 

H o u se h o ld s

M arried
Filing

S e p a r a te ly

Taxable
Income

Tex on Rate on 
Col. 1 Excess

Tax on Rate on 
Cd. 1 Excess

Tax on Rate on 
Cd. 1 Excess

Tax on 
Cd. 1

Rate on 
Excess

$  0  
21 ,175
25.350 
33 ,950
42.350

$  0  15% 

3 .802 .50  28%

$  0  15%

6,352.50 28%

$  0  15% 

5,092.50 28%

$ 0
3,176.25

15%
28%

51,150
61,400
77,975
87,700

102,300

13,896.50 31%

23,138.50 31%
20,142.50 31%

11,569.25

19,885

31%

36%

128,100
139,225
142.000
155,950
278,450

34.573 .50  36%

88.699.50 39.6%
39,770 36% 
83,870 39.6%

36.975.50 36%

86.097.50 39.6%

41,935 39.6%

STANDARD DEDUCTIONS

Single
Individuals

Joint Return/ 
Surviving Spouses

Heads of 
Households

Married Filing 
Separately

Basic $4,250 $7,100 $6,250 $3,550

Over 65 5,300 7,950 (one) 
8,800 (both)

7,300 4,400

Blind 5,300 7,950 (one) 
8,800 (both)

7,300 4,400

Over 65 
& Blind

6,350 8,800 (one) 
10,500 (both)

8,350 5,250

Taxpayers may “itemize" deductions when deductions total more than the 
standard deductions shown. Itemized deductions are reduced by 3% of a 
taxpayer’s adjusted gross income (AGI) over $124,500 ($62,250 for married 
persons filing a separate return). Maximum reduction is 80% of affected 
deductions Taxpayers who take the standard deduC'On nre. nonHpcied



S.CON.RES.20

Setting forth the congressional budget for the United States Government for fiscal years 2000 through 
2009. (Placed on the Calendar in the Senate)

SEC. 301. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MARRIAGE PENALTY.

(a) FINDINGS- Congress finds that--

(1) differences in income tax liabilities caused by marital status are embodied in a number of tax code 
provisions including separate rate schedules and standard deductions for married couples and single 
individuals;

(2) according to the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), 42 percent of married couples incurred 
'marriage penalties' under the tax code in 1996, averaging nearly $1,400;

(3) measured as a percent of income, marriage penalties are largest for low-income families, as 
couples with incomes below $20,000 who incurred a marriage penalty in 1996 were forced to pay 
nearly 8 percent more of their income in taxes than if they had been able to file individual returns;

(4) empirical evidence indicates that the marriage penally may affect work patterns, particularly for a 
couple's second earner, because higher rates reduce after-tax wages and may cause second earners
to work fewer hours or not at all, which, in turn, reduces economic efficiency; and

(5) the tax code should not improperly influence the choice of couples with regard to marital status by 
having the combined Federal income tax liability of a couple be higher if they are married than if they 
are single.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE- It is the sense of the Senate that the levels in this resolution and legislation 
enacted pursuant to this resolution assume that significantly reducing or eliminating the marriage penalty 
should be a component of any tax cut package reported by the Finance Committee and passed by Congress 
during the fiscal year 2000 budget reconciliation process.



No: i
FISCAL NOTE ^ J i l l  Version: HJR 20

(H) Publish Date: 3 / 31/99

Revision D a te :__________   Dept. Affected.
T itle :~ U r a ln c ,(o \^ .y A j< >  ^ k > ( X ^ y \ e ^ c L ^ ^ - S  O x f €^ BRU.

j s M j y u n n J ' Z '  M A J r n i ^ i . - P & i a J k ) . . .  "  Component.
- r  h i U i .p. '

STATE OF ALASKA
1999 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

S p o n so r:. . m  h  o * .
R eq u ester:    Component Serial No..

