
(C
)

Tax
A

nalysts
2004.A

llrights
reserved.Tax

A
nalysts

does
notclaim

copyrightin
any

public
dom

ain
or

third
party

content.

U.S. Ruling Could Affect Italian

Partnerships With U.S. Branch

Offices

by Alessandro Adelchi Rossi

Reprinted from Tax Notes Int’l, August 30, 2004, p. 825



Correspondents
Africa: Zein Kebonang, University of Botswana, Gaborone
Albania: Adriana Civici, Ministry of Finance, Tirana
Angola: Trevor Wood, Ernst & Young, Lisbon
Anguilla: Alex Richardson, Anguilla Offshore Finance Centre, Anguilla
Antigua: Donald B. Ward, PricewaterhouseCoopers Center, St. John’s
Argentina: Cristian E. Rosso Alba, Rosso Alba, Francia & Asociados, Buenos Aires
Armenia: Suren Adamyan, Association of Accountants and Auditors of Armenia, Yerevan
Australia: Graeme S. Cooper, University of Sydney, Sydney; Richard Krever, Deakin
University, Melbourne.
Austria: Markus Stefaner, Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration,
Vienna
Bahamas: Hywel Jones, Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce Trust Company (Bahamas) Ltd.,
Nassau
Bangladesh: M. Mushtaque Ahmed, Ernst & Young, Dhaka
Barbados: Patrick B. Toppin, Pannell Kerr Forster, Christ Church
Belgium: Werner Heyvaert, Nauta Dutilh, Brussels; Marc Quaghebeur, Vandendijk & Partners,
Brussels
Bermuda: Wendell Hollis, Ernst & Young, Bermuda
Botswana: I.O. Sennanyana, Deputy Director, Tax Policy, Ministry of Finance & Development
Planning, Gaborone
Brazil: David Roberto R. Soares da Silva, Farroco & Lobo Advogados, São Paulo
British Virgin Islands: William L. Blum, Solomon Pearl Blum Heymann & Stich LLP, St.
Thomas, USVI and New York
Bulgaria: Todor Tabakov, Interlex, Sofia
Cameroon: Edwin N. Forlemu, International Tax Program, Harvard University, Cambridge
Canada: Brian J. Arnold, Goodmans, Toronto, Ontario; Jack Bernstein, Aird & Berlis, Toronto,
Ontario; Martin Przysuski, Srini Lalapet, and Hendrik Swaneveld, Transfer Pricing and
Competent Authority Services, BDO Dunwoody, Toronto (Markham) Ontario
Caribbean: Bruce Zagaris, Berliner, Corcoran, and Rowe, Washington, D.C.
Cayman Islands: Timothy Ridley, Maples & Calder Asia, Hong Kong
Chile: Macarena Navarrete, Ernst & Young, Santiago
China (P.R.C.): David D. Liu, Sidley Austin Brown & Wood, Shanghai; Jinyan Li, York
University, Toronto; Lawrence Sussman, O’Melveny & Myers LLP, Beijing
Cook Islands: David R. McNair, Southpac Trust Limited, Rarotonga
Croatia: Hrvoje Zgombic, Zgombic & Partners, Zagreb
Cyprus: Theodoros Philippou, PricewaterhouseCoopers, Nicosia
Czech Republic: Michal Dlouhy, White & Case, Prague
Denmark: Nikolaj Bjørnholm, Bech-Bruun Dragsted Law Firm, Copenhagen
Dominican Republic: Dr. Fernándo Ravelo Alvarez, Santo Domingo
Eastern Europe: Iurie Lungu, Graham & Levintsa, Chisinau
Egypt: Farrouk Metwally, Ernst & Young, Cairo
Estonia: Helen Pahapill, Ministry of Finance, Tallinn
European Union: Joann M. Weiner, Facultés Universitaires Saint-Louis, Brussels
Fiji: Bruce Sutton, KPMG Peat Marwick, Suva
Finland: Marjaana Helminen, University of Helsinki in the Faculty of Law, Helsinki
France: Marcellin N. Mbwa-Mboma, Baker & McKenzie, New York; Olivier Delattre, Latham
& Watkins, Paris
Gambia: Samba Ebrima Saye, Income Tax Division, Banjul
Germany: Jörg-Dietrich Kramer, Ministry of Finance, Berlin/Bonn; Rosemarie Portner, Meilicke
Hoffmann & Partner, Bonn; Klaus Sieker, Flick Gocke Schaumburg, Frankfurt
Ghana: Seth Terkper, Chartered Accountant/Tax Expert, Accra
Gibraltar: Charles D. Serruya, Baker Tilly, Gibraltar
Greece: Alexandra Gavrielides, Athens
Guam: Stephen A. Cohen, Carlsmith Ball LLP, Hagatna
Guernsey: Neil Crocker, PricewaterhouseCoopers, St. Peter Port
Guyana: Lancelot A. Atherly, Georgetown
Hong Kong: Colin Farrell, PricewaterhouseCoopers, Hong Kong
Hungary: Daniel Deak, Budapest University of Economics, Budapest

