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Sent: Monday, March 14, 2005 1:15 PM

To: comments

Subject: Unfair taxation! Plea for 'marriage neutrality'

People should pay equitable percentages of tax regardless of their life choices.  Whether I decide to marry and have three children or stay single and have three dogs, I should pay the SAME PERCENTAGE.  As a single person, I am sick and tired of subsidizing married people and children that are not mine.  People need to embrace the responsibility of their choices, not shirk them onto unwilling members of society.  Funding schools through my taxes when I don't have children still benefits me as a citizen of a community. However, funding a child tax credit (middle class welfare) is preposterous!

On average, single people pay more for goods and services and yet receive a lesser standard deduction than married people.  We also receive fewer benefits, both government and corporate.

"United States Senator Joe Leiberman favors 'marriage neutrality' in the tax codes.  On his website, Senator Leiberman says: 'Marriage neutrality means that the tax system should not influence the choice of individuals with regard to their marital status.'  That principle is certainly violated with the tax code is used to reward or punish taxpayers on the basis of whether they have married or remained unmarried." (http://www.unmarriedamerica.org/cost-discrimination.htm
<http://www.unmarriedamerica.org/cost-discrimination.htm> )

"Corporate benefits, pensions, taxes, Social Security, educational funding

-- all were designed in the last century to favor and encourage marital unions." (http://compuserve.businessweek.com/magazine/content/03_42/b3854001_mz001.ht
m <http://compuserve.businessweek.com/magazine/content/03_42/b3854001_mz001.ht
m> )

"The notion that married people lose out because they pay more in taxes through the oft-cited marriage penalty is only partly true. Dual-income, high-earning married and low-income couples sometimes suffer the penalty, but for slightly more than half of all spouses, marriage actually slashes tax bills, particularly for those with children. That means, for example, that mega-salary executives with stay-at-home wives get subsidies that single working mothers don't. 'It does seem unfair to me that there are single people in our exact same situation who pay more than we do in taxes,' says Scott Houser, a tax-code expert and economics professor at California State University at Fresno.' Fixing the marriage penalty is just going to make the single penalties worse. (http://compuserve.businessweek.com/magazine/content/03_42/b3854001_mz001.ht
m <http://compuserve.businessweek.com/magazine/content/03_42/b3854001_mz001.ht
m> )

"'Single workers sometimes object that one-earner married couples obtain a disproportionately high amount of benefits when the spousal benefit is included. Their argument is that the single worker and the earner in the one-earner married couple have contributed the same amount over the years, yet benefits for the single worker are much less.' (Philip Harmelink & Janet Speyer, 'Social Security: Rates of return and the fairness of benefits,' 14 Cato Journal 37 (1994).)"

Indeed, the elements are in place for a new form of social warfare. That's because what's occurring is a wealth transfer to the married class, which imposes an array of unseen taxes on singles -- no matter how many people they care for or are dependent on them. (http://compuserve.businessweek.com/magazine/content/03_42/b3854001_mz001.ht
m <http://compuserve.businessweek.com/magazine/content/03_42/b3854001_mz001.ht
m> )

In the workplace, unmarried people wind up making an average 25% less than married colleagues for the same work because of the marriage-centric structure of health care, retirement, and other benefits, calculates Thomas F. Coleman, a lawyer who heads the Los Angeles-based American Association for Single People." (http://compuserve.businessweek.com/magazine/content/03_42/b3854001_mz001.ht
m <http://compuserve.businessweek.com/magazine/content/03_42/b3854001_mz001.ht
m> )

The U.S. Census Bureau's newest numbers show that married-couple households

-- the dominant cohort since the country's founding -- have slipped from nearly 80% in the 1950s to just 50.7% today. That means that the U.S.'s 86 million single adults could soon define the new majority. Already, unmarrieds make up 42% of the workforce, 40% of home buyers, 35% of voters, and one of the most potent -- if pluralistic -- consumer groups on record.

(http://compuserve.businessweek.com/magazine/content/03_42/b3854001_mz001.ht
m <http://compuserve.businessweek.com/magazine/content/03_42/b3854001_mz001.ht
m> )

A recent legislative report explains: "While the size of any marriage penalty or bonus under present law depends upon the individuals' incomes, number of dependents, and itemized deductions, as a general rule married couples whose earnings are split more evenly than 70-30 suffer a marriage penalty. Married couples whose earnings are largely attributable to one spouse generally receive a marriage bonus." (Report to the House Ways and Means Committee, Joint Committee on Taxation, June 22, 1999.) (http://www.unmarriedamerica.org/cost-discrimination.htm
<http://www.unmarriedamerica.org/cost-discrimination.htm> )

