
© 2025 SCOTUSreports.com. All rights reserved. | 1

6 T.C. 956 (1946)

A husband and wife can be recognized as bona fide partners in a business for federal
income tax purposes, even if state law restricts spousal partnerships, provided they
genuinely intend to conduct the business together and share in profits and losses.

Summary

The Tax Court addressed whether a husband and wife operated a business as equal
partners for the 1941 tax year. The Commissioner argued the husband was the sole
owner  and  taxable  on  all  profits.  The  court,  applying  the  intent  test  from
Commissioner v. Tower, found a valid partnership existed based on the wife’s capital
contribution, services rendered, and demonstrated control over her share of the
profits. The court also considered the circumstances surrounding the formation of
the  partnership,  the  informal  bookkeeping  practices  and  the  role  of  capital  in
generating income. The court held that the income should be split between the
partners. The court disallowed a portion of a salary deduction due to a lack of
evidence.

Facts

The petitioner, Mr. Anderson, started a machine tool and die business in 1938. His
wife,  Mrs.  Anderson,  assisted  him.  After  two  unsuccessful  partnerships,  Mr.
Anderson operated under the name Standard Die Cast Die Co. In 1940, the business
struggled.  Mrs.  Anderson  invested  $1,000,  borrowed  from her  mother,  on  the
condition that Mr.  Anderson shift  to the machining business and recognize her
ownership interest.  They executed a partnership agreement effective January 1,
1941, agreeing to share ownership, profits, and liabilities equally. Mrs. Anderson
contributed  capital  and  performed  significant  services,  including  office
administration  and  payroll.  The  company’s  bookkeeping  was  informal,  and  the
partnership wasn’t disclosed to customers due to a lawyer’s advice about Michigan
law. Mrs. Anderson exercised control over her share of the profits, withdrawing
substantial amounts for various purposes.

Procedural History

The  Commissioner  determined  that  Mr.  Anderson  was  the  sole  owner  of  the
Standard  Die  Cast  Die  Co.  in  1941  and  assessed  a  deficiency  based  on  that
determination. The Andersons petitioned the Tax Court for a redetermination of the
deficiency.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the petitioner and his wife were equal partners in the Standard Die Cast
Die Co. during 1941 for income tax purposes.

2. Whether the salary paid to Walter Anderson was reasonable.
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Holding

1. Yes, because the petitioner and his wife genuinely intended to, and did, carry on
the business as partners during 1941, evidenced by the partnership agreement, Mrs.
Anderson’s capital contribution and services, and her control over her share of the
profits.

2. No, because the petitioner failed to provide sufficient evidence to prove that the
services provided by Walter Anderson had a greater value than that which was
determined reasonable by the Commissioner.

Court’s Reasoning

The court applied the rule from Commissioner v. Tower, focusing on whether the
parties truly intended to join together to carry on business and share profits/losses.
The court found the partnership agreement, Mrs. Anderson’s capital contribution,
and her services (office work, payroll) indicated a genuine intent to be partners. The
court acknowledged that the laws of Michigan may not permit a contract of general
partnership between husband and wife. The court stated further that “a bona fide
partnership  between  husband  and  wife  will  be  recognized  under  the  Federal
revenue laws despite provisions of state law to the contrary.” The court emphasized
that Mrs. Anderson exercised complete control over her share of the profits. The
court dismissed the significance of the informal bookkeeping prior to 1942. The
court  also  emphasized  the  importance  of  Mrs.  Anderson’s  capital  contribution,
stating that “it was her contribution of $1,000 which provided the capital necessary
to convert to that type of activity.” Regarding Walter Anderson’s salary, the court
stated that the petitioner provided insufficient evidence to rebut the Commissioner’s
determination of reasonableness.

Practical Implications

Anderson  v.  Commissioner  clarifies  that  spousal  partnerships  can  be  valid  for
federal tax purposes, even if state law has restrictions. The case underscores the
importance  of  documenting  the  intent  to  form  a  partnership,  demonstrating
contributions of capital or services by each partner, and ensuring that each partner
exercises control over their share of the business. This case highlights the need for
clear documentation of partnership agreements, capital contributions, and the active
involvement of each partner in the business’s operations. Later cases will examine
whether the parties acted in accordance with the agreement. This case serves as a
reminder that substance prevails over form in tax law. It remains relevant for cases
involving family-owned businesses and the determination of partnership status for
tax purposes.