Iceland: Indridi H. Thorlaksson, Reykjavik
India: Nishith M. Desai, Nishith Desai Associates, Mumbai; Sanjay Sanghvi, RSM & Co., Mumbai
Indonesia: Freddy Karyadi, Karyadi & Co Law and Tax Office, Jakarta
Iran: Mohammad Tavakkol, Maliyat Journal, College of Economic Affairs, Tehran
Ireland: Kevin McLoughlin, Ernst & Young, Dublin
Isle of Man: Richard Vanderplank, Cains Advocates & Notaries, Douglas
Israel: Joel Lubell, Teva Pharmaceutical Industries, Ltd., Petach Tikva; Doron Herman, S. Friedman
& Co. Advocates & Notaries, Tel-Aviv
Italy: Alessandro Adelchi Rossi and Luigi Perin, George R. Funaro & Co., P.C., New York;
Gianluca Queiroli, Cambridge, Massachusetts
Japan: Gary Thomas, White & Case, Tokyo; Shimon Takagi, White & Case, Tokyo
Jersey: J. Paul Frith, Ernst & Young, St. Helier
Kenya: Glenday Graham, Ministry of Finance and Planning, Nairobi
Korea: Chang Hee Lee, Seoul National Univ. College of Law, Seoul, Korea
Kuwait: Abdullah Kh. Al-Ayoub, Kuwait
Latin America: Ernst & Young LLP, Miami
Latvia: Andrejs Birums, Tax Policy Department, Ministry of Finance, Riga
Lebanon: Fuad S. Kawar, Beirut
Libya: Ibrahim Baruni, Ibrahim Baruni & Co., Tripoli
Lithuania: Nora Vitkuniene, International Tax Division, Ministry of Finance, Vilnius
Luxembourg: Jean-Baptiste Brekelmans, Loyens & Loeff, Luxembourg
Malawi: Clement L. Mononga, Assistant Commisioner of Tax, Blantyre
Malaysia: Jeyapalan Kasipillai, University Utara, Sintok
Malta: Dr. Antoine Fiott, Zammit Tabona Bonello & Co., and Lecturer in Taxation, Faculty of Law,
University of Malta, Valletta
Mauritius: Ram L. Roy, PricewaterhouseCoopers, Port Louis
Mexico: Jaime Gonzalez-Bendiksen, Baker & McKenzie, Juarez, Tijuana, Monterrey, and
Guadalajara; Ricardo Leon-Santacruz, Sanchez-DeVanny Eseverri, Monterrey
Middle East: Aziz Nishtar, Nishtar & Zafar, Karachi, Pakistan
Monaco: Eamon McGregor, Moores Rowland Corporate Services, Monte Carlo
Mongolia: Baldangiin Ganhuleg, General Department of National Taxation, Ulaanbaatar
Morocco: Mohamed Marzak, Agadir
Myanmar: Timothy J. Holzer, Baker & McKenzie, Singapore
Nauru: Peter H. MacSporran, Melbourne
Nepal: Prem Karki, Regional Director, Regional Treasury Directoriate, Kathmandu
Netherlands: Eric van der Stoel, Otterspeer, Haasnoot & Partners, Rotterdam; Dick Hofland,
Freshfields, Amsterdam; Michaela Vrouwenvelder, Amsterdam; Jan Ter Wisch, Allen & Overy,
Amsterdam
Netherlands Antilles: Dennis Cijntje, KPMG Meijburg & Co., Curaçao; Koen Lozie, Deurle
New Zealand: Adrian Sawyer, University of Canterbury, Christchurch
Nigeria: Elias Aderemi Sulu, Lagos
Northern Mariana Islands: John A. Manglona, Saipan
