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MISSION STATEMENT

The Hamilton Project seeks to advance America’s promise

of opportunity, prosperity, and growth.

We believe that today’s increasingly competitive global economy
demands public policy ideas commensurate with the challenges
of the 21st Century. The Project’s economic strategy reflects a
judgment that long-term prosperity is best achieved by fostering
economic growth and broad participation in that growth, by
enhancing individual economic security, and by embracing a role

for effective government in making needed public investments.

Our strategy calls for combining public investment, a secure social
safety net, and fiscal discipline. In that framework, the Project
puts forward innovative proposals from leading economic thinkers
— based on credible evidence and experience, not ideology or
doctrine — to introduce new and effective policy options into the

national debate.

The Project is named after Alexander Hamilton, the nation’s
first Treasury Secretary, who laid the foundation for the modern
American economy. Hamilton stood for sound fiscal policy,
believed that broad-based opportunity for advancement would
drive American economic growth, and recognized that “prudent
aids and encouragements on the part of government” are
necessary to enhance and guide market forces. The guiding

principles of the Project remain consistent with these views.

THE

HAMILTON

PROJECT —

NOTE

This policy proposal is a proposal from the authors. As emphasized
in The Hamilton Project’s original strategy paper, the Project was
designed in part to provide a forum for leading thinkers across
the nation to put forward innovative and potentially important
economic policy ideas that share the Project’s broad goals of
promoting economic growth, broad-based participation in growth,
and economic security. The author(s) are invited to express their
own ideas in policy papers, whether or not the Project’s staff or
advisory council agrees with the specific proposals. This policy

paper is offered in that spirit.
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The U.S. economy will not operate at its full potential unless government and employers
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Abstract

The current tax treatment of married couples reduces wives’ labor force participation and creates other inefficiencies. I propose
a new second-earner deduction, equal to 15 percent of the earnings of a lower-earning spouse. The proposed deduction would
raise the after-tax return to work for many wives, encouraging an increase in married women’s labor supply, and would reduce
marriage penalties on average.
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Introduction

t is well known that women earn less than men. In the

first quarter of 2017, median weekly before-tax earnings

for women were 80.5 percent of median weekly earnings
for men (Bureau of Labor Statistics [BLS] 2017).

It is less well known that the gap between women’s earnings and
men’s earnings would be even larger if measured in after-tax
terms instead of before-tax terms. Ordinarily, the progressive
income tax system acts to mitigate differences in before-tax
earnings. However, the tax treatment of married couples tends
to raise the tax rate faced by the spouse who is the lower earner
in a couple. This group of spouses, often referred to as secondary
earners, is still predominantly female." This gender difference in
the after-tax return to working is likely more important than the
before-tax difference for decisions about whether to work and
for household well-being. In addition to causing an inefficient
distortion in the labor supply decisions of men and women, the
current tax treatment of married couples lowers married women’s
labor force participation and impedes their labor market progress
relative to men. In this paper, I propose changes in the tax
treatment of married couples that would address these problems
by reducing the tax penalty incurred by many married women.

Policy makers have long grappled with the challenges of
designing the best possible tax system for families. There is an
inherent tension between three objectives policy makers might
seek in taxing the family. The first objective is progressivity, or
the levying of a higher tax on families with a greater ability to
pay. The second objective is equal treatment of households with
equal ability to pay. The operational definition of “ability to pay”
has traditionally been taxable income, which excludes the value
of any nonmarket home production (e.g., caring for the family’s
children or preparing meals for the household). The third
objective is marriage neutrality, or the idea that the amount of tax
a couple pays should not depend on the couple’s marital status.
In other words, the tax code should avoid creating “marriage
penalties,” in which members of a married couple pay more filing
jointly than they would filing as two unmarried individuals. My
primary focus in this paper is to consider tax changes that would
increase female labor force participation rates. However, I will
also discuss how proposed reforms would alter the tax system’s
ability to tax progressively, to provide equal tax treatment of
families with equal ability to pay, and to move away from a
marriage tax penalty.
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Since 1948 the United States has used a policy of joint taxation,
taxing a married couple as a unit on the basis of the combined
income of husband and wife. By making a wife’s tax rate
dependent on her husband’s earnings, joint taxation raises
wives’ tax rates, on average, and reduces their labor supply. Joint
taxation, in conjunction with other elements of the tax code that
vary with marital status, also creates many violations of marriage
neutrality. While joint taxation was once lauded as a step toward
equal treatment of households with equal ability to pay—because
it considers only the total income of the couple and does not
account for its distribution across earners—this interpretation
does not hold when the value of household nonmarket production
is incorporated into measures of ability to pay (Apps and Rees
2011). For example, a household with one spouse not participating
in the labor market and one full-time employee earning $50,000
is likely better off than a household with two full-time employees
each earning $25,000. In the former case, the nonemployed
spouse is typically able to generate considerably more nonmarket
production that benefits the household—such as child care and
home cooking—than can be provided when both spouses work.

