Weber v. Commissioner, 52 T. C. 460 (1969)

Educational expenses are not deductible as business expenses if they are primarily
for the purpose of qualifying for a new trade or business.

Summary

In Weber v. Commissioner, the Tax Court ruled that educational expenses incurred
by a patent trainee to obtain a law degree were not deductible as business expenses.
The taxpayer, employed as a patent trainee at Marathon, pursued a law degree with
the goal of becoming a patent attorney. The court held that these expenses were not
deductible under either the 1958 or 1967 regulations because they were primarily
for qualifying for a new trade or business rather than maintaining or improving
skills required in his current position. The decision underscores the importance of
the primary purpose of education in determining the deductibility of educational
expenses.

Facts

The petitioner was employed as a patent trainee at Marathon Oil Company, a
temporary position. To retain this position, he was required to pursue a law degree.
The petitioner incurred significant educational expenses in pursuit of this degree,
aiming to become a patent attorney, which would substantially improve his career
prospects and compensation. Upon completing his law degree, he passed the bar
exams in Colorado and California, becoming eligible to practice law. He later
secured a position as a patent attorney at Chevron Research Co.

Procedural History

The petitioner sought to deduct his educational expenses as business expenses
under section 162(a) of the Internal Revenue Code. The Commissioner of Internal
Revenue disallowed the deduction, leading to the case being heard by the Tax Court.
The Tax Court reviewed the case under both the 1958 and 1967 regulations
governing educational expense deductions.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the petitioner’s educational expenses for law school are deductible as
ordinary and necessary business expenses under the 1958 regulations?
2. Whether the petitioner’s educational expenses for law school are deductible as
ordinary and necessary business expenses under the 1967 regulations?

Holding

1. No, because the primary purpose of the petitioner’s legal education was to qualify
for a new trade or business (patent attorney), not to maintain or improve skills
required in his current position as a patent trainee.

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



2. No, because the 1967 regulations also disallow deductions for education that
leads to qualification in a new trade or business, which the petitioner’s legal
education did.

Court’s Reasoning

The court applied the regulations governing educational expense deductions to
determine the deductibility of the petitioner’s law school expenses. Under the 1958
regulations, the court found that the petitioner’s primary purpose was to become a
patent attorney, a new trade or business, rather than maintaining his position as a
patent trainee. The court cited the case of Owen L. Lamb, where a similar situation
led to the disallowance of educational expense deductions. The 1967 regulations
similarly disallowed deductions for education leading to qualification in a new trade
or business. The court noted that the new trade or business of a patent attorney was
sufficiently different from that of a patent trainee, and the legal education enabled
the petitioner to engage in the general practice of law, a new trade or business. The
court emphasized that the primary purpose test is crucial in determining the
deductibility of educational expenses, and in this case, the petitioner’s primary
purpose was to improve his position by becoming an attorney, not to maintain his
current job skills or position.

Practical Implications

This decision clarifies that educational expenses are not deductible if they are
primarily for the purpose of qualifying for a new trade or business. Legal
professionals advising clients on tax deductions should carefully assess the primary
purpose of any educational pursuit. The ruling impacts how taxpayers can claim
deductions for education, emphasizing that expenses related to career advancement
into a new field are not deductible. Businesses and educational institutions should
be aware of these tax implications when structuring employee training and
development programs. Subsequent cases, such as James A. Carroll and Ronald D.
Kroll, have reinforced the principle that educational expenses aimed at personal
advancement are not deductible as business expenses.
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