
M c C o l g a n ,  89 Cal. App. 2d 509
[201 P.2d 4143; Appeal of Charles R, Penington, Cal. St. Bd.
of Equal., Jan. 20, 1954; Appeal of Pearl R. BlattenberPer,
Cal. St. Bd. of Equal., March 27, 1952.) Thus in the instant
case the burden is on appellant to prove that respondent has
improperly classified it as a financial corporation. *

The "financial corporation" classification (Rev. &
Tax. Code, 0 23183 et seq.) was created by the Le islature to
comply with the federal statute (12 U,,S.C.A. 8 548) prohibiting
discrimination between national banks and other financial
corporations. (Crown Finance Corp. v. McColgan, 23 Cal. 2d
280 [144 P,2d 331-j. Marble Mortgage Co. v. Franchise Tax Board_,
241 Cal. App. - -
is not

2d 2b [SO Cal. Rptr. 3453.) Although the term
defined in the statute, the courts have held that a

financial corporation is one which deals in moneyed capital,
as opposed to other commodities (The Morris Plan Co. v.
Johnson, 37 Cal. App. 2d 621 [lo0 P.2d 4933i), and which is
in substantial competition with national banks (Crown Finance

0
Corn. v. McColaan, supra),

It is respondentgs position that appellant clearly
deals in money, that it is engaged on a large scale in a form
of financing which brings it into substantial competition with
national banks, and it is therefore a financial corporation,
as that term has been construed0 Respondent also points to
the similarities between appellant's credit card plan and the
Bankamericard plan sponsored by the Bank of America,

Appellant contends that the f~substantial competition
with national banksI which is required to classify a corpora-
tion as,financial  is a competition with the operations and
investments common to banks. Appellant argues that the
requisite competition is lacking in the instant case because
the operation by the Bank of America of a credit card plan
is not a traditional banking function but is a unique departure
from normal banking activities which had been made only by
Bank of America during the years in question. Appellant also
contends that the necessary competition with banks is not
present in this case because appellant is not a lending
institution but is engaged in rendering services to its
members.
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Furthermore appellant maintains that its plan
and the Bankame'ricard plan are quite different in the
manner in which they operate, the services which they
offer, and the public which they serve. In regard to
this last alleged distinction appellant contends that
the two credit card plans are not competitive because
the Bankamericard plan is used mainly by people desiring
to obtain consumer goods and household items, while
appellantDs  plan is primarily utilized by businessmen
and travelers.

In our opinion appellant is dealing in money *
or moneyed capital, as opposed to other commodities or
services, thereby fulfilling the first requirement for
a finding that it is a "financial corporation." Although
it is true that appellant does perform some incidental
services for its members, its primary business activity.
is purchasing valid charges made by those members from
participating merchants. Appellant itself sells none of
the goods or services procured by its cardholders,, It
merely finances those purchases by purchasing accounts
receivable from retailers, Appellant can thus be considered
to be primarily engaged in buying and selling money or its
equivalent.

We also believe that appellant's activities
bring it into substantial competition with national banks.

With regard to appellantIs contention that
competition with only one national bank which has branched
out into a new field is insufficient, it does not appear
that Bank of America was the only national bank in California
which operated a credit card plan. There is evidence that
as early as 1953 First National Bank of San Jose was offering
a charge account service which utilized & credit card. It
also appears that a number of national banks doing business
in other parts of the United States during the period in
question did have credit card plans which operated on the.
order of the Bankamericard, (Comment. The Tripartite Credit

L. Rev. 459,&;d,Transaction: A Legal-Infant, 48'Calif.

Evenif appellant were correct in its contention
that only one national bank was operating a credit card
plan, or that because of distinctions in the two plans its
credit card plan was not in competition with the Bankamericard
plan, this would not alter our opinion that appellant*s credit
operations nevertheless were substantially competitive with
the business of national banks during the years in question.

l
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Although this precise question has not been
litigated, the courts have considered whether related
activities qualify a business as a financial corporation.
In one case, @own Finance Coru. v. McColgan, supra,
23 Cal. 2d 280[144 P.2d 3311, the California Supreme
Court held that finance companies engaged in purchasing,
at a discount, conditional sales contracts of household
furnishings and other low priced articles of personal
property from small local retailers were to be regarded
as "financial corporations.11 Although the finance companies
made no loans the court found there was competition with
national banks because national banks made personal loan‘s
for the purchase of household equipment on the borrower%
credit, and national banks purchased conditional sales
contracts of the same type the finance companies purchased.

As indicated in the Crown Finance Corp. case,
supra, national banks are in the business of making personal
loans and discounting commercial paper. We understand that
these banking activities comprise an ever-increasing part
of the business of banks. The all-purpose credit card is a
device designed to facilitate the purchase of goods and
services and to stimulate "buying now and paying later."
In substance credit card programs involve the extension
of credit to the individual, which is a traditionai banking
function. As such, credit card programs must be viewed as
but one method of arranging credit rather thm as a unique
departure from normal banking activities, But for the credit
extended by appellant, both its club members and the partici-
pating merchants would have been obliged to obtain financing
from other financial institutions such as national banks. We
cannot escape the conclusion that appellant competes with
national banks doing business in California for the consumerrs
business in the area of personal financing. In view of the
large amounts of income which appellant derives from its
business in California, we conclude that that competition
is substantial,

In the appeal which it initially filed, appellant
further contended that to uphold the proposed additional
assessments would violate its constitutional rights, in view
of the fact that appellant was not given.written  notice of
the public hearing held to determine t'?e rate of tax to be
applied to banks and financial corporations during the years
in question. This argument is untenable, for it is settled
that there is no constitutional requirement for a hearing in
a quasi-legislative proceeding such as the one held to set
the tax rate applicable to banks and financial corporations, .
(Security-First National Baa_ v. Franchise Tax Board, 55 Cal.
2d 407 [ll Cal. Rptr. 289, 359 P,2d253, appeal dismissed,
368 U.S. 3 [7 L. Ed. 2d 163; Franchise Tax Board v0 Superior
Court, 36 Cal. 2d 538 [225 P.2d 9051.1
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l action in

the board
therefor,

For the above reasons we must sustain -respondent*s
this matter.

O R D E R- - - - -
Pursuant to the views expressed in the opinion of
on file in this proceeding, and good cause appearing

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREE3, pflrsuant._ ._to section 25667 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, that the
action of the Franchise Tax Board on the protests of The
Diners* Club, Inc., against proposed assessments of additional
franchise tax in the amounts of $49 112.11, $44,332.86,
$33,510.44, $8,952.90, $44,564.17,  &54,185.32> and $24,668.35
for the income years ended March 31, 1959, 19a0, 1961, 1962,
1963, 1964, and 1965, respectively, be and the same is hereby
sustained.

Done at Sacramento, California, this 1st day of
September , 1967, by the State Board of Equalization.

BL.J ik $&J&L

-~&$$Z&:.&:_
, Chairman

(j 1. &LJ/j : :::::
“. ” /

u , Member

, Member

ATTEST: , Secretary
,’
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