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33 T.C. 930 (1960)

The  phrase  “sale  or  exchange”  in  the  context  of  nonrecognition  of  gain  from
corporate liquidations, does not include involuntary conversions like destruction of
property via explosion, and thus, gains from such conversions are taxable.

Summary

Kent Manufacturing Corporation suffered a loss when its plant and equipment were
destroyed by an explosion. The company received insurance proceeds exceeding the
adjusted basis of the destroyed assets and subsequently liquidated. Kent sought to
exclude the gain from the involuntary conversion from its gross income, claiming it
qualified for nonrecognition under Section 392(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954.  The Commissioner of  Internal  Revenue determined the gain was taxable,
arguing that an involuntary conversion did not constitute a “sale or exchange” as
required by the Code. The Tax Court agreed with the Commissioner, holding that
Section 392(b) did not apply to involuntary conversions, and therefore, the gain was
includible in the corporation’s taxable income. The Court looked at the ordinary
meaning of “sale or exchange” and found no indication that Congress intended to
include involuntary conversions under this term in the relevant sections of the code.

Facts

Kent Manufacturing Corporation, a Maryland corporation, manufactured
fireworks.
On July 16, 1954, an explosion destroyed the company’s plant and equipment,
which were used solely in its trade or business.
The adjusted basis of the destroyed assets was $44,850.59.
The company received $63,027.40 in insurance proceeds for the loss, realizing
a gain of $18,176.81.
On October 9, 1954, Kent resolved to liquidate and distribute its assets to
shareholders.
In its fiscal year 1955 tax return, Kent reported a gain from the involuntary
conversion and elected to apply Section 392(b) of the 1954 Code.
The Commissioner determined the gain was taxable because an involuntary
conversion does not constitute a “sale or exchange.”

Procedural History

The Commissioner issued a notice of deficiency to Kent Manufacturing Corporation,
disallowing  the  exclusion  of  the  gain  from  the  involuntary  conversion  and
determining tax deficiencies for the fiscal years ended June 30, 1953, and June 30,
1954. The corporation contested the deficiencies in the United States Tax Court.

Issue(s)

Whether the gain realized by Kent Manufacturing Corporation from the1.



© 2025 SCOTUSreports.com. All rights reserved. | 2

involuntary conversion of its assets due to an explosion constitutes a “sale or
exchange” under Section 392(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

Holding

No, because the court held that the involuntary conversion did not constitute a1.
“sale or exchange” within the meaning of Section 392(b).

Court’s Reasoning

The court began by noting that the core issue hinged on the interpretation of “sale
or exchange” as used in Section 392(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. The
court reasoned that, as the statute did not explicitly define “sale or exchange,” its
ordinary  and  commonly  accepted  meaning  should  apply.  The  court  found  no
indication that  Congress intended to include involuntary conversions within the
scope  of  “sale  or  exchange”  in  the  relevant  sections  (337  and  392)  regarding
nonrecognition of gain or loss during corporate liquidations. The court differentiated
between Section 1231(a), which deals with recognized gains and losses from sales,
exchanges,  and involuntary conversions,  and Sections 337(a)  and 392(b),  which
concern nonrecognition of gain, and it determined that the former was inapplicable
to the present case. The court pointed out that for nonrecognition to apply under
either section 337 or 392, the transaction has to be a “sale or exchange.” The court
noted that “Unless the gains and losses referred to in section 1231(a) are unaffected
by sections 337(a) and 392(b) and are otherwise recognized, that section has no
application  to  either  of  them.”  The  court  also  mentioned  that,  even  assuming
involuntary conversions were included, the explosion occurred before the plan of
liquidation, which would preclude nonrecognition under section 337(a).

Practical Implications

This case clarifies that involuntary conversions are not automatically treated as
sales or exchanges for purposes of tax law, particularly in the context of corporate
liquidations and nonrecognition of gain. It instructs attorneys and tax professionals
that the specific language and intent of the relevant tax code sections must be
carefully examined. It indicates that when a corporation experiences an involuntary
conversion of assets prior to the formal adoption of a plan of liquidation, the gain
from the conversion is generally taxable. The decision emphasizes the importance of
adhering to the plain meaning of statutory terms unless there is clear evidence of a
different  congressional  intent.  Practitioners  should  consider  this  ruling  when
advising clients on the tax implications of asset destruction, insurance proceeds, and
corporate  liquidations.  It  highlights  the  need  to  carefully  time  events  such  as
liquidations  in  relation  to  involuntary  conversions.  This  case  has  practical
implications for corporations dealing with similar situations, as the timing of events
(such as the date of the involuntary conversion and the date of the adoption of a plan
of liquidation) determines the taxability of gains.


