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Schinasi v. Commissioner, 54 T. C. 398 (1970)

Section 6013(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code, which prohibits joint tax returns
when one spouse was a nonresident alien during any part of the taxable year, does
not violate the due process clause of the Fifth Amendment.

Summary

In Schinasi  v.  Commissioner,  the Tax Court  upheld the constitutionality  of  IRC
section  6013(a)(1),  which  disallows  joint  tax  returns  when  one  spouse  was  a
nonresident alien during the tax year. The petitioner, a U. S. resident, married a
nonresident alien who became a U. S. resident mid-year and attempted to file a joint
return for 1966. The court found that the different tax treatment of nonresident
aliens provided a reasonable basis for Congress’s restriction, thus not violating due
process. This ruling clarifies the application of tax laws to mixed-status couples and
underscores Congress’s broad discretion in tax legislation.

Facts

The petitioner, a U. S. resident, married Matilde Schinasi in Israel on March 15,
1966. Matilde entered the United States on April 13, 1966, as a nonresident alien.
For the tax year 1966, the petitioner filed a joint tax return with his wife. The IRS
determined a deficiency because section 6013(a)(1) of the IRC prohibits joint returns
if either spouse was a nonresident alien at any time during the taxable year.

Procedural History

The  IRS  assessed  a  deficiency  against  the  petitioner  for  the  1966  tax  year,
disallowing the joint return. The petitioner appealed to the Tax Court, challenging
the constitutionality of section 6013(a)(1) under the Fifth Amendment’s due process
clause.

Issue(s)

1. Whether section 6013(a)(1) of the IRC, which prohibits joint tax returns if one
spouse was a nonresident alien during any part of the taxable year, violates the due
process clause of the Fifth Amendment.

Holding

1.  No,  because  the  different  tax  treatment  of  nonresident  aliens  provides  a
reasonable basis for Congress to restrict joint returns, and such restriction is not
arbitrary or capricious.

Court’s Reasoning

The  Tax  Court  found  that  section  6013(a)(1)  is  clear  and  unambiguous  in  its



© 2025 SCOTUSreports.com. All rights reserved. | 2

application.  The  court  cited  prior  cases  to  affirm  that  the  tax  treatment  of
nonresident aliens differs significantly from that of U. S. citizens and residents,
necessitating different tax filing rules. The court reasoned that the classification
made by Congress in section 6013(a)(1) was reasonable and not merely arbitrary or
capricious,  as  required by the Supreme Court’s  precedent  in  Barclay  & Co.  v.
Edwards. The court emphasized that Congress has broad authority in tax legislation,
and the restriction on joint returns for nonresident aliens was justified due to the
complexity  of  integrating  different  tax  treatments  into  a  joint  filing.  The  court
rejected the petitioner’s claim of unequal taxation, noting that the difference in tax
treatment between nonresident aliens and U. S. citizens or residents justified the
restriction.

Practical Implications

This decision reinforces the principle that Congress has wide latitude in crafting tax
legislation, particularly when distinguishing between different classes of taxpayers.
For legal practitioners, this case underscores the need to carefully consider the
residency status of  spouses when advising on tax filings.  It  also highlights  the
challenges faced by mixed-status couples in tax planning and the importance of
understanding the nuances of tax law regarding nonresident aliens. The ruling may
influence  future  cases  involving  tax  classifications  based  on  residency  and
citizenship, and it serves as a reminder of the complexities involved in international
tax  law.  Subsequent  cases  have  cited  Schinasi  in  discussions  about  the
constitutionality of tax provisions that differentiate between citizens, residents, and
nonresident aliens.


