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COMMENT ON RECENT DECISIONS

ALIMONY—DIVORCE—POWER OF A COURT TO MODIFY ALLOWANCES BASED
ON CONTRACT.—[Missouri].—The plaintiff and the defendant prior to the
rendition of the divorce decree, and on the same day the petition for divorce
was filed, entered into a written contract settling and adjusting all of their
property rights among themselves. Plaintiff was granted a divorce and
judgment was entered in her favor, for the payment of alimony from month
to month at the rate of five hundred dollars per month so long as she re-
mained single and unmarried, as provided in the contract. Subsequently the
defendant on application had the allowance reduced to three hundred dol-
lars per month due to his changed financial condition. The plaintiff ap-
pealed, insisting that the rights of the parties were governed by the con-
tract. Held; Reversed.! The marital duty of a husband to support his wife
exists only during his lifetime. Any award which might extend beyond
his death is not an award of “alimony” but merely an approval of the con-
tractual obligation, which can only be modified by consent.

Although post-nuptial agreements? as well as property settlements grow-
ing out of the marital relation are valid,® the difficulties are apparent when
such contracts and the decree are interwoven in the same divorce litigation.
In a few jurisdictions when the court employs the agreement of the parties
in the decree, it ratifies a prior contract and on ordinary contract princi-
ples the decree cannot be modified except by consent.t This result while
seemingly more consistent with contract theory, results in binding the
parties strictly to the terms of a contract which may later prove inequi-
table.” Another reason advanced for denying modification is that since the
parties are sui juris and the obligations in substance contractual, consent
is necessary.® Such a holding ignores the proposition that the rights arise
from the decree itself, as to which the agreement is but evidence.” The
prevailing opinion is that the exercise of the power to modify is not affected
by the fact that the decree is based on an agreement of the parties.® The
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contract becomes merged in the decree and thereby loses its contractual
nature at least to the extent that modification is permitted,® rights there-
after resting on the decree and not the agreement;1® and this is o even
_where the decree settles property rights.11

The logic of the court in holding that a dead man has no duty to pay
alimony is unassailable, yet in reaching this result two prior Missouri
cases®? had to be expressly overruled. It is submitted that such a holding
flies in the face of the statute,’® and if permitted to stand, it will be an
easy matter for the parties by contract to defeat its purpose. They should
not by private agreement be permitted to abrogate laws enacted from
consideration of public concern,¢ since they are presumed to contract with
the statute in mind.*5 Furthermore the state has a social and financial
interest in the performance of the husband’s duty to support his wife,¢
and since alimony in a divorce @ vinculo is but a statutory substitute for
this common law duty,’” it would be more in accord with the public inter-
est to permit regulation. Indeed the statute itself reserves the power to
modify the decree to comport with the changed circumstances of the par-
ties.18

J. L. A,

APPEAL AND FBERROR—COURTS—EJECTMENT TO RECOVER POSSESSION AS
AcTION INVOLVING TiTLE—[Missouri].—The petition in an ejectment suit
alleged that the plaintiff was entitled to the possession of certain real
estate, unlawfully withheld by the defendant and that the defendant had
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