Massey-Ferguson, Inc. v. Commissioner, 57 T. C. 228 (1971)

A taxpayer may deduct losses from the abandonment of intangible assets, provided
they can demonstrate the intention to abandon and the act of abandonment of
clearly identifiable and severable assets.

Summary

In Massey-Ferguson, Inc. v. Commissioner, the Tax Court allowed deductions for
losses from the abandonment of certain intangible assets acquired through a
business acquisition. The case involved Massey-Ferguson, Inc. , which sought
deductions for the abandonment of the Davis trade name, a general line
distributorship system, and the going-concern value of an operation it had
purchased. The court found that these assets were clearly identifiable and severable,
and that the taxpayer had shown both the intention and act of abandonment in 1961.
However, deductions were disallowed for the Pit Bull trade name and the Davis
product line, as the taxpayer failed to prove their abandonment in the same year.
This decision clarified the criteria for deducting losses from abandoned intangible
assets, emphasizing the need for clear identification and proof of abandonment.

Facts

In 1957, Massey-Ferguson, Inc. (M-F, Inc. ) exercised an option to purchase all
assets of Mid-Western Industries, Inc. (MI), including intangible assets like the Davis
and Pit Bull trade names, the Davis product line, a general line distributorship
system, and the going-concern value of MI’s operations. M-F, Inc. allocated
$719,319. 60 of the purchase price to these intangible assets. By 1961, M-F, Inc. had
discontinued using the Davis name, terminated the distributorship system, and
ceased operations at MI's Wichita facility. M-F, Inc. claimed a deduction for the
abandonment of these assets in its 1961 tax return, which the Commissioner
disallowed, leading to the present case.

Procedural History

M-F, Inc. filed a petition with the Tax Court challenging the Commissioner’s
disallowance of its 1961 deduction for the abandonment of intangible assets. The
Tax Court heard the case and issued its opinion in 1971, allowing deductions for
some, but not all, of the claimed abandoned assets.

Issue(s)

1. Whether M-F, Inc. is entitled to a deduction for the abandonment of the Davis
trade name in 19617

2. Whether M-F, Inc. is entitled to a deduction for the abandonment of the general
line distributorship system in 19617?

3. Whether M-F, Inc. is entitled to a deduction for the abandonment of the going-
concern value of the MI operation in 19617?
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4. Whether M-F, Inc. is entitled to a deduction for the abandonment of the Pit Bull
trade name in 19617
5. Whether M-F, Inc. is entitled to a deduction for the abandonment of the Davis
product line in 19617

Holding

1. Yes, because M-F, Inc. permanently discarded the Davis name in 1961, evidenced
by its replacement with the Massey-Ferguson name and the expiration of Mr. Davis’
covenant not to compete.

2. Yes, because M-F, Inc. permanently discarded the general line distributorship
system in 1961, as it terminated the system and switched to a different marketing
approach.

3. Yes, because M-F, Inc. abandoned the going-concern value of the MI operation in
Wichita in 1961 by terminating the operation and offering its facilities and
employees to other employers.

4. No, because M-F, Inc. failed to show that it abandoned the Pit Bull name in 1961,
as the name was discontinued before that year.

5. No, because M-F, Inc. failed to demonstrate that it permanently discarded the
Davis product line in 1961, as the products were only modified, not abandoned.

Court’s Reasoning

The court applied Section 165(a) of the Internal Revenue Code, which allows
deductions for losses sustained during the taxable year, to determine the
deductibility of abandonment losses. The court relied on the principle that a
taxpayer must show an intention to abandon and an act of abandonment, as
established in Boston Elevated Railway Co. The court found that the Davis trade
name, the general line distributorship system, and the going-concern value of the MI
operation were clearly identifiable and severable assets that were abandoned in
1961. The court rejected the respondent’s argument that the termination of the
distributorship system was akin to normal customer turnover, emphasizing that an
entire asset was abandoned. For the Pit Bull name and the Davis product line, the
court held that M-F, Inc. failed to prove abandonment in 1961. The court also
considered the valuation of the intangible assets, using expert testimony and the fair
market value approach to allocate the lump-sum payment among the assets. The
court’s decision was influenced by the need to clarify the treatment of intangible
assets in tax law and to provide a framework for future cases involving abandonment
losses.

Practical Implications

This decision provides a clear framework for taxpayers seeking deductions for the
abandonment of intangible assets. It emphasizes the importance of demonstrating
both the intention and act of abandonment, as well as the need to clearly identify
and sever the assets in question. Legal practitioners should advise clients to

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



maintain detailed records of the acquisition and subsequent treatment of intangible
assets to support claims of abandonment. The case also highlights the distinction
between the abandonment of an entire asset and normal business turnover, which is
crucial in assessing the validity of a deduction claim. Subsequent cases have applied
this ruling to similar situations involving the abandonment of intangible assets,
reinforcing its significance in tax law. Businesses should consider the potential tax
implications of discontinuing operations or marketing strategies and plan
accordingly to maximize potential deductions.
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