Expenditures/R evenues____________    (Thousands ol Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY00 FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05
Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES | I 'I I I I

|CHANGE IN REVENUES ( ]
FUND SOURCE________________________________________________________(Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health
1091 Designated Program Receipts

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY98) cost: 
POSITIONS___________________________
Full-lime
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

Phone_____________________

Phone jjc S  • S J  

Dale 3 - 5 0 - 1 9

CO M M ITTEE CO PY

Prepared by M o o s e  S p o . c i 'g J f  C m y y r r f f e E -  o r \  £ .  c o r o n n i c L



NO. 1250 February 8 ,1 9 9 9

H o w  t o  F ix  t h e  M a r r ia g e  P e n a l t y  
in  t h e  T a x  Co d e

Daniel J. M itchell

A pproxim ately  21 m illion  Am erican couples 
pay  h igh er taxes sim ply  because they are m arried 
an d  th e ir co m bin ed  incom es p u sh  them  in to  a 
h igh er tax b racket. T he average extra tax bill for 
these couples is. $ 1 ,4 0 0 , b u t the added tax burden  
can  be as h igh  as $ 2 0 ,0 0 0 .1

The m arriage pen alty  is bad  tax policy for sev­
eral reasons. It is u n fa ir  to im pose different tax 
b u rd en s  on  couples th a t have equal incom es ju s t  
because one o f those couples is m arried. Moreover, 
it is um vise for politic ians to use the tax code to 
subsid ize o r  penalize behavior, particularly w hen 
su ch  policies send  counterproductive messages 
ab o u t m arriage an d  w ork . Im posing h igher m ar­
ginal tax  rates o n  a low er-earning  spouse artifi­
cially discourages em ploym ent, thereby 
d im in ish ing  th e  co u p le’s econom ic security as well 
as reducing  the co u n try ’s econom ic grow th.

A flat tax w o u ld  elim inate the tax codes bias 
against m arriage. But to the ex ten t that such fun­
dam ental reform  is n o t im m ediately  possible, there 
are o th e r ways to  add ress the m arriage penalty. For 
exam ple, increasing  the stand ard  deduction  for 
m arried  couples an d  raising the levels at w hich

higher tax rates take effect w ould  elim inate alm ost 
the en tire penalty  C ongress shou ld  ad o p t the 
approach  that provides the 
largest degree o f tax relief 
w ith the least am oun t o f 
complexity. Fortunately, 
legislation is being sp o n ­
sored in  the H ouse an d  
Senate th a t is designed  to 
address these problem s.

PENALIZING 
MARRIED COUPLES

M arriage should  n o t 
affect a co u p le’s tax liability  
The tax code sh o u ld ' 
im pose the sam e tax o n  
two couples having the 
sam e incom e, regardless of 
m arital s ta tu s . Several sec­
tions of th e  cu rren t incom e 
tax code con tribu te  to  the  penalty  im posed on 
m arried  couples, including:

P ro d u ced  by  
T he  T h o m a s  A. R oe In stitu te  
fo r E conom ic  Policy S tu d ies

P ub lished  b y  
T he H eritag e  F o u n d a tio n  

214 M assach u se tts  Ave., N.E. 
W a sh in g to n , D.C.

2 0 0 0 2 - 4 9 9 9  
(202) 5 4 6 -4 4 0 0  

httpy/www.heritage.org

1. Congressional Budget Office, “For Better or for Worse: Marriage and the Federal Incom e Tax," CBO Study, June 1997. 
Available at http://www.cbo.gov/Jtpdoc.cfm?index=7&typc=L

http://www.heritage.org
http://www.cbo.gov/Jtpdoc.cfm?index=7&typc=L
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• T ax  b ra c k e ts . F o r the tax  code to be m arriage- 
n eu tra l, the incom e level d i w hich  h igher tax 
rates take effect sh o u ld  be tw ice as high for 
m arried  couples as it is fo r single taxpayers.
But th is is n o t th e  case. In  1998 , the 28 percent 
b racke t takes effect a t $ 2 5 ,3 5 0  for single tax­
payers, b u t a t $ 4 2 ,3 5 0  fo r m arried  taxpayers; 
$50 ,7 0 0  w o u ld  ensure m arita l status n eu tra l­
ity. F or h igher-earn ing  couples, the penalty  is 
ever m ore severe. T he “m illionaire’s su rtax ” for 
b o th  indiv iduals an d  m arried  couples takes 
effect w hen  incom e reaches $278 ,250 .

• S ta n d a rd  d e d u c tio n s . T h e  tax code allowed 
single taxpayers a d ed u c tio n  o f $4,250  in 
1998. A m arriage-neu tral tax  code therefore 
w ou ld  ailow m a n ie d  coup les to protect $8 ,500  
o f th e ir incom e w ith  the s tan d ard  deduction; 
instead , m arried  couples are allow ed to  deduc t 
only  $7,100. T h is perm its unm arried  couples 
to sh ield  a g reater p ro p o rtio n  o f their incom e 
and  low er th e ir  to tal tax liability.