An analysis of the situation by the Congressional Budget Office determined that the amount of marriage bonuses under federal income tax law actually was larger than marriage penalties.  The Ways and Means Committee report referenced in the preceding paragraph explained: "Under Congressional Budget Office calculations prepared in 1997, the marriage penalty for 1996 under their basic set of assumptions was estimated to be $28.8 billion for 20.9 million returns, and the marriage bonus was estimated to be $32.9 billion for 25.3 million returns." (http://www.unmarriedamerica.org/cost-discrimination.htm
<http://www.unmarriedamerica.org/cost-discrimination.htm> )

http://www.unmarriedamerica.org/cost-discrimination.htm
<http://www.unmarriedamerica.org/cost-discrimination.htm> :

Job benefits to an employee's spouse are tax free, while similar benefits to an employee's domestic partner are usually taxable by both the federal government and the state government in those states with an income tax.

An unmarried taxpayer may not file a joint income tax return with a domestic partner or blood relative with whom the taxpayer is sharing living expenses, but married couples have the option to file a joint return which often saves them a bundle in taxes.

In several states which criminalize unmarried cohabitation or private sexual conduct, the federal government will not allow one partner in an unmarried couple to deduct the other partner as a dependent for income tax purposes because of a clause in federal law which prohibits a dependent status if a relationship violates local law.

Upper-income married couples reap a windfall when it comes to federal estate taxes because: (1) a person who dies may leave unlimited wealth to a surviving spouse without paying one penny in estate taxes; but (2) an unmarried person who dies with an estate over $675,000 can have anywhere between 25% to 60% of the estate taken by the federal government in estate taxes.

Many states and local communities assess a transfer tax when title to real estate or an automobile is transferred to another person or a second name is added to the title.  Transfers to a spouse are not taxable while transfers to a domestic partner or a close friend are.

Adverse Tax Consequences for Same-Sex Couples 

1.
Health Insurance for Partners - A Taxing Proposition:  Employees pay

income and payroll tax on the health insurance premiums their employers provide for domestic partners who do not otherwise qualify as dependents. Benefits for different-sex spouses are not subject to this tax. 

2.
Flexible Spending Accounts Not So Flexible:  Employees can use

flexible spending accounts to pay for a different-sex spouse's medical expenses, including eyeglasses, prescriptions, and co-pays, on a pre-tax basis. These accounts cannot be used for a same-sex partner, or even a same-sex spouse. 

3.
Retirement Savings - Death and Taxes:  Tax treatment of retirement

savings, such as those found in 401(k) plans, privileges spouses and penalizes same-sex couples. This means that on the death of a partner, the surviving partner is left not only with the same emotional loss that a different-sex spouse experiences, but also with an unfair tax bill. This is problem is made even more acute by the fact that same-sex couples are denied survivors' benefits under Social Security, even though they pay the same payroll taxes as heterosexual workers. 

4.
Estate and Gift Taxes - Strangers Under the Law:  Different-sex

spouses get a complete exemption from estate and gift taxes. But same-sex partners, even ones who are married in Massachusetts or parties to civil unions in Vermont, are treated as strangers under the tax code. So when a partner dies, their estate is subject to taxation. 

Social Security - Adverse Consequences for Same-Sex Couples 

1.
Equal Contribution, Unequal Benefits:  All GLBT people pay into

Social Security on an equal basis with their heterosexual counterparts, but are not eligible for equal benefits. 

2.
No Survivors' Benefits:  Same-sex partners do not receive survivors'

benefits when a partner dies, even though they pay for them equally. 

3.
No Disability Benefits:  Same-sex partners are not eligible for

spouse's benefits when a partner becomes disabled, even though they pay equally into the program. 

4.
Children Are Left Unprotected:  Sixty percent of children being

raised by same-sex couples live in a jurisdiction where second-parent adoption is unavailable, meaning that these children cannot secure a recognized legal relationship with one of their parents. When a parent dies without such a legal relationship, the surviving child is not eligible for surviving child benefits under Social Security, even though the deceased parent paid into the program, and even if the parent supported the child for her whole life. 

5.
Even When a Child is Legally Adopted by Same-Sex Partner, Benefits

are STILL Unavailable:  Social Security provides "surviving parent" benefits to the parent caring for a minor child when the other parent dies. But all children raised by same-sex couples are excluded from this benefit, even though their parents pay equally into Social Security, because it is only given to couples who are recognized as "spouses" under federal law, which same-sex couples are not. Even though the benefit is for children and not spouses, children being raised by GLBT people are denied it because their parents cannot marry. 
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