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Mills v. Wyman, 20 Mass. 207(1825)
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Webb v. McGowin, 27 Ala. App. 82, 168 So. 196(1935)
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Webb v. McGowin, 27 Ala. App. 82, 168 So. 196(1935)
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Webb v. McGowin, 27 Ala. App. 82, 168 So. 196(1935)

4. The averments of the complaint show that in saving McGowin from death or
grievous bodily harm, appellant was crippled for life. This was part of the
consideration of the contract declared on. McGowin was benefited. Appellant
was injured. Benefit to the promisor or injury to the promisee is a sufficient
legal consideration for the promisor's agreement to pay.
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5. Under the averments of the complaint the services rendered by appellant
were not gratuitous. The agreement of McGowin to pay and the acceptance of
payment by appellant conclusively shows the contrary.
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In re Hatten's Estate, 233 Wis. 199, 288 N.W. 278 (1939)
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