• P h ase -o u ts . A ccording to th e  Am erican Insti­
tu te  of C ertified Public A ccountan ts, there are 
“63 provisions in  the tax co d e w here tax liabil­
ity  depends on  w h eth er a taxpayer is m arried  
o r single.”2 M any of these force m arried  cou­
p les to pay m ore taxes than  tw o cohabiting sin ­
gle adults. T h is occurs because, even though 
the code takes aw ay tax preferences as incom e 
rises, the incom e level a t w h ich  the preferences 
d isappear is n o t tw ice as h ig h  for m arried  cou ­
ples as it is fo r u nm arried  couples. F o r exam ­
ple, the child tax  cred it en ac ted  in 1997 begins 
to d isappear a t $ /5 ,0 0 0  fo r single taxpayers, 
b u t a t $11 0 ,0 00  for m arried  taxpayers.

It.is also w orth  n o tin g  th a t various spending  
program s also im pose m arriage penalties. For 
exam ple, the ea rned  incom e tax  credit, a wage 
subsidy  th a t is opera ted  as p a n  o f the tax code, has

created  su b stan tia l m arriage penalties for lower- 
incom e w orkers.

D iscrim inatory  tax  rates are the root o f the 
problem . As th e  C ongressional Budget Office 
(CBO) notes,

A tax s tru c tu re  w ith  pi igressive rates, 
how ever, ca n n o t a tta in  bo th  goals 
[m arriage n eu tra lity  an d  equal 
trea tm en t].3

This is the reason  a flat tax  is the ideal so lution. 
A ccording to th e  CBO,

Forgoing progressivity ...w ould allow  a tax 
system  to  satisfy b o th  th e  goal of m arriage 
neu tra lity  an d  th a t o f equal treatm ent of 
m arried  co u p le s .4

WAYS TO REMOVE 
THE MARRIAGE PENALTY

Im plem enting  a  flat tax w o u ld  be the best way 
to  elim inate the m arriage penalty. Political circum - / 
stances an d  the legislative calendar, however, 
im ply th a t fu ndam en tal tax reform  is n o t likely 
th is year. Fortunately , there  are  several in terim  
steps tha t law m akers co u ld  take to redress in p a rt 
this pern icious feature o f th e  tax  code.

Some of these p roposals raise concerns about 
com plexity  an d  th e  p rop rie ty  o f restricting tax 
relief only  to coup les w h o  face the penalty  (som e 
o f the p roposals w o u ld  red u ce  tax liabilities even 
for couples n o t affected b y  th e  m arriage penalty). 
A lthough any  o f these p roposals are preferable to 
the  cu rren t system , C ongress sh o u ld  select the 
op tio n  th a t is sim ple , fair to all families, and  offers 
the m ost tax  relief:

O p tio n  # 1 : In c re a se  th e  s ta n d a rd  d e d u c tio n  
fo r m a rr ie d  c o u p le s  a n d  ra ise  th e  in co m e

2. Am erican Institute o f  C enified Public Accountants, “AICPA Testifies Before C ongress on  Marriage Penalty," January 28,
1998. Available at http://www.aicpa.org/mcmbcrs/diWtax/marpcn.htm.

3 . Ibid.

4. Ibid. The sentence actually shou ld  refer to progressive tax rates, not progressivity. The generous fam ily allowance under a flat 
tax, for exam ple, w ou ld  m ean low er-incom e taxpayers w ould enjoy a low er average tax rate than higher-incom e taxpayers. V  
As such , graduated tax rates, not progressivity p e rse , cause the conflict in  the tax code.

NOTE: Nothing written here is to be construed as necessarily reflecting the views o f  The Heritage Foundation or as an attempt to aid or hinder 
the passage o f  any bill before Congress.

http://www.aicpa.org/mcmbcrs/diWtax/marpcn.htm
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level a t  w h ic h  th e  h ig h e r  ta x  ra te s  take 
effect. If tax  brackets an d  deductions for m ar­
ried couples w ere tw ice their cu rren t level for 
single taxpayers, alm ost all the m arriage p en ­
alty w ould  d isap p ear This op tion  w ould p ro ­
vide a significant tax cu t of m ote  than  $25 
billion annually ; only ab o u t ha lf the tax cu t 
w ould  go to those w ho  suffer from the m ar­
riage penally. This app roach  w ould n o t add  
com plexity  to the tax code an d , in effect, 
w ou ld  restore the “incom e-splitting" policy 
tha t existed  from  1948 to 1969. Eight states 
use th is approach .

