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In Klee v. U.S.,4 the court
held that even though an oral
trust is invalid under local law
(Kansas law), it did not apply to
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like the government. Although
the trust may not be enforced
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Winchester Trust Co., a son who
received a two-thirds interest in
his mother’s estate was permitted
to re-convey that interest to his
father as executor of the estate
while the son was insolvent. The
court held that under the theory
of oral trust, the conveyance was
proper because the deceased and
her husband had entered into an
agreement, pursuant to which her
own property, standing in her
name and paid for with the
husband’s wages, should be held
for their joint benefit.
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