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Ratterree v. Commissioner, 32 T.C. 13 (1959)

An insurance broker who purchases insurance policies on his own life and receives
commissions, in the same manner as if the policies were sold to third parties, does
not realize taxable income from those commissions because the commissions are not
compensatory in nature.

Summary

The case concerns an insurance broker who purchased life insurance policies from
the companies he represented and received commissions on those policies. The IRS
determined  that  the  broker  should  have  included  the  commission  amounts  as
income. The Tax Court disagreed, holding that the commissions were not taxable
because they did not represent compensation for services. The court distinguished
between  an  insurance  broker,  who  is  not  an  employee  but  an  independent
contractor,  and an employee receiving commissions as compensation. The court
emphasized that the economic benefit derived by the broker was not compensatory
in nature.

Facts

The petitioner, an insurance broker, represented multiple life insurance companies.
During the tax year, he purchased life insurance policies on his own life through
these companies. He received commissions on these policies, in the same manner as
if he had sold those policies to third parties. The petitioner either remitted the net
premium (after deducting his commissions) to the company or remitted the gross
premium and then received the commission from the company. The IRS contended
that the commission amounts constituted taxable income.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined a deficiency in the petitioner’s
income tax. The petitioner challenged this determination in the Tax Court. The Tax
Court reviewed the case based on stipulated facts.

Issue(s)

Whether an insurance broker who receives commissions on life insurance policies
purchased for himself from companies he represents is required to include those
commissions as taxable income.

Holding

No,  because  the  commissions  received  by  the  insurance  broker  on  policies
purchased for  himself  are not  considered taxable income because they are not
compensatory.
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Court’s Reasoning

The court reasoned that the commissions received by the insurance broker were not
compensatory  in  nature  and  were  not  taxable  income.  The  court  distinguished
between an insurance broker and an employee.  The court  emphasized that the
broker’s  economic benefit  derived from his  status,  similar  to economic benefits
enjoyed  by  stockbrokers  or  real  estate  brokers  when  dealing  in  their  own
investments or property, which are not treated as income because they are not
compensatory.  The court  referenced a 1915 Treasury ruling (T.D.  2137),  which
stated that a commission retained by a life insurance agent on his own life insurance
policy is income because of the employer-employee relationship. However, the court
distinguished this precedent on the basis of the broker’s independent contractor
status.  The  court  also  referenced  and  distinguished  a  1955  ruling,  (Rev.  Rul.
55-273), finding that it could not be squared with the theory of the earlier ruling as
applied to brokers. The court concluded that the substance of the transaction was
not compensatory, and the peculiar vocabulary of the insurance industry should not
be employed to create income where none was intended. The court also addressed
and distinguished the government’s reliance on an earlier ruling by emphasizing
that the ruling specifically referenced a situation involving an employer-employee
relationship, which did not exist here.

Practical Implications

This case clarifies that independent insurance brokers who purchase insurance on
their own lives and receive commissions do not have to include these commissions
as taxable income, as these are not considered to be compensatory in nature. This
ruling is in contrast to situations involving employee insurance agents. It informs the
analysis of similar cases, emphasizing the importance of the broker’s status as an
independent contractor versus an employee when determining the tax treatment of
commissions.  The  case  highlights  the  importance  of  analyzing  the  economic
substance  of  a  transaction,  rather  than  simply  relying  on  industry-specific
terminology.  It  also  influences  how  tax  advisors  should  structure  insurance
arrangements for independent brokers. Subsequent cases involving similar factual
scenarios would likely be decided in a way that is consistent with this case.