In this paper I propose a second-earner deduction that would be
added to the existing tax code. Two-earner couples would reduce
their taxable income by an amount equal to 15 percent of the
earnings of the lower-earning spouse. A second-earner deduction
would raise the after-tax return to work for many married women,
and would also reduce marriage penalties on average. It would go
part of the way toward addressing concerns that households with
two earners have lower effective ability to pay.

There is historical precedent for such a policy. Between 1981
and 1986 a secondary earner deduction was in place (Feldstein
and Feenberg 1996). It was eliminated not because of particular
concerns about the design of the deduction, but rather as part
of the large set of reforms associated with the Tax Reform Act
of 1986. A second-earner deduction also has the potential
to garner bipartisan support. A modest second-earner tax
credit was included in the last budget proposed by the Obama
administration (U.S. Department of the Treasury 2016), and
policies to reduce marriage penalties in the tax code have
historically been championed by Republicans (Zelenak 2000). In
addition to discussing these issues in my proposal, I also briefly
describe some considerations related to a more radical change: a
switch away from joint taxation.

The Hamilton Project ¢ Brookings



The Challenge

oth marriage and children affect a woman’s propensity

to work. Figure 1 plots nearly 50 years of labor force

participation rates for married and unmarried women
with and without children under 18 in the household; all the
women are between the ages of 25 and 54. Throughout the entire
period, married women have had lower rates of labor force
participation than unmarried women. However, the size of the
participation gap between groups has varied over time. From
the late 1960s until the late 1980s, women’s participation rates
rose regardless of marital status and presence of children in the
household. The rate of increase was greater for married women
than for unmarried women, and by the early 1990s married
women with and without children were participating at similar
or higher rates than single women with children, respectively.
Over the course of the 1990s, though, labor force participation
of unmarried mothers rose significantly. This well-documented
increase reflected a number of policy changes, notably including
welfare reform and the expansion of the Earned Income Tax
Credit (EITC; Meyer and Rosenbaum 2001). Since around the

FIGURE 1.

year 2000, labor force participation rates have been stagnant
or on a slow decline for all four groups of women. Today, the
participation rate remains substantially lower for married women
than for unmarried women, and the policy recommendations
made in this paper are motivated by this pattern.

Under the joint taxation system currently used in the United
States, the incomes of a husband and wife are pooled and then
taxed using a set of tax brackets wider than the brackets for
unmarried individuals. An alternative, used in a majority of
developed countries, is a system of individual taxation.” Under
individual taxation, a woman earning a low amount will be
taxed at a low rate. Assuming a progressive rate structure, her
tax rate will rise as her earnings increase. By definition, any
direct effect that the tax system has on her decision to work is
independent of her husband’s earnings. In contrast, under joint
taxation the income tax rate that a woman faces depends on her
husband’s earnings. Specifically, the tax rate on the first dollar
of her earnings is the same as the tax rate on her husband’s

Prime-Age Women's Labor Force Participation, by Marital Status and Presence of Children

under Age 18

Labor force participation rate (percent)

Single with children
Married, no children
Married with children

1968 1972 1976 1980 1984 1988 1992 1996

Source: Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement 1968-2016.

Note: Sample includes women ages 25-54. “Married” is defined by women who have a spouse in the household or not in the household. “Single” is defined as all

2000 2004 2008 2012 2016
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other women, including divorced and widowed women. “With children” is defined as having at least one child in the household under the age of 18. “No children”

is defined as having no children in the household under the age of 18.
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last dollar of earnings. Assuming a progressive rate structure,
this pushes women—even those with limited earnings—up
into higher tax brackets and likely discourages labor market
participation. The policy proposals discussed here attempt to
mitigate this effect, removing impediments to work for many
married women.