Norway: Frederik Zimmer, Department of Public and International Law, University of Oslo, Oslo
Oman: Fudli R. Talyarkhan, Ernst & Young, Muscat
Panama: Leroy Watson, Arias, Fabrega & Fabrega, Panama City
Papua New Guinea: Lutz K. Heim, Ernst & Young, Port Moresby
Peru: Italo Fernández Origgi, Yori Law Firm, Lima
Philippines: Benedicta Du Baladad, Bureau of Internal Revenue, Manila
Poland: Dr. Janusz Fiszer, Warsaw University/White & Case, Warsaw
Portugal: Francisco de Sousa da Câmara, Morais Leitao & J. Galvão Teles, Lisbon; Manuel
Anselmo Torres, Galhardo Vilão, Torres, Lisbon
Qatar: Finbarr Sexton, Ernst & Young, Doha
Romania: Sorin Adrian Anghel, Senior Finance Officer & Vice President, The Chase Manhattan
Bank, Bucharest
Russia: Scott C. Antel, Ernst & Young, Moscow; Joel McDonald, Salans, London
Saint Kitts–Nevis: Mario M. Novello, Nevis Services Limited, Red Bank
Saudi Arabia: Fauzi Awad, Saba, Abulkhair & Co., Dammam
Sierra Leone: Shakib N.K. Basma and Berthan Macaulay, Basma & Macaulay, Freetown
Singapore: Linda Ng, White & Case, Tokyo, Japan
Slovakia: Alzbeta Harvey, Principal, KPMG New York
South Africa: Peter Surtees, Deneys Reitz, Cape Town
Spain: José M. Calderón, University of La Coruña, La Coruña
Sri Lanka: D.D.M. Waidyasekera, Mt. Lavinia
Sweden: Leif Mutén, Professor Emeritus, Stockholm School of Economics
Taiwan: Keye S. Wu, Baker & McKenzie, Taipei; Yu Ming-i, Ministry of Finance, Taipei
Trinidad & Tobago: Rolston Nelson, Port of Spain
Tunisia: Lassaad M. Bediri, Hamza, Bediri & Co., Legal and Tax Consultants, Tunis
Turkey: Mustafa Çamlica, Ernst & Young, Istanbul
Turks & Caicos Islands, British West Indies: Ariel Misick, Misick and Stanbrook, Grand Turk
Uganda: Frederick Ssekandi, Kampala
United Arab Emirates: Nicholas J. Love, Ernst & Young, Abu Dhabi
United Kingdom: Trevor Johnson, Trevor Johnson Associates, Wirral; Eileen O’Grady,
barrister, London; Jefferson P. VanderWolk, Baker & McKenzie, London
United States: Richard Doernberg, Emory Univ. School of Law, Atlanta GA.; James Fuller,
Fenwick & West, Palo Alto
U.S. Virgin Islands: Marjorie Rawls Roberts, Attorney at Law, St. Thomas, USVI
Uruguay: Dr. James A. Whitelaw, Whitelaw Attorneys, Uruguay
Uzbekistan: Ian P. Slater, Arthur Andersen, Almaty
Vanuatu: Bill L. Hawkes, KPMG, Port Vila
Venezuela: Ronald Evans, Baker & McKenzie, Caracas
Vietnam: Frederick Burke, Baker & McKenzie, Ho Chi Minh City
Western Samoa: Maiava V.R. Peteru, Kamu & Peteru, Apia
Yugoslavia: Danijel Pantic, European Consulting Group, Belgrade
Zambia: W Z Mwanza, KPMG Peat Marwick, Lusaka
Zimbabwe: Prof. Ben Hlatshwayo, University of Zimbabwe, Harare

