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NOTE: All charts show projected data for 1996. 
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office. 
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Several featilres of the current in- 
come t:ls cocle result in ~narriage 
"penalties" ancl "l,onuses." Single- 
earner cociples n.ho file jointly pay 
lower aver;lge tas sates than those 
filing incli\.icl~~ally. ancl two-earner 
couples with spowses earning 
similar-sizecl incomes face higher 
average tas rates than couples 
earning clissimilar incomes. 

Marri:~ge penalties and bon~lses 
arise 1,ec:lllse of separate rate sched- 
ules ancl standarcl cled~ictions for 
marriecl versus single filers 2nd be- 
cause the earned income tas credit 
(EITC) is appliecl irrespecti\ie of 11iar- 
ital statlls. G c n e ~ ~ l l y ,  couples earn- 

ing similar inconles talie lo\ver de- 
ductions, pay higher marginal and 
aver;ige tax rates, and lose a major 
postion of their EITC. Such issues call 
affect incli\iiclual behavior regarding 
labor force participation, hours of 
~vorli. marriage, and divorce. 

Toclay, riiore married couples are 
suhject to marriage pe~laltles than 
ever before. The reason? Despite a 
clecline in the share of lllarriecl cou- 
ples among all fanlily and indiviclual 
tax units, the share of two-income 
couples among all ~llarriecl people 
has increasecl. Also, a larger fr:~ction 
of two-inconle couples have spouses 
.\\.it11 siruilar incomes. 

For 1996, the share of ho~iseholcls 
facing m;lrriage penalties is pro- 
jec:ecl to increase \vith household 
income. xvllereas the share enjoying 
bonllses shoc~lcl 11e greater for 
lo\ver-income householcls. 130th 
pen;llties ant1 I)oni~ses :lrc ;I larger 
fraction of income for the lowest- 
income families than for the more 
21ffluent. Although a I:~rger ni~nll>er 
of families are s i~l~jec t  to marriage 
pen;llties, the Tre:ts~~ry still loses 
more money on I I O I I L I S ~ S  than it 
malies on pen:llties: I'rojections 
show that tas-cock featilres genesat- 
ing marriage ~xn:llties ancl 1x)nuses 
\\;ill cost a l ~ o i ~ t  S4.1 1)illion in 1906. 
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