Figure 2 shows how the current tax system affects the after-
tax return to working for women in various situations. For
example, consider a woman who is deciding if she should take
a job with before-tax pay of $30,000. The figure shows the after-
tax net income she will receive if she takes the job, depending
on her marital status and, if she is married, depending on her
husband’s before-tax income. Importantly, the after-tax return
from taking a job is lower for a woman who would become the
lower earner within a married couple than for an otherwise
similar single woman.

The left-hand portion of the figure shows after-tax income
for a woman with no children. If she is single, taking the job
will move her from being a non-filer, with no tax liability, to
being a taxpayer with a filing status of single. After claiming a
standard deduction and paying tax on her income, taking the
job will yield an after-tax income of $27,516. If she is married,
she will use a filing status of married filing jointly, with a higher
standard deduction. If her husband has no income, taking the
job will yield an after-tax income of $29,070; this has the effect
of raising the after-tax return to entering the workforce. For

FIGURE 2.

women who would be the sole earner in their households, the
tax treatment of married couples therefore raises the after-tax
return to labor market participation. But relatively few women
in partnered households are sole earners.” The next bar in the
figure shows that, if the woman is married to a man earning
$30,000 in before-tax income himself, taking the job nets the
woman only $25,963. As the husband’s income rises, the wife’s
after-tax return from taking the job falls still farther.

The right-hand portion of figure 2 shows equivalent calculations
forawomanwith onechild. The samebasicpatternisevidenthere:
marrying a man with zero earnings raises the return to taking
a job, while marrying a man with significant positive earnings
reduces the after-tax return to work. As in the previous case,
the deterioration in work incentives is larger when the husband
earns more. What is different here, relative to the childless case,
is that married couples with household income near $30,000
are receiving the EITC. This credit functions as a wage subsidy
at low levels of earnings, allowing a job with before-tax pay of
$30,000 to yield an after-tax amount greater than $30,000. The
credit amount gradually increases with earnings over a phase-
in range, remains constant at the maximum credit amount as
earnings increase within the plateau range, and then gradually
falls with earnings over the phaseout range. The phaseout of the
credit creates high marginal tax rates at certain income levels,
and is evident in the very large decline in the after-tax return
received by a wife when her husband’s earnings increase from
$0 to $30,000.

Women'’s After-Tax Income from $30,000 Job, by Spouse’s Earnings and Presence of Children

Women with no children

$40,000 - - - === - - oo meo oo

$30,000 - - - = ==z - - e -e-sosnsaoaoaoooooos

After-tax income

Single $0  $30,000 $60,000 $90,000 $120,000

Women with one child

$30,000 $60,000 $90,000 $120,000

Single $0

Spouse’s earnings if married

Source: Author’s calculations.

Note: Calculations reflect 2016 tax law and do not incorporate state income or federal payroll taxes.
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A New Approach

SHORT-TERM SOLUTION: SECOND-EARNER
DEDUCTION

One way to increase wives after-tax gain from entering the
labor market would be to institute a tax deduction based on
the earnings of a second worker in a married couple. Here
I consider a deduction equal to 15 percent of the earnings
of the lower-earning spouse in a married couple, up to an
earnings cap of $75,000. This corresponds to a maximum
deduction of $11,250. Married couples with two earners would
be able to reduce their taxable income by the amount of the
deduction, making work more attractive for second earners.
The corresponding tax savings would be equal to the amount
of the deduction multiplied by the couple’s marginal tax rate.
For example, consider the case of a wife who can take a job
with before-tax earnings of $30,000. Suppose her husband
earns just over $30,000. The wife’s prospective earnings would
make her household eligible for a second-earner deduction of
$4,500. This couple would be in the 15 percent tax bracket, and
claiming the second-earner deduction would reduce their tax
liability by 15 percent of $4,500, or $675. In other words, the
net gain that the wife would receive from entering the work
force would increase by $675.

The proposed deduction would depend on the earnings of
the lower-earning spouse within a married couple, without
an explicit reference to gender, and would be available to
same-sex couples who file jointly. Because wives earn less
than husbands on average, the majority of couples claiming
a second-earner deduction would designate the wife as the
second earner. For tax year 2010, among joint returns that
included wage income generated by both the husband and the
wife, the wife earned less than half of the couple’s combined
wage income in approximately 68 percent of cases (Pierce and
Gober 2013).