O p tion  # 2 : L e t c o u p le s  ch o o se  th e ir  filing  
s ta tu s . A llow ing taxpayers to choose their fil­
ing  sta tu s w o u ld  elim inate the m arriage p e n ­
alty because couples cou ld  op t to file 
indiv idual re tu rn s  w hen  doing so w ould low er 
their tax  bill. T his o p tio n  w ould provide a sig­
nificant an n ua l tax  cu t o f  ab o u t $30 billion. 
M arried taxpayers w ou ld  need  to calculate 
their taxes b o th  individually  and  jo in tly  to 
ascertain  w h ich  approach  saved m ore m oney 
(including decisions o n  ways to sp lit their 
jo in t incom e, deductions, and  exem ptions). 
N ine states an d  the D istrict of Colum bia use 
this option .

O p tio n  # 3 : R e q u ire  in d iv id u a l filing . The fed­
eral governm ent followed this policy p rior to 
1948. M arriage penalties would d isappear 
u n d e r th is op tio n , b u t taxes on couples w ith  
non-w ork ing  spouses w ould  increase. Increas­
ing the indiv idual standard  deduction  o r low ­
ering the  tax  rates cou ld  offset that inadverten t 
tax increase. These add itional changes w ould  
result in  a tax  ciit for m any  taxpayers v/ho are 
n o t affected by  th e  m arriage penalty.

O p tio n  # 4 : P ro v id e  se c o n d -e a rn e r  d e d u c tio n s  
o r  c re d its . Betw een 1982 and  1986, the tax 
code allow ed w ork ing  spouses a deduction 
equal to 10 p ercen t of th e  earnings of the 
spouse w ith  the low er incom e (up to a m axi­
m um  o f $3 ,000). This type o f poiicy targets 
relief to those affected by  the m arriage penalty,

in  effect by low ering the m arginal tax rate on  
the second  earner. Restoring the 1982 legisla­
tion  w ould  elim inate only  o ne-th ird  o f the 
to tal m an iage  penalty, resulting  in a static rev­
enue loss o f $9  billion, according to the CBO .5 
E lim inating  th e  entire m arriage penalty  w ould  
necessitate a larger tax cut.

The Best Solution
O f the choices listed above, the first o p tio n —  

increasing  the stand ard  ded uc tio n  for m arried  
coup les an d  raising  the incom e level a t v /hich the 
h ig h er tax  rates take effect— is the m ost desirable. 
I t w o u ld  elim inate the m arriage penalty  w ith ou t 
an y  increase in  com plexity  in  the code. A nd it 
w o u ld  prov ide substan tial tax relief a t a  tim e in 
w h ich  the tax b u rd en  consum es m ore o f the econ­
o m y ’s o u tp u t th an  ever before. Representatives 
D avid M cIntosh (R -IN ), G eralu W eller (R-IL), an d  
P at D an n er (D -M O ) are sponsoring  legislation in 
the  H ouse based on  the p rincip les ou tlined  in 
O p tio n  # 1 . Kay Bailey H u tch ison  (R-TX) has 
in tro d u ced  sim ilar legislation (S. 12) in  the Senate.

The "Marriage Bonus"
Som e critics argue that the m arriage penalty  is 

n o t a serious issue because the  n u m b er o f couples 
receiving m arriage bonuses is larger th an  the n u m ­
b e r experiencing  penalties. T heir com plain t is 
based  o n  the fact th a t the h igh er standard  d ed uc­
tio n  for jo in t  tax  re tu rn s already results in  som e 
m arried  couples’ paying less in taxes th an  single 
taxpayers w ith  th e  sam e level o f incom e. Critics 
therefore argue th a t solving the m arriage penalty, 
especially by increasing the standard  deduction , 
w o u ld  create m ore o f a bias against single w orkers.