TAX NOTES INTERNATIONAL
Copyright 2004, Tax Analysts

ISSN 1048-3306

Editor: Cathy Phillips

Special Reports Editor: Alice Keane Putman

Managing Editor: Maryam Enayat

Deputy Editor: Doug Smith

Production: Paul M. Doster

Chief of Correspondents: Cordia Scott (cscott@tax.org)

Executive Director and Publisher: Chris Bergin

Senior Executive Editor: Robert Manning

Editor-in-Chief, International: Robert Goulder

Founder: Thomas F. Field

(C
)

Tax
A

nalysts
2004.A

llrights
reserved.Tax

A
nalysts

does
notclaim

copyrightin
any

public
dom

ain
or

third
party

content.



Tax Notes International August 30, 2004 • 825

U.S. Ruling Could Affect Italian
Partnerships With U.S. Branch Offices

by Alessandro Adelchi Rossi

Generally, Italian — and other non-U.S. —
professional partnerships that wish to ex-

pand their operations in the United States must
make specific determinations — for example, how
to allocate the partnerships’ profits; whether the
allocation method adopted has substantial eco-
nomic effect; the source of the U.S.-resident part-
ner’s distributive share of the partnership
income; and whether a U.S.-resident partner is a
resident of the United States under the applicable
income tax treaty.

Following a revenue ruling issued earlier this
year by the U.S. Internal Revenue Service in con-
nection with the Germany-U.S. tax treaty,1 a pro-
fessional firm organized as a partnership under
Italian law with a branch office in the United
States now also must determine the U.S. tax rami-
fications for its Italian-resident partners of the

partnership’s allocable share of income attribut-
able to that U.S. office, even though the Italian
residents do not perform any services in the
United States. The ruling represents a sharp
change in the IRS’s view on this matter, as dis-
cussed below.

Taxation of Foreign Partners Under
U.S. Law

The income derived by non-U.S.-resident indi-
viduals from the performance of personal services
in the United States is generally treated as
U.S.-source income2 effectively connected with the
conduct of a trade or business in the United States
by the nonresident alien individual,3 and as such

Practitioners’
Corner

Alessandro Adelchi Rossi is with George R.
Funaro & Co., P.C., in New York.

1Rev. Rul. 2004-3, 2004-7 IRB 486, 2004 WTD 20-11 or Doc
2004-1818.

2See section 861(a)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. However,
in very limited circumstances (namely, when the Italian individ-
ual is not in the United States for over 90 days during the taxable
year, the compensation does not exceed US $3,000, and the ser-
vices are performed as an employee of or under a contract with an
Italian or other foreign person not engaged in a trade or business
in the United States, or are performed for an Italian or other for-
eign office or place of business of a U.S. person), the income of an
Italian individual from the performance of personal services in
the United States is excluded from U.S.-source income. See IRC
section 861(a)(3)(A), (B), (C).

3See IRC sections 864(b)(1) and 864(c)(3).
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it is taxed at the regular graduated rates. How-
ever, gross personal services income of nonresi-
dent a l ien indiv iduals i s a lso sub jec t to
withholding at source at a rate of 30 percent.4 In
most cases this will result in overwithholding be-
cause the 30 percent rate is almost as high as the
top marginal rate due on effectively connected in-
come and is imposed without allowance for
deductions.