Like any tax deduction, the proposed second-earner deduction
would be of greater benefit to families facing a higher marginal
tax rate. Extending the earlier example, suppose that the
wife considering a job with before-tax pay of $30,000 is now
married to a husband with earnings of $120,000. This places
the couple in the 25 percent tax bracket. In this scenario,
the second-earner deduction would lower the tax liability
of the couple (and raise the wife’s net return from entering

5

the labor market) by 25 percent of the $4,500 second-earner
deduction, or $1,125. This feature of the deduction reduces the
progressivity of the tax code somewhat. On the other hand,
figure 2 shows that the wives who currently face the lowest
after-tax gain from entering the labor market are those married
to higher-earning husbands. These wives face particularly
high tax rates on their first dollar of income precisely because
their husbands’ earnings place them in high tax brackets. A
deduction delivering greater tax savings to wives facing higher
marginal tax rates mitigates this particular pattern.

The extent to which a second-earner deduction affects the
overall progressivity of the tax code depends in part on how
the deduction is phased out. I propose a phase-out beginning
at an adjusted gross income (AGI) of $150,000. This means
that a couple in which each spouse earned $75,000 in wage
income (with no other income) would receive the maximum
deduction. The deduction rate would then be reduced by one
percentage point for every $2,000 of AGI above $150,000, so
that the deduction is fully phased out for couples with AGI
of $180,000 or more. Internal Revenue Service (IRS) data
from tax year 2014 show that slightly more than 10 percent of
joint filers report AGI of $200,000 or more (IRS 2014). Thus,
this particular phase-out rule would make the second-earner
deduction unavailable to couples in the top 10 percent of the
joint filer income distribution.

The proposed deduction would be of limited benefit to the lowest-
income filers. A deduction reduces the tax liability only of filers
with positive taxable income. Couples with combined income
less than the standard deduction plus personal exemption
amounts do not have positive taxable income and would not
be able to claim a second-earner deduction, and couples with
positive but very low amounts of taxable income would be able
to claim a second-earner deduction only as large as their taxable
income.* It is worth noting that these low-income families would
not see any reduction in their EITC as a result of the new second-
earner deduction: the EITC benefit amount would continue to
be calculated as a function of all earned income. Importantly,
married couples with children who are currently in the phaseout
portion of the EITC, for whom the current tax code poses a
particularly strong disincentive to work, would earn enough to
benefit from the proposed second-earner deduction.

The Hamilton Project ¢ Brookings



Under the proposal, both wage income and earnings from
self-employment would be treated as earned income for
purposes of calculating the second-earner deduction.® There
are two arguments for treating self-employment income in
this way. First, the EITC definition of earned income includes
self-employment income. Needless complexity can be avoided
by using a parallel definition for a new earnings-related tax
provision. Second, self-employment could be a particularly
attractive form of labor market participation for women,
especially mothers, who value scheduling flexibility (Lim
2016).

In addition to encouraging female labor force participation
by raising the after-tax return to wives” entry into the labor
market, a second-earner deduction would have implications
for the pattern of marriage penalties and marriage bonuses.
As of 2009, approximately 38 percent of married couples faced
a marriage penalty. Marriage penalties are more common
for two-earner couples than for one-earner couples, with
penalties becoming more likely as the earnings of a husband
and wife become more similar (Alm and Leguizamon
2015). The introduction of a second-earner deduction would
reduce the share of couples experiencing a marriage penalty.
Furthermore, its design would direct larger tax savings to
couples who are currently most likely to pay a marriage
penalty.

FUTURE AGENDA: INDIVIDUAL TAXATION

In the long run there would be advantages to switching away
from joint taxation of married couples, instead taxing each
individual on the basis of his or her own income regardless of
marital status. Other countries—such as the United Kingdom
in 1990—have switched from joint to individual taxation, and
a majority of OECD nations currently use individual taxation.
However, there are legal issues that would make the transition
process difficult, and there are administrative issues that would
present challenges even after a successful transition.

One important advantage of adopting individual taxation is
that married women’s labor force participation rates would
very likely rise. Severing the link between a husband’s income
and a wife’s tax rate will lower wives’ tax rates, on average,
and increase their net return to entering the labor market.
Evidence from policy changes in a number of countries, with
very different institutional contexts, consistently indicates
that wives’ labor supply is greater under individual taxation
than under joint taxation. Such policy reforms have been
studied in the cases of Canada (Crossley and Jeon 2007), the
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Czech Republic (Kaliskova 2014), Sweden (Selin 2014), and
the United States (LaLumia 2008). A second advantage would
be that individual taxation would remove any tax-related
distortions of the decision to marry because all tax-related
marriage penalties and bonuses would be eliminated.

