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Congress seems intent on taxing the labor component of carried interests as ordinary income. If that
must be done, it should be simple and accurate. The
method of taxation provided for under the current
legislative proposal is neither.
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In 1905 Albert Einstein published ‘‘On the Electrodynamics of Moving Bodies,’’1 his explanation of the theory
of special relativity. That paper revolutionized humankind’s understanding of the universe, linked time and
space, and ushered in the Atomic Age. It required almost
31 pages of dense prose. Congress has proposed a change
to the taxation of partners who contribute services to
partnerships, with a statutory provision that runs 32
pages.2
How can that be? Income taxation is not nuclear
physics, and yet the carried interest legislation is a horror
of complexity. In my experience, extreme complexity is
not caused by a bad answer to a good question, but by
asking the wrong question. And so it is with the carried
interest legislation.
If practicalities were no matter, a partner who contributed services to a partnership would recognize compensation income on the exchange in an amount equal to the
value of the partnership interest received. Because that
partner might contribute cash or property along with
services, it could be difficult to separate the portion of the
partnership interest received for the services as opposed
to the portion received for the cash or property. Fortunately, because the law assumes equal values are exchanged in an arm’s-length transaction,3 rather than
measure the value of the partnership interest received,
we can measure the value of the services contributed. To
be sure, putting a fair value on that labor can be difficult,
but if practicalities were no matter that would be the
right answer.
Once the service component is taxed, the partner
would be treated as if he had received cash for the
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services. That cash is then treated as recontributed to the
partnership. While there are some technical issues that
arise from adopting that circular flow of cash analysis in
the context of partnerships,4 it actually is a familiar
characterization: Whenever taxpayers transfer services or
properties in a taxable exchange, each transferor is
treated as receiving cash that is then treated as used to
purchase the property acquired in the exchange. Indeed,
every court to address the issue has held that the
contribution of services to a partnership should be taxed
in that manner.5
Because a contributor of services is taxed as if paid in
cash followed by a contribution of that cash, there are no
further tax implications of the transaction: A service
partner’s share of partnership profits, like any other
partner’s share of partnership profits, will be determined
by reference to the activities of the partnership. In
particular, if the partnership sells or exchanges a capital
asset held for more than one year, each partner’s share of
the gain is treated as long-term capital gain, and that will
remain true whether the partner contributed cash, property, or services to the venture. Therefore, if practicalities
were no matter, taxation of a service partner would be
handled at the time of contribution and no further
difficulties would arise.
But practicalities do matter. In general, neither the
value of the services contributed to a partnership nor the
value of the partnership interest received in exchange can
be valued objectively, and it is for that reason that courts
have been willing to accept taxpayer arguments that
partnership profits interests should be ascribed relatively
little value.6 Ultimately, the Service agreed that in most
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rowing,13 the recharacterization of partnership distributions of property as sales,14 and the proper
correspondence of losses to past and future gains.15
There is also a conceptual problem that proposed
section 710 answers only by ignoring it: the proper tax
treatment of extraordinary returns. Consider, for example, a partner who contributes $10,000 worth of labor
to a start-up partnership in exchange for a remote chance
of eventual and substantial profit. That is, suppose there
is a very great likelihood that the service partner will
receive nothing and a small chance that the partner will
receive $1 million. If the partner gets nothing, he gets no
deduction for the labor contributed and lost. But if he
gets the million, how should it be taxed? Under proposed
section 710, it is treated entirely as compensation. But it is
not compensation16; it is a return on a very risky investment (to be sure, an investment of labor rather than
capital), and extraordinary returns to extraordinary risk
are the touchstone of capital gains treatment.17 Proposed
section 710 would call all of the $1 million compensation,
but calling a dog’s tail a leg does not give the dog five
legs.18
If the service provider joined a corporation rather than
a partnership, this problematic taxation either would not
occur or could be avoided. If a taxpayer contributes
service in exchange for stock, the exchange generally is
taxable immediately, and then sale of the stock qualifies
for capital gain.19 If ownership of the stock is restricted,
the taxpayer can obtain the same taxation by filing an
election under section 83(b).
Proposed section 710 also permits a service partner to
file an election under section 83(b),20 but what is particularly unfair in a provision full of unfairness is that this
election does not take the service provider out of section
710. That is, the partner can be taxed at the time of
contribution on the full value of the labor contributed to
the venture and then still be subject to recharacterization
of the distributive share as compensation when income is
generated by the partnership.21
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15
Proposed section 710(a)(2).