B ut the s tan d ard  deduction  is n o t a policy 
designed  to p rom ote  m arriage o r explicitly  provide 
relief to  m arried  couples. Instead, this “zero- 
b rack e t” am o u n t (incom e sh ielded  from tax) is 
best u nd ers too d  as a m in im um  am o un t o f tax-free 
incom e th a t filers can  use to cover basic expenses 
before any  incom e tax is assessed. This d eduction  
sh o u ld  be— at least in  a w orld  in  w hich no

Congressional Budget Office, “For Better or for Worse."
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m arriage penalties existed— tw ice as large for m ar­
ried  coup les because there are tw o people 
involved. L ikew ise, each o f tw o single people sh ar­
ing a h ou se  w o u ld  be able to take the individual 
d ed uc tio n s th a t w ou ld  ad d  u p  to the sam e am o un t 
a m arried  co u p le  d ed ucted .

CONCLUSION

Clearly, th e  m arriage penalty  is bad  tax policy. It 
is an in ad verten t b u t perverse form  of social engi­
neering  th a t im poses h igh er taxes on  the institu ­
tion  o f m arriage. A lthough  there  is som e evidence 
to suggest th a t taxation  does have an  im pact on 
m arriage, d ivorce, a n d /o r illegitimacy,6 an  even 
bigger p rob lem  m ay be the  counterproductive 
m essage the m arriage penalty  sends to Am ericans. 
M oreover, because the m arriage penalty  has the

u nam b igu o us effect o f  driving  low er-earning 
spouses ou t o f the w orkforce, there is ? c lear 
econom ic argum ent for its repeal.

A flat tax is the best way to repeal th e  m arriage 
penalty. Short o f su ch  fundam ental reform , h ow ­
ever, law m akers should  ad o p t th e  approach  that 
p rovides the largest degree o f tax  relief w ith  the 
least am o un t o f com plexity  A djusting  tax b rackets 
an d  standard  d eductions so  tha t m arriage does n o t 
cause a tax increase appears the best so lu tion  in 
the sh o rt term .

— Daniel J. M itchell is McKenna Senior Fellow 
in Political Economy fo r  The Thomas A. Roe Institute 

fo r  Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage 
Foundation.

6. Isaac Ehrlich and Jian-G ou Z hong, "Social Security and the Real Econom y: An Inquiry into Som e N eglected Issues," 
American Economic Review, May 19 98 , pp. 1 5 1 -1 5 7 . "
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S 284 IS Marriage Penalty Elimination Act o f  1999 (Introduced in the Senate)

106th CONGRESS 1st Session

To amend the Internal Revenue Code o f 1986 to eliminate the marriage penalty by increasing the standard deduction for 
married individuals filing joint returns to twice the standard deduction for unmarried individuals.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

January 21, 1999

Mr. MCCAIN introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to the Committee on Finance

A BILL

To amend the Internal Revenue Code o f 1986 to eliminate the marriage penalty by increasing the standard deduction for 
married individuals filing joint returns to twice the standard deduction for unmarried individuals.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House o f Representatives o f the United States o f America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.

(a) SHORT TITLE- This Act may be cited as the 'M arriage Penalty Elimination Act o f 1999'.

(b) ELIMINATION OF 1986 CODE- Except as otherwise expressly provided, whenever in this Act an amendment or 
repeal is expressed in terms o f an amendment to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, the reference shall be 
considered to be made to a section or other provision o f the Internal Revenue Code o f 19S6.

SEC. 2. ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN STANDARD DEDUCTION.

(a) IN GENERAL- Section 63(c) (relating to standard deduction) is amended by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph:

‘(7) ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY FOR JOINT FILERS-

'(A ) IN GENERAL- In the case o f a joint return or a surviving spouse (as defined in section 2(a)), the 
basic standard deduction under paragraph (2)(A) shall be increased by an amount equal to the applicable 
percentage o f the excess of--

'(i) 200 percent o f the basic standard deduction in effect for the taxable year under paragraph
(2)(C); over

'(ii) the basic standard deduction in effect for tho taxable year under paragraph (2)(A) (without 
regard to this paragraph).

'(B ) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE- For purposes o f subparagraph (A), the applicable percentage shall 
be determined as follows:

(over)



'F o r taxable years beginning in calendar year:

The applicable percentage is:

1999 20

2000 ■ 40

2001 60

2002 80

2003 and thereafter 100.'