IRC section 701 provides that a partnership is
not subject to income tax. Rather, the persons car-
rying on the business of the partnership as part-
ners are liable for income tax in their separate or
individual capacities. A partner must determine
its income tax by separately taking into account
its distributive share of the partnership’s income.5

The requirement of a fixed base permits
independent contractors to extend their
operations into other countries without
multiplying their burdens of tax
compliance.

Under IRC section 875(1), a nonresident alien
individual who is a partner in a partnership en-
gaged in a U.S. trade or business is himself consid-
ered to be so engaged. IRC section 871(b)(1)
provides that a nonresident alien individual may
be taxed on taxable income that is effectively con-
nected with the conduct of a U.S. trade or
business.

Also, under the so-called limited force of attrac-
tion rule, all U.S.-source income of a non-U.S. part-
ner engaged in a U.S. trade or business (with the
exception of categories of periodic income — for
example, dividends, interest, and royalties — and
capital gains that are unrelated to the U.S. trade
or business of the foreign partner) is “attracted” to
the U.S. trade or business6 and is subject to U.S.
tax.7

However, the domestic provisions must be ap-
plied with due regard to any U.S. treaty obligation
that applies to a taxpayer.8 For Italian residents,
in most cases, article 14 of the Italy-U.S. tax treaty

in force9 provides relief from U.S. tax, as dis-
cussed in the following paragraph.

Article 14 of the Treaty
Article 14 sets forth the general rule for the tax

treatment of income derived from the perfor-
mance of services in an independent capacity by
an individual or a group of individuals (for exam-
ple, a partnership). Under the general rule, an in-
dividual who is a resident of Italy and who derives
income from performing personal services is taxed
in his country of residence only, unless (1) the ser-
vices are performed in the United States and (2)
the services are attributable to a “fixed base”
maintained by the individual in the United
States,10 or the individual is present in the United
States for a period or periods aggregating more
than 183 days in the fiscal year concerned.

It should be observed that under the new in-
come tax treaty and protocol, which the two coun-
tries signed on August 25, 1999, but that has not
yet entered into force,11 the 183-day rule has been
eliminated. Therefore, independent personal ser-
vices would be taxed in the United States only if
the individual is operating from a fixed base.

The ‘Fixed Base’ Concept
A fixed base has the same purpose as a perma-

nent establishment, namely to determine which
country has primary taxing jurisdiction.12 As a
practical matter, the requirement of a fixed base
permits independent contractors to extend their
operations into other countries without multiply-
ing their burdens of tax compliance.

Its significance is perhaps best explored
through the following example.

Example 1
Consider the steps an Italian lawyer would go

through to expand his business in the United

826 • August 30, 2004 Tax Notes International
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4See IRC section 1441(a).
5See IRC section 702. Under IRC section 702(b), the character

of an item of income, gain, loss, deduction, or credit is determined
as if that item was realized directly from the source from which it
was realized by the partnership or incurred in the same manner
as incurred by the partnership.

6IRC section 864(c)(2).
7IRC section 864(c)(3).
8See IRC section 894(a)(1).

9That treaty and protocol between the United States and Italy
entered into force on December 20, 1985.

10Exceptions to this rule are provided for specific categories of
income under articles 16 (directors’ fees), 17 (performance income
of artists and athletes), 20 (particular income of professors and
teachers), and 21 (particular income of students and trainees).

11On November 5, 1999, the U.S. Senate approved the new
treaty subject to a reservation requiring the removal of the “main
purpose” test and subject to an understanding that the competent
authorities would have the authority to obtain and provide infor-
mation held by financial institutions and others. President
Clinton signed the U.S. Instruments of Ratification on December
28, 1999. However, the new treaty has not yet been ratified by It-
aly, and will enter into force once the instruments of ratification
are exchanged.