The path toward adopting individual taxation in the United
States holds one major legal roadblock, rooted in state legal
treatment of the income and assets of a married couple. States
with a community-property legal regime treat all income and
property acquired during marriage as shared equally between
husband and wife. States that instead follow a common-law
regime assign income to the spouse who earned it. Under a
federal system of joint taxation, state-specific allocation of
income across spouses does not matter for federal tax liability.
In contrast, under a federal system of individual taxation a
married couple’s tax burden would depend on the state’s legal
assignment of income.® Two couples with exactly the same
division of income across spouses could be taxed differently
if one lived in a community-property state and one lived in a
common-law state. Geographic discrepancies in tax treatment
of married couples provided an important impetus for the
adoption of joint taxation in 1948, and would again be a problem
under a return to individual taxation.

If substantial legal changes were made and federal income
tax could be collected on an individual basis across states
with different legal treatment of marital property, there
would still be many administrative questions to be resolved.
Several of these questions involve appropriate allocations of
income and expenses between spouses. The idea that income
should be allocated to the person who receives that income is
straightforward to apply, and to enforce, in the case of wage
income. Wage income would be allocated to the spouse who
earned it, and the IRS could verify who is earning what, using
the third-party reports of wage income filed by employers
on W-2 forms. Self-employment income and income
derived from asset ownership (such as interest and dividend
payments) would present more difficulties. Couples could
reduce their combined tax liability by assigning these types
of income to the spouse facing the lower marginal tax rate.
The IRS could reduce its administrative burden by adopting
a rule that nonwage income be split evenly across spouses for
tax purposes. A similar rule could be applied to deductible
expenses. Importantly, to practical
necessity could be made without eliminating the core benefits
of individual taxation for women’s labor force participation.

these concessions
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Questions and Concerns

1. Could a second-earner deduction be modified to make it more
progressive, delivering more of its benefits to low-income families?

Yes. The benefits of a second-earner deduction could be more
targeted to low- and moderate-income households by phasing
out the deduction at a lower level of income. For example,
Kearney and Turner (2013) outline a second-earner deduction
that would reach its maximum value for a spouse earning
$60,000 and that would be phased out starting at a household
income of $110,000.

2. This proposal doesn’t do anything to promote the labor force
participation of unmarried women. Why limit the focus to those
who are married?

Married women face larger tax-related disincentives to work
than do unmarried women. The current proposal attempts
to target a tax-related solution to the population currently
facing the largest tax-related distortions. This proposal could
be paired with other policy reforms outside the tax code that
promote labor force participation more broadly.

3. Why propose a second-earner deduction rather than a second-
earner refundable tax credit?

Unlike deductions, refundable credits can be of benefit to
the poorest tax filers—those with zero taxable income. I
have chosen not to propose a refundable credit to prioritize
the objective of increasing labor force participation over the
objective of increasing progressivity. The refundable EITC
already provides a powerful work incentive to individuals
(particularly parents) at the lower end of the income
distribution. The goal of my proposal is to extend work
incentives to a different set of individuals.
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4. The benefits of a tax deduction are typically received in a lump
sum at the time of tax filing. Are there ways to alter the policy so
that second earners would receive the benefits as higher take-home
pay spread over the course of the year?

When workers start a new job, they complete a W-4 form
with instructions about how much tax should be withheld
from paychecks during the year. This form already includes
a place to report marital status. It would be relatively easy
to add a question about whether one’s spouse is employed,
and withholding could then be adjusted for two-earner
households. I would recommend adjusting withholding as if
a taxpayer is in the lowest tax bracket. This would ensure that
the lowest-income households receiving the deduction, likely
those who will benefit the most from having benefits spread
over the year, will have most of their benefit delivered in the
form of higher take-home pay during the year.

5. What about a system in which couples choose between joint

and individual taxation? For example, Washington, DC, uses

a single set of tax brackets that does not distinguish by marital
status. Married couples can choose to report and pay taxes on their
combined income, or they can choose to have each spouse taxed
individually.

