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Shaw v. Commissioner, 59 T. C. 375 (1972)

Income received by an individual but earned by a corporation through its operations
is  taxable  to  the  individual  under  Section  61,  with  a  potential  deduction  for
payments to the corporation as business expenses under Section 162.

Summary

R. W. Shaw III, an insurance agent and sole shareholder of American and Shaw
Ford, received insurance commissions which he deposited into corporate accounts.
The Tax Court ruled that these commissions were taxable to Shaw under Section 61
as he was the named agent in the contracts. However, Shaw was allowed to deduct
payments  made to  Shaw Ford as  business  expenses  under  Section 162,  less  a
portion deemed reasonable compensation for his role in generating the income. The
court’s decision hinged on who controlled the enterprise and the capacity to produce
income, not merely who received the proceeds.

Facts

R. W. Shaw III was the sole shareholder and president of American and Shaw Ford.
He  was  individually  licensed  as  an  insurance  agent  and  entered  into  agency
contracts with South Texas Lloyds and Keystone Life Insurance Co. Shaw received
commission payments from these contracts, which he deposited into the accounts of
American and Shaw Ford. The commissions were generated by the corporations’
employees, who handled all aspects of the insurance sales and claims. Shaw did not
directly participate in these sales but occasionally acted as a ‘closer’ and provided
supervisory oversight. The corporations bore all costs associated with the insurance
business, and Shaw received no salary from them during the years in question.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined deficiencies in Shaw’s federal
income tax for  1964 and 1965,  asserting that  the insurance commissions were
taxable to Shaw. Shaw contested this, arguing the commissions belonged to the
corporations. The case was heard by the U. S. Tax Court, which ruled that the
commissions were taxable to Shaw under Section 61 but allowed deductions under
Section 162 for payments made to Shaw Ford, less a portion deemed reasonable
compensation for Shaw’s role.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the insurance commissions received by Shaw are taxable to him under
Section 61 of the Internal Revenue Code.
2. Whether Shaw is entitled to a deduction under Section 162 for payments made to
American and Shaw Ford.

Holding
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1. Yes, because Shaw was the named agent in the insurance contracts and received
the commissions, making him taxable under Section 61.
2. Yes, because Shaw is entitled to a deduction under Section 162 for payments
made  to  Shaw  Ford  as  business  expenses,  less  a  portion  deemed  reasonable
compensation for his role in generating the income; and yes, because the entire
amount paid to American is deductible due to the Commissioner’s failure to prove
otherwise.

Court’s Reasoning

The court applied Section 61, which defines gross income, to determine that Shaw
was taxable on the commissions since he was the named agent and received the
payments. The court emphasized substance over form, focusing on who controlled
the enterprise and the capacity to produce income, rather than merely who received
the  proceeds.  The  court  rejected  the  argument  that  state  law  prohibiting
corporations  from acting  as  insurance  agents  precluded  the  corporations  from
earning  the  income,  citing  cases  where  corporations  derived  income  from the
activities of licensed individuals. The court allowed a deduction under Section 162
for payments to Shaw Ford, less 25% deemed reasonable compensation for Shaw’s
role, based on the Cohan rule due to lack of clear evidence on the amount. The
entire payment to American was deductible because the Commissioner failed to
prove American’s expenses or Shaw’s compensation from American. The court noted
concurring opinions agreeing with the result but differing on the rationale, and a
dissent arguing the income should be taxed to the corporations.

Practical Implications

This decision impacts how income is attributed between related parties, particularly
when an individual acts as an agent for a corporation. Attorneys should carefully
analyze who controls the enterprise and the capacity to produce income, not just
who receives the proceeds, when determining taxability. The case also highlights the
importance  of  documenting  corporate  expenses  and  compensation  to  support
deductions under Section 162. Businesses should be aware that even if state law
prohibits certain activities, the substance of the transaction may still result in tax
consequences for the individual. This ruling has been applied in later cases involving
similar issues of income attribution and has influenced the development of tax law
regarding the allocation of income between related parties.