12See E. Michaud, Intertax 68, 72 (1987).
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States. The Italian lawyer is likely to approach
the U.S. market through meetings with potential
clients, seminars, the intermediation of local pro-
fessionals (lawyers, accountants, and so forth),
and similar means. These transactions could
cause the Italian lawyer to be “doing business” in
the United States. If the performance of services
in the United States was exposed to taxation by
that country, the Italian lawyer could easily find
himself subject to the burdens of complying with
the U.S. tax requirements. Although the actual
amount of that tax might not be intolerable (par-
ticularly if it were offset by appropriate credits in
Italy), the mere fact of becoming a taxpayer in an-
other country could add up to significant adminis-
trative burdens and obstacles to overseas
transactions.

With article 14 setting the existence of a “fixed
base” as a threshold of taxation by the country of
source, the Italian lawyer in the example could
render his services in the United States free of
U.S. tax. This protection extends, however, only to
a limited extent. If the Italian lawyer in example 1
above finds a particularly favorable reception for
his services in the United States, he might also
find it convenient, in order to pursue his U.S. busi-
ness more effectively, to open his own U.S. office.
However, an Italian independent contractor with
a more extensive presence in the United States is
plausibly also in a better position to comply with
U.S. income taxation requirements.

Article 14 incorporates this view by elevating
this type of presence to the status of fixed base.
When the Italian lawyer establishes a protracted
presence in the United States, he is treated as
having accepted the same terms of participation
in the U.S. economy as are imposed on U.S.
lawyers.

Whether a fixed base is regularly available to a
person is determined based on all the facts and
circumstances. In general, the term encompasses
situations when a fixed base is at the disposal of
the individual whenever he performs services in
that country.13

Example 2
An Italian resident partner in a law firm that

has offices in the United States is considered to
have a fixed base regularly available to him in the
United States if work space in those offices
(whether or not the same space) is made available
to him whenever he wishes to conduct business in
the United States, regardless of how frequently.

On the other hand, an Italian professional who
has no office in the United States and occasionally
rents a hotel room to serve as a temporary office is
not considered to have a fixed base regularly
available to him.

Computation of the Profits
Attributable to a Fixed Base

In general, the provision of article 7 (business
profits) of the treaty could be used as guidance for
interpreting and applying article 14. Thus, for ex-
ample, similar to a permanent establishment, ex-
penses incurred for the purposes of a fixed base,
including general and administrative expenses,
are deductible in computing the income attribut-
able to that fixed base.14

However, unlike article 7, in article 14 the in-
come of the Italian lawyer in example 2 above
would have to be attributable not only to his U.S.
fixed base, but also to services performed in the
United States. By way of comparison, article 7
does not contain a similar source rule requiring
that all of the income-generating activities be per-
formed in the country where the permanent estab-
lishment is located.

The application of this source rule is illustrated
by the following example involving a partnership.

Example 3
An Italian partnership has 10 partners, nine of

whom are resident and perform personal services
only in Italy and one of whom performs personal
services from a U.S. office that constitutes a fixed
base under article 14.

Under the partnership agreement, the 10 part-
ners share profits equally. The nine Italian part-
ners are taxable only in their country of residence
(that is, Italy) because they performed all of their
activities there,15 but they have to comply with the
U.S. reporting requirements of IRC section
6114(a).16

Practitioners’ Corner

13See the Treasury technical explanation to article 14 of the
1996 U.S. model treaty.

14See OECD commentary to article 14, par. 3.
15Therefore, under article 14, the normal U.S. domestic rules

do not apply. Those rules require treating each partner of a part-
nership that derives U.S. effectively connected income as having
a U.S. permanent establishment (or fixed base).

16IRC section 6114(a) provides that a taxpayer who takes a po-
sition that a tax treaty overrules or modifies the domestic law
must disclose that position on the tax return or other prescribed
form. IRC section 6114(b) permits the secretary of the treasury to
waive the requirements of IRC section 6114(a) if the waiver does
not impede assessment and collection of tax. Treas. reg. section
301.6114-1(c) lists the circumstances in which that reporting re-
quirement is waived. Under Treas. reg. section 301.6114-1(c)(4),

(Footnote continued on next page.)
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However, if one of the nine Italian partners
worked in the United States on a matter involving
the U.S. office, his share of the income attributable
to the fixed base is taxable in the United States.

