Forcum-James Co. v. Commissioner, 7 T.C. 1195 (1946)

A family partnership will not be recognized for federal tax purposes where the
family members do not contribute capital originating with them, nor substantially
contribute to the control, management, or vital services of the business.

Summary

The Tax Court examined whether purported gifts of partnership interests to family
members were bona fide, thereby shifting the tax burden. The Forcum-James
Construction Co. partnership allegedly underwent restructuring, with partners
gifting portions of their interests to spouses and children. The Commissioner
challenged these restructurings, arguing that the family members did not genuinely
contribute to the partnership’s operations. The court held that the restructured
partnerships lacked economic reality for tax purposes because the donees did not
contribute original capital or substantially participate in the business.

Facts

» The Forcum-James Construction Co. was a contracting partnership.

« Original partners purportedly gifted portions of their partnership interests to
family members (wives and children) in late 1940 and early 1941.

» These gifts were documented via letters to the partnership, directing
reallocation of capital accounts.

» Some donees signed contracts as partners when necessary but did not actively
manage the business.

» The partnership’s operations remained largely unchanged after the purported
gifts.

e The Commissioner challenged the validity of these family partnerships for tax
purposes, arguing the donees did not contribute capital or services.

Procedural History

The Commissioner determined deficiencies in the petitioners’ income tax for 1941,
asserting that the purported family partnerships were not valid for tax purposes.
The petitioners contested this determination in the Tax Court, arguing the gifts of
partnership interests were valid and shifted the tax burden to the donees.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the purported gifts of partnership interests to family members
created valid partnerships for federal tax purposes, thereby allowing the
original partners to shift the tax burden to the donees.

Holding

1. No, because the donees did not contribute capital originating with them, nor
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did they substantially contribute to the control, management, or vital services
of the business.

Court’s Reasoning

The court relied on Commissioner v. Tower, 327 U.S. 280 (1946), and Lusthaus v.
Commissioner, 327 U.S. 293 (1946), which established the criteria for recognizing
family partnerships. The court stated that “If she [a wife] either invests capital
originating with her or substantially contributes to the control and management of
the business, or otherwise performs vital additional services, or does all of these
things she may be a partner as contemplated by 26 U. S. C. §§ 181, 182.” The court
found that the donees did not invest capital originating with them; instead, there
was merely a reallocation of existing capital. The court also found that the donees’
limited involvement (signing contracts when necessary) did not amount to
substantial contributions to the control, management, or vital services of the
business. Therefore, the court concluded that the purported new partnership
relation lacked reality for federal tax purposes.

Practical Implications

Forcum-James Co., read in conjunction with Tower and Lusthaus, provides a
framework for evaluating the validity of family partnerships for tax purposes. It
emphasizes that simply gifting partnership interests to family members is
insufficient to shift the tax burden. The donees must demonstrate genuine economic
participation by contributing original capital, actively managing the business, or
providing vital services. This case informs how the IRS and courts scrutinize family
business arrangements to prevent tax avoidance. Later cases applying this ruling
examine the specific activities of the purported partners, focusing on their decision-
making power, control over business operations, and contributions to the business’s
success. This case highlights the importance of documenting genuine contributions
by all partners, regardless of familial relationship, to ensure the partnership is
recognized for tax purposes.

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