This is an intriguing possibility that has the potential to
both increase wives’ incentive to work and reduce marriage
penalties. Less desirable is the potentially greater compliance
burden of couples figuring out which approach is best for their
situation. Additional discussion of the District of Columbia
system is provided by Rivers (2013).

The Hamilton Project ¢ Brookings



Conclusion

hen joint taxation was adopted in the United

States in 1948, it likely did not have quite the

same implications that it has today. With changes
in the social norms regarding employment of women, and
employment of mothers in particular, taxes imposed on the
income of a second earner might have become a relatively
more important influence on labor supply. Moreover, given the
variation across households in nonmarket home production,
providing tax relief to households with two working spouses
could help achieve a more equitable tax system.

These trends make it especially important to revisit the question
of how families are taxed. The adoption of a second-earner
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deduction would raise the after-tax wages of married women,
increasing wives’ labor force participation rates while moving
the tax system closer to other worthwhile goals. The largest
benefits of the deduction would go to wives currently facing
large tax-based disincentives to enter the labor market. The
deduction would not be particularly difficult to administer as
part of the existing tax code. Indeed, there is a precedent for this
sort of policy in the U.S. tax system, and both Democrats and
Republicans have supported similar policy ideas in the past.
This policy will not solve all of the problems related to the tax
treatment of families, nor will it be enough to overcome all of
the barriers that prevent many women from entering the labor
market, but it is a step in the right direction.

The Hamilton Project ¢ Brookings
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Endnotes

Tax return data from 2010 show that, among married couples reporting
some wage income and filing jointly, in approximately two-thirds of cases
the husband earns more than half of the couple’s total wage income (Pierce
and Gober 2013).

See Alm and Melnik (2005) for a detailed discussion of how families are
taxed in 30 OECD countries. Only seven of these countries, including the
United States, mandate joint filing for married couples. Married couples
can choose to file jointly or individually in six countries. The number of
countries using joint taxation has fallen over the past 50 years.

Data from the Pew Research Center (2015) show that in 2012, among
married couples with children under age 18, the husband was the sole earner
in 31 percent of cases and the wife was the sole earner in only 6 percent of
cases.

In 2016 the standard deduction for joint filers was $12,600 and the personal
exemption was $4,050 for each household member under age 65. Thus, a
second-earner deduction would not provide tax relief to childless married
couples earning under $20,700 or to married couples with one child earning
under $24,750.

However, eligibility would be restricted to second earners who work for an
employer other than their spouses, to avoid the possibility of tax-minimizing
transfers within couples.

10

Two Supreme Court cases establish how state marital property regimes
affect federal tax collection. In Lucas v. Earl the court considered a couple
living in a common-law state who had written a contract transferring
income earned by one spouse to the other. The court ruled that this contract
did not shift the federal tax obligation from the income earner to the income
recipient. In other words, the legal ability of couples in common-law states
to shift income across spouses in a tax-minimizing way is limited. In Poe
v. Seaborn the court ruled that a couple living in a community-property
state could report income acquired during marriage as being split equally
across spouses, and be taxed accordingly. This generates an income-splitting
advantage for married couples in community-property states.

In the case of notoriously difficult-to-verify self-employment income,
couples could simply report the tax-minimizing allocation of income across
spouses, with low probability of misreporting being detected. In the case
of asset-derived income, assets could be easily transferred from the spouse
in the higher tax bracket to the spouse in the lower bracket. Stephens and
Ward-Batts (2004) find evidence of such transfers in the United Kingdom
after its switch to individual taxation.

The Hamilton Project ¢ Brookings



References

Alm, James, and J. Sebastian Leguizamon. 2015. “Whither the
Marriage Tax?” National Tax Journal 68 (2): 251-80.

Alm, James, and Mikhail I. Melnik. 2005. “Taxing the ‘Family’
in the Individual Income Tax.” Public Finance and
Management 5 (1): 67-109.

Apps, Patricia, and Ray Rees. 2011. “Optimal Taxation and Tax
Reform for Two-Earner Households.” CESifo Economic
Studies 57 (2): 283-304.

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). 1968-2016. “Current Population
Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement.” Bureau of
Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, DC.

———.2017. “Usual Weekly Earnings of Wage and Salary Workers,
First Quarter 2017.” BLS News Release USDL-17-0442,
Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor,
Washington, DC.

