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If huegbeads and wives were all recuired to file joint

returas, about $150,000,000 of additional revenue would be

raised during the calendar year 1357 at the tex rates now in
effsct. The additional revenue would come &lmost entirely from

individuals wno reported incomes for 1354 in excess of #10,000.

Ebout 490,000,000 of the additional revenue wo.ld come from

individueis who had unebt incomes of {50,000 &nd over for 18%4

and the remainder of tne revenue, sxcedt sbout £15,0006,000, would

come from individuals with net incomes from 10,000 to 453,000,
This increase in revenue vould not recuire en upvard revigion

.,

in the normed snd surtex rates apn d to individual incomes

"

nor & chenge in the nersonal exemption., [t would merely recuire
an evproorizte change 1n the law affecting the administration of
returns, tnat is eliminetion of the srivilege now given hushsnds
and wives of filing sevarate retaris.

From the point of viev of &bility to puy taxes, there is no
recson wihy & men and his wife snould not pay sn income tax dGetermined
by their joint income. The ebility of narried individuzls to pay
texes Cdepends on the combined net income rather than on the fuct

that income may come from sources belonging legally to two

individuels.
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The present law peraits a wife with independent sources
of income to pey a tax on the basis of a return sepsrate from
her husband; also in western States where community property
laws exist, husbands and wives are overmitted to separate income
into two returns for computiang the income tax. This privilege
of using separate returns has a very definite advantage when
the combined income of the husband and wife would be subject to
the higher progressive rates. For example, a wife and husband,
each with $R0,000 of net income, would pay an income tax on a
joint return which would be about 50 percent larger than the com-
bined taxes computed in two separate returns. is a result, the
small number of returns of wives now filed separately reduce income
tax receipts materially.

There is a possibility that the additional revenue awbeinabed

Lpae Yoan Mt arbonpalr f anteriade
might be somewhat *ess- due to the fact that sources of income now
iegally belonging to the wife would be turned over to other
members of the family in order to avoid higher surtax rates. It N
) ) T T o

is believed that this kind of evasion would He-205095ed—b0=ia—amty
S—Sbl—mrer—of—blye cases of wives filing senarate returns.
One of the reasons for separate sources of income between husband
and wife now, that of avoiding income taxes, would be eliminated
but it is believed that there would remain substantizl other

reasons for a wife holding her own property or being given &

part of her husband's.
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It mey be suggested that such a revision in the income
L ar Rt X .
taex law would swmesest hardshio in the cases vhere two separate
establishments are maintained. If this seemed likely, en
appropriate revision could be madqaaccording to the general
plen of the income tax law)by broadening the provisions anolying
to personal exzemptions in the case of -medwbemsmee—eof an establish-

ment. In other words, it would not be impossible to brozden the

orovision for head or heads of familiss to meet this situstion.





