Ward v. Commissioner, 57 T. C. 326 (1971)

Payments received under an agreement requiring future service in exchange for
educational stipends are taxable as compensation, not excludable as scholarships or
fellowship grants.

Summary

In Ward v. Commissioner, the Tax Court ruled that stipends received by Lowell D.
Ward from the Minnesota Department of Public Welfare for pursuing a master’s
degree were taxable income rather than excludable scholarships. Ward, a welfare
field representative, received these stipends under an agreement that required him
to work for the department post-graduation. The court found that these payments
were compensation for future services, not qualifying as scholarships under Section
117 of the Internal Revenue Code. The decision clarified that any payment tied to a
quid pro quo arrangement, such as a commitment to future employment, cannot be
excluded from gross income as a scholarship or fellowship grant.

Facts

Lowell D. Ward, an employee of the Minnesota Department of Public Welfare, was
granted a leave of absence and received stipends to pursue a master’s degree in
child welfare at Florida State University. The stipends, totaling $9,500 over two
years, were part of a training program funded by the state with federal assistance.
Ward signed academic training agreements requiring him to work for the
department for a period equal to his education time or repay the stipends if he did
not fulfill this obligation. Upon completing his degree, Ward was reinstated to his
previous position.

Procedural History

Ward excluded the stipends from his gross income on his federal tax returns for
1964, 1965, and 1966. The Commissioner of Internal Revenue issued a notice of
deficiency, including these amounts as taxable income. Ward petitioned the Tax
Court for a redetermination of the deficiency. The Tax Court upheld the
Commissioner’s determination, ruling that the stipends were taxable compensation.

Issue(s)

1. Whether amounts received by Ward from the Minnesota Department of Public
Welfare constituted a scholarship or fellowship grant excludable from his gross
income under Section 117 of the Internal Revenue Code.

Holding

1. No, because the stipends were compensation for future services, not scholarships
or fellowship grants, as they were conditioned on Ward’s commitment to future
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employment with the department.
Court’s Reasoning

The court relied on Section 1. 117-4(c) of the Income Tax Regulations, which
excludes from scholarships or fellowships any amounts that represent compensation
for past, present, or future employment services. The court cited Bingler v. Johnson,
where the Supreme Court upheld this regulation, stating that “bargained-for
payments, given only as a ‘quo’ in return for a quid of services rendered—whether
past, present, or future—should not be excludable from income as ‘scholarship’
funds. ” Ward’s stipends were explicitly tied to his agreement to work for the
department post-education, thus constituting a quid pro quo arrangement. The court
dismissed Ward’s argument that he had severed employment ties, noting his leave of
absence implied potential reinstatement, which he indeed received. Furthermore,
the court rejected Ward'’s reliance on Aileene Evans, citing Bingler’s undermining of
that precedent.

Practical Implications

This decision has significant implications for how educational stipends tied to future
employment commitments are treated for tax purposes. It establishes that such
stipends are taxable income rather than excludable scholarships, affecting how
employers structure educational assistance programs and how employees report
such income. Legal practitioners advising clients on tax matters must consider this
ruling when dealing with similar arrangements, ensuring that any stipends linked to
future service are reported as taxable income. The case also impacts state and
federal educational funding programs, requiring them to clearly define the nature of
stipends to avoid unintended tax consequences for recipients. Subsequent cases like
Jerry S. Turem have reaffirmed this principle, solidifying its application in tax law.
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