Crossley, Thomas, and Sung-Hee Jeon. 2007. “Joint Taxation and
the Labour Supply of Married Women: Evidence from
the Canadian Tax Reform of 1988.” Fiscal Studies 28 (3):
343-65.

Feldstein, Martin, and Daniel Feenberg. 1996. “The Effect of
Increased Tax Rates on Taxable Income and Economic
Efficiency: A Preliminary Analysis of the 1993 Tax Rate
Increases.” In Tax Policy and the Economy, Volume 10, edited
by James M. Poterba, 89-118. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Internal Revenue Service (IRS). 2014. “Publication 1304, Individual
Complete Report, Table 1.2, Size of Adjusted Gross Income
and Marital Status.” Internal Revenue Service, Washington,
DC.

Kaliskova, Klara. 2014. “Labor Supply Consequences of Family
Taxation: Evidence from the Czech Republic.” Labour
Economics 30: 234-44.

Kearney, Melissa S., and Lesley J. Turner. 2013. “Giving Secondary
Earners a Tax Break: A Proposal to Help Low- and Middle-
Income Families.” Discussion Paper 2013-07, The Hamilton
Project, Brookings Institution, Washington, DC.

LaLumia, Sara. 2008. “The Effects of Joint Taxation of Married
Couples on Labor Supply and
Non-wage Income.” Journal of Public Economics 92 (7):
1698-719.

Lim, Katherine. 2016. “New Evidence on Self-Employment and
Workplace Flexibility for US Mothers.” Working Paper.

1

Meyer, Bruce D., and Dan T. Rosenbaum. 2001. “Welfare, the
Earned Income Tax Credit, and the Labor Supply of Single
Mothers.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 116 (3): 1063-114.

Pew Research Center. 2015, June. “The Rise in Dual Income
Households.” Pew Research Center, Washington, DC.

Pierce, Kevin, and Jon Gober. 2013. “Wage Income and Elective
Retirement Contributions from Form W-2, 2008-2010.”
Statistics of Income Bulletin, Internal Revenue Service,
Washington, DC.

Rivers, Wes. 2013, November. “Avoiding the Marriage Penalty: The
District’s Rate Structure May Do More Harm than Good.”
DC Fiscal Policy Institute, Washington, DC.

Selin, Hakan. 2014. “The Rise in Female Employment and the Role
of Tax Incentives: An Empirical Analysis of the Swedish
Individual Tax Reform of 1971.” International Tax and
Public Finance 21 (5): 894-922.

Stephens, Mel, and Jennifer Ward-Batts. 2004. “The Impact of
Separate Taxation on the Intra-Household Allocation of
Assets: Evidence from the UK.” Journal of Public Economics
88 (9-10): 1989-2007.

Tax Reform Act of 1986, Pub.L. 99-514, 100 Stat. 2085 (1986).

U.S. Department of the Treasury. 2016. “General Explanations of
the Administration’s Fiscal Year 2017 Revenue Proposals.”
U.S. Department of the Treasury, Washington, DC.

Zelenak, Lawrence. 2000. “Doing Something About Marriage
Penalties: A Guide for the Perplexed.” Tax Law Review 54:
1-76.

The Hamilton Project ¢ Brookings



GEORGE A. AKERLOF
University Professor
Georgetown University

ROGER C. ALTMAN
Founder & Senior Chairman
Evercore

KAREN ANDERSON

Senior Director of Policy,
Communications, and External Affairs
Becker Friedman Institute for
Research in Economics

The University of Chicago

ALAN S. BLINDER

Gordon S. Rentschler Memorial Professor of
Economics & Public Affairs

Princeton University

Nonresident Senior Fellow

The Brookings Institution

ROBERT CUMBY
Professor of Economics
Georgetown University

STEVEN A. DENNING
Chairman
General Atlantic

JOHN DEUTCH
Emeritus Institute Professor
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

CHRISTOPHER EDLEY, JR.
Co-President and Co-Founder
The Opportunity Institute

BLAIR W. EFFRON
Co-Founder
Centerview Partners LLC

DOUGLAS W. ELMENDORF
Dean & Don K. Price Professor
of Public Policy

Harvard Kennedy School

JUDY FEDER

Professor & Former Dean
McCourt School of Public Policy
Georgetown University

ROLAND FRYER
Henry Lee Professor of Economics
Harvard University

JASON FURMAN
Professor of Practice
Harvard Kennedy School

MARK T. GALLOGLY
Cofounder & Managing Principal
Centerbridge Partners

TED GAYER

Vice President & Director
Economic Studies

The Brookings Institution

THE

HAMILTON

PROJECT ——

ADVISORY COUNCIL

TIMOTHY F. GEITHNER
President
Warburg Pincus

RICHARD GEPHARDT
President & Chief Executive Officer
Gephardt Group Government Affairs