It should be observed that on April 29, 2000, the
OECD Council deleted article 14 from the OECD
model treaty on the assumption that there were
no intended differences between the concept of
“permanent establishment” and “fixed base," that
is, between articles 5 and 14, including the compu-
tation of profits under articles 7 and 14.

IRS’s Prior Position
In a 1993 private letter ruling,17 the IRS con-

firmed the source rule of article 14 requiring that,
for a foreign partner to be subject to U.S. tax, his
activities must be performed in the United States
through a fixed base. The ruling involved a law
firm organized as a partnership under German
law. The partnership had a branch office in New
eYork City.

The one U.S.-resident partner performed ser-
vices only in the United States and, according to
the German tax authorities, was taxable only in
the United States while residing there. The part-
nership and the U.S.-resident partner had exe-
cuted an agreement allocating all of the New York
office’s profits to the U.S.-resident partner.

The U.S. tax authorities have grown
uncomfortable, from a policy
standpoint, with the position adopted in
the 1993 letter ruling.

Citing the technical explanation of paragraph 1
of article 14 of the Germany-U.S. treaty, the IRS
ruled that, because the U.S. resident partner only
performed the services for the partnership in the
United States, he was only taxable in the United
States on his distributive share of partnership in-

come under article 14 of the Germany-U.S. income
tax treaty.

By the same token, the income derived by the
non-U.S. resident partners in Germany was only
taxable to them in Germany because they did not
perform any services in the United States.

IRS’s View
Over the years, the U.S. tax authorities have

grown uncomfortable, from a policy standpoint,
with the position adopted in the 1993 letter rul-
ing. To satisfy inquiries from both agents and the
taxpayers, on January 29, 2004, the IRS issued
Rev. Rul. 2004-3.

The ruling was issued in connection with a Ger-
man service partnership with offices in both Ger-
many and the United States. The U.S. office was a
fixed base under article 14 of the Germany-U.S.
tax treaty. The partnership had two partners: a
nonresident alien individual who was a resident
of Germany under article 4 of the Germany-U.S.
treaty and a U.S. resident. The German-resident
partner performed services solely at the partner-
ship’s office in Germany and the U.S.-resident
partner performed services solely at the partner-
ship’s office in the United States. The two partners
agreed to divide the profits of the partnership
equally.

The IRS determined that the fixed base of a
partnership was attributed to its partners for ap-
plying article 14 of the relevant treaty. In reach-
ing its conclusions, the IRS relied on IRC section
875 (under which a nonresident alien individual
who is a partner in a partnership that is engaged
in a U.S. trade or business is himself considered to
be so engaged) and some case law. Namely, the IRS
cited Donroy,18 in which the court held that the
U.S. permanent establishment of a partnership
was attributable to a foreign person that was a
limited partner under the 1942 Canada-U.S. in-
come tax treaty. Also, the IRS cited Unger,19 in
which the court followed the holding in Donroy,
noting that it stood for the proposition that the of-
fice or permanent establishment of a partnership
is, as a matter of law, the office of each of the part-
ners — whether general or limited.

828 • August 30, 2004 Tax Notes International
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if a partnership that has the taxpayer as a partner discloses on its
information return a position for which reporting is otherwise re-
quired by the taxpayer, the taxpayer is then excused from disclos-
ing that position on a return. Therefore, if an Italian partnership
discloses on its Form 1065 its position that the Italy-U.S. income
tax treaty overrides or modifies the application of IRC section 875
and other domestic provisions to the non-U.S. resident partners
of that partnership, those partners do not have to file U.S. federal
income tax returns to disclose that position.

17LTR 9331012.

18Donroy, Ltd. v. United States, 301 F.2d 200 [9 AFTR 2d
1129] (9th Cir. 1962).