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT- Section 63(c)(2)(A) is amended by inserting 'except as provided in paragraph 
(7),' befo re '$5,000'.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE- The amendments made by this section shall apply to taxable years beginning after Decembe 
31, 1998.
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W A SH IN G T O N  — ’.M o st i im e r ic a n s  h a y e;  
n ev er  h eard  o f  V iv ien  K e llem s'; B u t if. t h e y ' /  
are m a rried  and each’ sp o u se  ea rn s roughly-, 
the sa m e  sa lary , th ey  sh ould  k e e p  her h i m indU  
w h ile f illin g  ou t th e ir  in co m e -ta x  retu rn s.

K e llem s, w h o died  in a 9 7 5 ^  waSj'a prom i-;. 
nent C o n n ecticu t b u sin essw o m a n  w ho; su c:."
c e s s fu l ly  lob b ied  C o n gress inT9e^.t6'charige:-' 
the ta x  co d e  so  it w o u ld  'n o t /  discrim inate;;-.

B u t w hen  
group ga in s  
tin k er in g  
p ro g ressiv e .' 
code, another lose?.
Such is  th e ca se  w ith  
th e "m arriage penal: • • 
ty” n ow  a ffe c tin g  21' • 
m illion  co u p les ’ ‘
pay an a v era g e  
$1,400 m ore than  
th ey  had not tied  the 
knot.

C o n g r ess  
w e ig h in g  
one
so m e m arried  cou,;
p ies, hoping to  tap •
th e b u d g et s u r p l u s ' / v j ^ J i o j i ^ v ^ g ; ^ , ^ ^  :• • 
to c o v e r -  th e  re- ** i « w ^ t t ' , “non9ii><  
d u ced  rev en u e . .
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K e llem s, o f  E a st  
. H a d d a m ,C o n n .,w a s • , - • • • •  - •••;•-
a  m a n u fa ctu rer  o f  cable.'grips.'w ho founded', 
W ar W idow s o f  A m erica 'w ith , a c tr e ss  Gloria; 1 
S w an son  and ca m p a ign ed  a g a in st u n fa ir  tax; 
trea tm en t fo r  s in g le  w o m en . '

S h e n oted  m illion s'o f,1 w o m en  in  h e r  gen er­
ation  w e r e  u n m arried  . b e ca u se  o f  a  p o s t - ! 
W orld W ar II sh o rta g e  o f  po ten tia l husbands.- 

“W hat do you  do i f  you  c a n ’t g e t  a  husband?. 
Should  you b e  tax ed forr .th a t?” sh e  te s tif ied  
b e fo re  a  co n g re ss io n a l co m m ittee , accord in g  
to  “T h e D e c lin e  (and FaU?) o f ' th e  .In co m d  
T a x ” b y  Y a le  U n iv e r s ity  . l a w  .p r o fe s s o r  
M ich ae l G raetz. . ' y  v - T .•..

D e ca d es  la ter , C o n g ress i s  w r e stlin g  w ith  
th e op p o site  problem : T h e  en try  .of m illion s o f  
w o m en  in to th e  w o r k -fo r c e 'is  ex acerb atin g  
th e m a rr ia g e  p en a lty  in  th e ta x  code. I.'-.

“T od ay  th e  on ly  fo rm  o n e  can  f ile  to  avoid  • 
th e m a rriag e  tax  p e n a lty  is  p a p erw ork  for d i ­
v o rce ,” sa id  R ep . J e r r y  W eller , R -Ill., sponsor. 
o f  a  b ill w ith  230 co-sp on sors' a im ed .a t elim i- 
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n ating th e d isparity .
Please see. Back Page, TAX
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TA X ; Bill,aims to eliminate penalty for married couples
[ Continued from Page A-1

T h e  p e n a lty  is  c a u se d  b y  A m erica ’s 
p r o g r e s s iv e  ta x  sy s te m , w h ich  ta x es  in­
co m e , a t d iffe r e n t ra te s  b a sed  on how  
m u ch  so m e o n e  ea rn s  and w h eth er  a  tax­
p a y e r  is  s in g le  or m a rried .

