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

Davis v. Commissioner, 65 T. C. 1014 (1976)

Educational  expenses  incurred  to  meet  the  minimum  requirements  for  a  new
position are not deductible as business expenses under IRC section 162(a).

Summary

In Davis v. Commissioner, the Tax Court ruled that Inger P. Davis could not deduct
educational expenses for her Ph. D. program under IRC section 162(a). The court
determined that these expenses were necessary to meet the minimum educational
requirements for her new position as a full-time faculty member at the University of
Chicago,  rather  than  maintaining  or  improving  skills  in  her  existing  trade  or
business.  The  decision  underscores  the  distinction  between  expenses  for
maintaining current employment and those required to qualify for a new position,
impacting how taxpayers can claim deductions for educational costs.

Facts

Inger P. Davis, a social worker with extensive experience in casework, teaching, and
research, enrolled in a Ph. D. program at the University of Chicago’s School of
Social Service Administration. The program was primarily designed for teaching and
research, and a Ph. D. was typically required for faculty positions at the school. After
completing her degree in December 1972, Davis secured a full-time faculty position
as an assistant professor in October 1973. She sought to deduct her educational
expenses for 1969, but the Commissioner disallowed the deduction, arguing that the
expenses were not ordinary and necessary business expenses.

Procedural History

The Commissioner determined a deficiency in the Davises’ 1969 federal income tax
and disallowed the deduction for educational expenses. The Davises, representing
themselves, filed a petition with the United States Tax Court for a redetermination
of the deficiency. The Tax Court heard the case and issued its opinion on February
23, 1976, deciding in favor of the Commissioner.

Issue(s)

1. Whether educational expenses incurred by Inger P. Davis for her Ph. D. program
in 1969 are deductible under IRC section 162(a) as ordinary and necessary business
expenses.

Holding

1.  No,  because  the  educational  expenses  were  incurred  to  meet  the  minimum
educational requirements for Davis’s new position as a full-time faculty member,
which falls  under  the  nondeductible  category  described in  Treasury  Regulation
section 1. 162-5(b)(2).
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Court’s Reasoning

The Tax Court applied Treasury Regulation section 1. 162-5(b)(2), which disallows
deductions for educational  expenses required to meet the minimum educational
requirements for qualification in a new position. The court found that Davis’s Ph. D.
was necessary to secure her faculty position, despite her prior experience in social
work. The court distinguished between maintaining or improving existing skills and
obtaining education to qualify  for  a new position,  citing the case of  Arthur M.
Jungreis as precedent. The court also noted that Davis’s subsequent employment as
a lecturer and then as an assistant professor reinforced the necessity of the Ph. D.
for her new role. The court rejected the argument that Davis’s varied experience in
social  work constituted a trade or business that would allow her to deduct the
educational  expenses,  emphasizing  that  the  Ph.  D.  was  required  to  meet  the
minimum qualifications for her new faculty position.

Practical Implications

The  Davis  decision  clarifies  that  educational  expenses  incurred  to  meet  the
minimum requirements for a new position are not deductible as business expenses.
This  ruling  impacts  how taxpayers  can  claim deductions  for  educational  costs,
particularly in situations where the education leads to a new job or position. Legal
practitioners advising clients on tax deductions must carefully assess whether the
education is required for the taxpayer’s existing trade or business or if it qualifies
them  for  a  new  position.  The  decision  also  reinforces  the  importance  of
distinguishing between maintaining skills in a current role and obtaining education
for a new role, affecting how educational expenses are treated for tax purposes.
Subsequent  cases have applied this  ruling,  and it  remains relevant  in  tax  law,
particularly in disputes over the deductibility of educational expenses.