19Unger v. Commissioner, 936 F.2d 1316, 1319 [68 AFTR 2d
91-5204] (D.C. Cir. 1991). The IRS also cited Johnston v. Commis-
sioner, 24 T.C. 920 (1955) (holding that a partnership’s perma-
nent establishment is deemed to be a permanent establishment of
its partners) and Rev. Rul. 90-80, 1990-2 C.B. 170 (same).
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The IRS, without regard to whether the Ger-
man-resident partner performs services in the
United States, held that he is subject to U.S. net
income tax on his allocable share of income from
the partnership to the extent that that income is
attributable to the fixed base regularly available
to him in the United States.

As a result of the IRS’s holding in Rev. Rul.
2004-3, LTR 9331012 was no longer in accord with
the IRS’s views, and it was revoked.20

Because article 14 of the Italy-U.S. treaty is
similar to article 14 of the Germany-U.S. treaty,21

Rev. Rul. 2004-3 is also applicable in interpreting
the Italy-U.S. treaty.

Interpretation of the Italy-U.S. Treaty
According to the IRS, income from the perfor-

mance of personal services includes all income at-
tributable to the fixed base for personal services
carried on by the partnership (whether by the
partner himself, other partners in the partner-
ship, or by employees assisting the partners). The
IRS was probably unhappy with an interpretation
of a treaty that would limit its jurisdiction over
non-U.S. partners of partnerships engaged in a
U.S. trade or business, even though it is a general-
ly accepted principle that a treaty cannot amplify,
but can limit, a country’s tax jurisdiction.

With a narrow reading of article 14 of the trea-
ty, it may be argued that to be subject to U.S. tax,
an Italian member of a partnership with a fixed
base in the United States should directly perform
his activities in the United States. In that case,
the IRS interpretation might be contrary to the
spirit of the treaty.

Generally, the interpretation of a treaty is a
question of law, with the treaty language itself as
the starting point.22 The clear language controls

unless the “application of the words of the treaty
according to their obvious meaning effects a result
that is inconsistent with the intent or expecta-
tions of the signatories.”23

Thus, to ensure its fair operation, the Italy-U.S.
treaty must be interpreted in a manner that gives
effect to the intent of the parties, as ascertained
from the text, context, and history of the treaty, in-
cluding the course of conduct of both countries.24

However, U.S. courts have held that when exam-
ining a provision of a tax treaty, its purpose and role
within the U.S. tax structure must be examined, not
just its literal language.25 The legislative, judicial,
and administrative agencies of the United States
tend to interpret tax treaties more as statutes than
contracts, giving undue weight to unilateral inter-
pretive materials and underemphasizing materi-
als that reflect the mutual views of both
contracting states.26 This U.S. practice of treaty
interpretation diverges greatly from the Italian
and international practice and seems to be con-
firmed by the ruling under review.

Conclusion
The language of the Italy-U.S. treaty appears to

be sufficient to make an argument that, to be sub-
ject to U.S. tax, an Italian resident with a fixed
base in the United States must directly perform
his activities in the United States. However, Rev.
Rul. 2004-3 clearly indicates that the IRS has
taken a precise position on the issue that would
adversely affect non-U.S. resident members of
professional partnerships with branch offices in
the United States. As a result, the ruling might
generate controversy in this area, making it more
difficult for Italian, as well as other non-U.S., pro-
fessional partnerships to decide on a course of ac-
tion to expand their operations in the United
States.

Practitioners’ Corner

20LTR 200420012.
21The Italian treaty also includes a minimum-presence (more

than 183 days) test as an alternative to the fixed base test.
22See Eastern Air Line Inc. v. Floyd, 499 U.S. 530, 534 (1991).

23See TAM 199941007.
24See, for example, Air France v. Saks, 470 U.S. 392 (1985).
25See, for example, Great-West Life Assurance Company v.

United States, 678 F.2d 180 (Ct. Cl. 1982).
26See American Law Institute, Federal Income Tax Project: In-

ternational Aspects of United States Income Taxation II (1992).
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