W ithout a fla t ta x  ra te  eq u al fo r  all 
ta x p a y ers , it  is  im p o ss ib le  to  en d .a ll in­

iq u i t i e s  in  th e  code. .; v..
“T h e  g o v ern m en t ca n n o t attain  m ar­

r ia g e  n e u tr a lity ,” • th e  C o n g r ess io n a l  
B u d g e t O ffice  c o n c lu d ed  in a. rec en t  
s tu d y . ;, :: /

S p o u se s 'w h o  ea rn  s im ila r  am ounts  
a r e  th e m o st a f fe c te d  b y  th e  d isparity . 
In c o n tr a s t , h o u se h o ld s  w h e r e  on e  
sp o u se  b r in g s hom e s ig n if ic a n t ly  m ore
—  again , su b jec t to  d if fe r e n t  tax  rates
—  ga in  a m a rriag e  “b o n u s” av era g in g  
ab ou t $1,300.;.. : ,. v. ,.-

G ra etz  a r g u es  th a t th is  w in d s up 
p u n ish in g  p e o p le  w h o  d e c id e  to m arry,

u n le ss  th e y  f i t  w h a t h e  c a lls  th e “O zzie  
and H a rr ie tt"  m o d e l,, in  w h ic h  one, 
sp ou se, s ta y s  h o m e  , an d  th e  o th e r  
w orks.- /  • •-

R ep u b lican s in C o n gress h a v e  m ad e  
f ix in g  th e m a rr ia g e  p en a lty  on e o f  th eir  
top tax  p r ior ities , and m a n y  D e m o cr a ts  
em b ra ce  th e ch an g e.

B u d g e t ,  r e s o lu t io n s  p a sse d  la s t  
m onth b y  th e H o u se  and S en a te  p u t th e  
pen a lty  a t th e top  o f  * th e  l is t  fo r  so m e  
$800 b illion  in  ta x  cu ts  th e  GO P w a n ts  
o v er  th e n e x t  d e ca d e , u s in g  so m e  o f  th e  
b u d g et su rp lu s;./,

But w h eth er  th e  ch a n g e  is  m a d e th is  
y ear  dep en d s on  th e'ou tcom e o f  th e bat­
tle  b e tw een  P re sid e n t C linton and th e  
GOP-led C o n gress o v e r  th e  $1 .6  trillion  
surp lu s. * '£

B oth sa y  62 p e rcen t o f  that sh ou ld  b e  
se t  a s id e  for  S o cia l S ecu r ity , but C linton  
w an ts th e r e s t  u sed  fo r  M ed ica re, n e w  
retirem en t a ccou n ts and m ore sp en d in g

in stead  o f  the tax  r e lie f  so u gh t b y  R e ­
publicans.-'. •-. •

' ' W eller’s .b ill —  w h ich  cou n ts a d o zen  
•D em ocrats am ong its  sp on sors —  w ould  
g e t a t th e m arriag e  p en a lty  tw o w ays:

• In crea se  th e 15 p ercen t in com e tax- 
b r a c k e t fo r  -m arried  c o u p le s  fro m ' 
$4 1 ,200  to  $49 ,300  —  o r  ' t w ic e  th e  
$24,650 b rack et fo r  s in g le  p eop le . T h at : 
w ould g iv e  m arried  co u p les an ad d i­
tional $8,100 su b ject to th e lo w er  15 p er- • 
cen t ra te  instead  o f  th e  28 p ercen t rate.

•  In crea se  the standard ded u ction  for  
m arried  cou p les from  $6,900. to  $8,300, 
tw ic e  th e am ount n o w  en jo y ed  b y  s in ­
g les .; ;A -, .

T h e ch ange w ould co st th e g o v ern ­
m ent an estim ated  $144.billion o v er  f iv e  
years'. - • yfv jc

It a lso , w ould, contin ue on e tax  in- ' 
eq u ality  b y  in creasin g  th e "bonus" paid ' 
to m arried  "couples w ith  on e m ain b rea d ­
w inner. • * i v \  •.- •
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Revision Date:

STATE OF ALASKA
1999 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

BILL NO.

Title: U n a r kaSS 'k>auvY\e*cLEfc-S O xt* .
Dept. Affected 

BRU"
OttG & h  io  e ll M L V u iffr  . . .  14 Component]

Sponsor: r h i l l l p S  •
Requester:________________________________________________ Component Serial No._

Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 00 FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05
Personal Services 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Travel
Contractual
Supplies
Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants & Claims
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

CHANGE IN REVENUES [ ] | | | | | | |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match I
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/Menlal Health
1091 Designated Program Receipts

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estlmato o f any curren t year (FY98) cost: 

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

•

ANALYSIS: (Attach a  separate p a g o  if necessary)
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