
© 2025 SCOTUSreports.com. All rights reserved. | 1

23 T.C. 789 (1955)

Whether  advances  to  a  corporation by  its  shareholder  are  considered loans  or
capital  contributions  depends  on  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  the  court  will
consider all facts, including financial circumstances, to determine the nature of the
advances for tax purposes.

Summary

Martin M. Dittmar, a sole proprietor in the lumber business,  formed Lone Star
Lumber  Company to  secure  a  lumber  supply  during a  shortage.  Dittmar  made
numerous  advances  to  Lone  Star,  but  no  interest  was  charged,  no  repayment
schedule was established, and no security was taken. Lone Star operated at a loss,
and  when  it  liquidated,  Dittmar  sought  a  bad  debt  deduction  for  the  unpaid
advances.  The  Tax  Court  had  to  determine  whether  the  advances  were  loans
(deductible as bad debts) or capital contributions (subject to capital loss treatment).
The court found the advances were capital contributions, considering factors such as
the corporation’s consistent losses, the absence of typical loan terms, and the fact
that Dittmar’s advances essentially underwrote the company’s operations. The court
also addressed the timing of the loss, ruling that it was sustained in the year of
liquidation, when the investment became worthless.

Facts

Martin M. Dittmar, a sole proprietor of Dittmar Lumber Company, incorporated
Lone Star Lumber Company to secure lumber supplies. Dittmar was the primary
shareholder and made 627 advances to Lone Star. The advances were used for
capital equipment, working capital, and to meet obligations. Lone Star operated at a
loss except for one year. No interest was charged on the advances, no formal notes
or security were taken, and no repayment schedule was set. Lone Star sold its assets
in 1949 but continued to operate in liquidation. When Lone Star fully liquidated in
1950, the remaining balance of the advances was $49,153.75. Dittmar sought to
deduct the advances as bad debts on his tax returns,  but the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue disallowed the deductions.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue disallowed the bad debt deductions claimed
by Dittmar for advances to Lone Star. Dittmar filed a petition with the U.S. Tax
Court, challenging the disallowance. The Tax Court heard the case and determined
that the advances were capital contributions, not loans, and the loss was a capital
loss, deductible in the year of liquidation, 1950.

Issue(s)

1.  Whether  the advances made by Dittmar to  Lone Star  were loans or  capital
contributions.
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2. If the advances were capital contributions, in which year did Dittmar’s loss occur?

Holding

1.  No,  the  advances  were  capital  contributions  because  the  facts  revealed  the
advances were used to finance the operations of the business, with no safeguards as
a loan and no reasonable expectation of repayment.

2. Yes, the loss occurred in 1950 because that was the year in which Lone Star was
liquidated and the investment became worthless.

Court’s Reasoning

The Tax Court analyzed whether the advances were loans or capital contributions,
noting that this determination is a question of fact. The court considered various
factors to ascertain the true intent of the parties. The court cited legal precedent
indicating that the form of the transaction, the parties’ expressions of intent, the
relationship  between  the  advances  and  stock  ownership,  and  the  adequacy  of
corporate capital are all  relevant. Key to the court’s decision were: Lone Star’s
consistent losses, the lack of typical loan characteristics (no interest, no repayment
schedule, no security), and the fact that Dittmar’s advances essentially underwrote
Lone Star’s  operations.  Furthermore,  the liquidation proceedings supported this
conclusion, with debts to outside creditors being paid in full before any distribution
to Dittmar. This conduct suggested Dittmar acted more like a shareholder bearing
the risks of the venture. Regarding the timing of the loss, the court applied the
regulations governing stock worthlessness, finding the loss was sustained in 1950
when the liquidation was complete, and there was no prospect of further recovery
on the capital contribution.

Practical Implications

This case provides guidance on distinguishing loans from capital contributions in
closely  held  corporations.  Lawyers  advising  clients  forming  or  investing  in
corporations  should  carefully  structure  financial  arrangements.  The  absence  of
typical loan characteristics such as interest, maturity dates, and security can be a
significant factor indicating a capital contribution rather than a loan. The lender’s
behavior, the corporation’s financial condition, and the relative contributions of debt
and equity are also highly significant. This case also demonstrates the importance of
identifying  when  an  investment  becomes  worthless  for  tax  purposes.  A  capital
contribution  is  generally  treated  as  part  of  the  stock’s  basis.  If  the  capital
contribution is determined to be a loan to the corporation it can be written off as a
bad debt. The holding on loss timing highlights that the identifiable event triggering
worthlessness is critical for deduction purposes. Subsequent cases have consistently
applied these factors to analyze the nature of shareholder advances to corporations,
and the timing of any losses for tax purposes.


