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Hillsborough, No. 3944
17, 1950.Nov.

Journeymen A. Mazur.Barbers v. Frank&c. Union

Broderick, plaintiff.John J. for the

Sheehan, Phinney Bass,& for the defendant.

Blandin, question be-J. The main the contracthere is whether
plaintifftween the valid,and the defendant or as the defendantis

agree-claims is void for lack of theconsideration. believe thatWe
Squarelyis in v.point appearsment valid. of Hendersonthe case

aUgalde, 221,61 Ariz. thatbarbershop proprietorwhere a claimed
contract with a barbers’ union one beforesimilar in the main to the

theus lacked consideration and was The court deniedunenforceable.
upheld citingdefendant’s contention and numerouscontractthe

Bargain-also, Teller,authorities. DisputesSee Labor and Collective
ing, (1950 Supp.).s. 163
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206, citedCommissioner, (2d.)18case of v. Wash.The Wicklund
thatby pertinent. the court heldthe defendant does not seem There
bar-theiracceptedhad not union asemployees,nonunion who the
wereagreement, whogaining agent bargaininga andunder collective
labor“directly in theon of a were not interested”idled account strike
Thereceiving compensation.fromdispute disqualifiedso as to be

unionquestion of of in thea lack consideration the contract between
perceived thatemployer was the and it is notand the not before court

presentthe case.this decision affects
un-by correct, it isSuperiorthe Court isSince the decree entered

rulings uponnecessary findingstheexceptionsto to andconsider the
which it was based.

Decreeaffirmed.

Lampron, sit;not the concurred.J., did others

Hillsborough, No. 3918.
5, 1950. 3954.Dec. No.

Courage,Robert E. Jr. v. Oliver W. Carleton.

M. Adm’x v.Courage,Edith Oliver W. Carleton.