ROBERT GREENSTEIN
Founder & President
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities

MICHAEL GREENSTONE

The Milton Friedman Professor in
Economics and the College

Director of the Becker Friedman Institute
Director of the Energy Policy Institute

at Chicago

University of Chicago

GLENN H. HUTCHINS
Chairman
North Island

JAMES A. JOHNSON
Chairman
Johnson Capital Partners

LAWRENCE F. KATZ
Elisabeth Allison Professor of Economics
Harvard University

MELISSA S. KEARNEY
Professor of Economics
University of Maryland
Nonresident Senior Fellow
The Brookings Institution

LILI LYNTON
Founding Partner
Boulud Restaurant Group

HOWARD S. MARKS
Co-Chairman
Oaktree Capital Management, L.P.

MARK MCKINNON
Former Advisor to George W. Bush
Co-Founder, No Labels

ERIC MINDICH
Chief Executive Officer & Founder
Eton Park Capital Management

SUZANNE NORA JOHNSON
Former Vice Chairman
Goldman Sachs Group, Inc.

PETER ORSZAG

Managing Director & Vice Chairman of
Investment Banking

Lazard

Nonresident Senior Fellow

The Brookings Institution

RICHARD PERRY
Managing Partner & Chief Executive Officer
Perry Capital

PENNY PRITZKER
Chairman
PSP Capital Partners

MEEGHAN PRUNTY

Managing Director

Blue Meridian Partners

Edna McConnell Clark Foundation

ROBERT D. REISCHAUER
Distinguished Institute Fellow
& President Emeritus

Urban Institute

ALICE M. RIVLIN

Senior Fellow, Economic Studies
Center for Health Policy

The Brookings Institution

DAVID M. RUBENSTEIN
Co-Founder & Co-Chief Executive Officer
The Carlyle Group

ROBERT E. RUBIN

Former U.S. Treasury Secretary
Co-Chair Emeritus

Council on Foreign Relations

LESLIE B. SAMUELS
Senior Counsel
Cleary Gottlieb Steen & Hamilton LLP

SHERYL SANDBERG
Chief Operating Officer
Facebook

DIANE WHITMORE SCHANZENBACH
Margaret Walker Alexander Professor
Director

The Institute for Policy Research
Northwestern University

Nonresident Senior Fellow

The Brookings Institution

RALPH L. SCHLOSSTEIN
President & Chief Executive Officer
Evercore

ERIC SCHMIDT
Executive Chairman
Alphabet Inc.

ERIC SCHWARTZ
Chairman and CEO
76 West Holdings

THOMAS F. STEYER
Business Leader and Philanthropist

LAWRENCE H. SUMMERS
Charles W. Eliot University Professor
Harvard University

LAURA D’ANDREA TYSON

Professor of Business Administration and
Economics

Director

Institute for Business & Social Impact
Berkeley-Haas School of Business

JAY SHAMBAUGH
Director



Highlights

Sara LalL.umia of Williams College proposes a new second-earner tax deduction,

equal to 15 percent of the earnings of a lower-earning spouse, to boost labor force
participation for married women. LaLumia also explores the challenges associated with
a more ambitious shift toward individual taxation of married workers.

The Proposals

Enact a second-earner tax deduction. LaLumia proposes a deduction equal to 15
percent of the earnings of a lower-earning spouse.

Individual taxation. LaLumia proposes that, in the long run, a switch be made toward
individual taxation of married couples.

Benefits

The proposed deduction would raise the after-tax return to work for many wives,
encouraging an increase in married women'’s labor supply, and would reduce marriage
penalties on average.

THE

HAMILTON

PROJECT

1775 Massachusetts Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20036 BROOKI NGS

(202) 797-6484

@ Printed on recycled paper. WWW.HAMILTONPROJECT.ORG


http://www.HAMILTONPROJECT.ORG

	Introduction
	The Challenge
	A New Approach
	Questions and Concerns
	Conclusion
	Author
	Endnotes
	References

