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| asked the j ;
the plaintiff entitled to. They would not forget that tha
| defendant had not dared to appesar to defend the astion.
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BREACH OF PROMISE BY A MIRFIELD FARMER.

Miss Sarah Senior, daughter of Allen Senior, null |
roreman, Dewsbury, brouguat an action against Mr. Geo. |
Fawcett, furmer, Whitley, near Mirfield, to recover
demages for breach of promise to marry. The defence,
as stated in the pleadings, was that no promise was made,
and that if it were made, 1t was afterwards rescinded by

f

Mr. Kursgaw and Mr. PEroy MIDDLETON appearad for
tha Plaintift | and the Defendant was unrepresented. |'

Mr. KERSEAW, in stating the case, said that the first
‘promige t0 marry was made in 1878. 'The parties becama
acquainted in 1877. 'The defendant asked the plaintiff if
she would agres to be engaged to him, and she replied
that he had better go with her to her father’s house. He
did so, and was recaived by the family as Miss Senior's |
accepted suitor. When the courtship had continued for

£125 damages,
accordingly,

about a year the defendant seduced the plaintiff. She
waa then about 22 years of age. Tawcatt snid he could
not be married just then, but no disgrace sbould
come upon Miss  Senior. She found  herselt
pregnant. ‘The defendant, on bsing told of her condition,
excused himsgelf from marriage by saying that hismother was
the tenant of two farms, that she was in a feeble state of
heelth and not expeoted %o live long, and that he could
not offer Miss Beniox a comfortable home while his mother
lived. Mrs, Fawcett’s death oocurred in Februaty,
1883, but the defendant had mot fuifilled his promise,
excusing himself on wvarious pretexts. The defendant
sucoeaeded to the farms on his mother's death, and was at

resent the occupant of a well-stocked farm of 45 acres.

185 Senior was now twenty-eight years of age. 'The
child born to her had never been affiliated, as
the Senior family always expected that the
plaintif would be married to the defendant.
Hence he had never oontributed a furthinr to the
child’s maintenance. While the courtship was procecd-
ing, by the express wish of the defendant, the plaiutiff,
who was titen earning 19s. a week, gave up her work at

ury to award such damages as they consiflered

The plaintiff and Ber father baving been examined, his

LOBDSHIP said it was unnecessary to call other witnesses.

The jury, after brief consultation, awarded the Plaintijf

aud his Xordship gave judgment

the mill, and as a vesult she had lost about £70. Cou-
atdaring the character of the oase, he (Mr. Kershaw)
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