17 T.C. 3 (1951)

Expenses for voluntary travel abroad for study and research by a professor are
considered personal expenses and are not deductible as ordinary and necessary
business expenses under Section 23(a)(1)(A) of the Internal Revenue Code when the
trip is not required by the employer but is undertaken to enhance the professor’s
prestige and reputation.

Summary

Manoel Cardozo, a professor, sought to deduct expenses incurred during a voluntary
summer trip to Europe for research. The Tax Court ruled against Cardozo, finding
that the expenses were personal in nature and not required for his employment. The
court emphasized that the trip was not mandated by the university and was
primarily for enhancing Cardozo’s reputation and scholarship, not for maintaining
his current position. This case illustrates the distinction between deductible
business expenses and non-deductible personal expenses related to education and
professional development.

Facts

Manoel Cardozo was an Assistant Professor of History and Romance Languages at
The Catholic University of America. During the summer of 1947, Cardozo voluntarily
traveled to Europe for study and research, paying for the trip himself. His purpose
was to enhance his prestige, improve his scholarly reputation, and better equip
himself for his duties at the university. The university did not require or mandate
this trip for his continued employment or potential promotion.

Procedural History

Cardozo claimed a deduction on his 1947 income tax return for expenses related to
his European trip. The Commissioner of Internal Revenue disallowed the deduction,
arguing that the expenses were personal. Cardozo petitioned the Tax Court, which
upheld the Commissioner’s determination.

Issue(s)

Whether expenses incurred for voluntary foreign travel for research by a university
professor constitute deductible ordinary and necessary business expenses under
Section 23(a)(1)(A) of the Internal Revenue Code, or non-deductible personal
expenses under Section 24(a)(1) of the Code.

Holding

No, because the expenses were deemed personal, as the trip was voluntary, not
required by the university, and primarily intended to enhance the professor’s
general reputation and scholarship rather than to fulfill specific job requirements or
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maintain his existing position.
Court’s Reasoning

The Tax Court reasoned that the expenses were not directly connected to the
performance of Cardozo’s duties as a professor nor were they “necessary” within the
meaning of Section 23(a)(1)(A). The court emphasized that the trip was voluntary
and not required by the university. The court referenced the Supreme Court case
Welch v. Helvering, 290 U.S. 111, stating that expenditures, to be deductible, must
be both ordinary and necessary. The court also distinguished this case from Hill v.
Commissioner, 181 F.2d 906, where expenses for summer school were deductible
because they were required to maintain the teacher’s existing position. Here,
Cardozo’s trip was to enhance his reputation and potential for future promotion, not
to maintain his current job. The court concluded that the expenses fell within the
category of personal expenses, which are specifically non-deductible under Section
24(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code. The court quoted I.T. 4044, stating that
“expenses incurred for the purpose of obtaining a teaching position, or qualifying for
permanent status, a higher position, an advance in the salary schedule, or to fulfill
the general cultural aspirations of the teacher, are deemed to be personal expenses
which are not deductible in determining taxable net income.”

Practical Implications

This case clarifies the distinction between deductible educational expenses and non-
deductible personal expenses for professionals, particularly academics. It
establishes that voluntary expenses incurred to enhance one’s general reputation or
qualifications, rather than to meet specific requirements of their current job, are
generally not deductible. Legal professionals should use this case to advise clients
on whether educational expenses are directly related to maintaining their current
employment or are primarily for career advancement. Later cases and IRS guidance
have built on this principle, focusing on whether the education maintains or
improves skills required in the individual’s current employment, or meets express
requirements of the employer or applicable law or regulations imposed as a
condition of continued employment.
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