16
See Abrams, ‘‘Taxation of Carried Interests,’’ supra note 4.
17
See Abrams, ‘‘Taxation of Carried Interests: The Reform
That Did Not Happen,’’ supra note 11, at 215-223.
18
This observation often is ascribed to Abraham Lincoln.
19
See section 83(a).
20
Proposed section 710(d)(7)(A)(ii).
21
Amounts included under section 83 at the time of contribution are treated under proposed section 710 as ‘‘contributed
capital,’’ but that does not preclude the subsequent application
of proposed section 710 to the service provider.
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cases the determination of the value of a profits interest is
administratively unworkable, and so the government
promulgated a rule allowing most taxpayers to treat the
value as zero. Proposed regulations have been promulgated that continue and formalize that administrative
solution.7
It is clear that Congress wishes to reverse that administrative position, and the obvious way to do so would be
for Congress to provide that a partner who contributes
services to a partnership is taxable on the value of the
services contributed. As indicated above, the courts have
already held that is the law, and there are express
parallels in the statutory provisions governing family
partnership8 and S corporations.9 To be sure, mandating
valuation of services contributed to a partnership will
result in some additional litigation, but it is litigation of a
kind that already arises in a variety of familiar circumstances. At most, Congress need only expressly provide
that the exchange of services for a partnership interest is
a taxable event.10
If getting to the right answer would take a sentence,
why does the carried interest proposal run 32 pages? The
proposal attempts to impose compensation treatment on
a service partner without having to value the services.
How can that be done?
It can’t. Much of the complexity in proposed section
710 lies in its attempt to distinguish returns on contributed services from returns on contributed capital. Of
course, that is nothing but the valuation problem pushed
from the time of contribution to the time of the partnership’s earning; by pushing the problem forward, additional complexities arise. Some are technical and have
been identified by many commentators.11 Problems include the proper conversion of returns to labor becoming
invested capital,12 the proper treatment of partner bor-
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ships raise special concerns. Proposed section 710 is
misguided because it badly accomplishes something that
can be done much more simply and effectively (if it
should be done at all). All tax laws should be fair and
simple: Proposed section 710 should be rejected or rewritten not because partners are special, but precisely because they are not.
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If taxing a service partner’s labor component is so
simple when done properly, why has Congress opted for
the complex and imperfect rules in section 710? It is hard
to know for sure, but one possibility is that several
academics proposed alternatives to the valuation problem without actually drafting proposed legislation that
would implement their proposals,22 and in the abstract
many things seem simple. There are, of course, other
possible theories that explain the unnecessary complexity,23 but nothing can justify Congress’s proposal when a
better alternative is so obvious.
Perhaps Congress is worried that immediate taxation
of a service partner is overly harsh. Imposition of taxation on labor income usually is deferred until receipt of
funds by the service provider. There are at least two
possible responses to the burden that acceleration of
income imposes on the service provider. The first is to
force an immediate valuation of the labor component and
then use that figure to taint subsequent income from the
venture. Suppose, for example, that the labor component
is worth $10,000. A revised section 710 could say that the
first $10,000 of income to the service partner from the
venture (whether from distributive share, sale of the
partnership interest, or sale of a distributed asset) will be
recharacterized as compensation income. This avoids
acceleration of income to the service provider without
permitting conversion of labor income into capital gain.
The second alternative is to permit the service provider to
elect out of proposed section 710 and into immediate
taxation on the value of any services contributed to the
venture. While this does not remove the complexity of
proposed section 710, it will permit many taxpayers to
avoid it by making the election, and it equalizes the
taxation of service partners with shareholders who make
elections under section 83(b).
A few commentators have argued against proposed
section 710, not because it is overly complex or unfairly
taxes a service partner, but because increasing the effective rate of tax on partnership income will reduce investments and job creation.24 That conclusion presumably is
true but the argument is misguided. Any imposition of
an income tax reduces the incentives to work and to
invest, but that is no truer for partnerships and their
service partners than it is for corporations and their
employees. The proper trade-off between the economic
benefit of lower tax rates and the government’s need for
revenue permits no easy answer, but there is no reason to
think that service providers to capital-intensive partner-

