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"GAMBELL v. HEGGIE.

Seduction—Evidence of Plaintiff’s Daughter Disclosing Rape
—Father’s Statutory Right of Action—Presumption of
Service—Right of Jury to Believe Part of Evidence only
—FBvidence of Paternity.

Appeal by defendant from judgment of a Divisional Court
(6 0. W. R. 184, 10 O. L. R. 489) allowing an appeal from
the judgment of Terrzer, J. (5 0. W. R. 746), dismissing
action for seduction, after disagreement of jury.

The appeal was heard by Moss, C.J.0., OSLER, (GARROW
MACLAREN, JJ.A., CLUTE, J. :

W. E. Middleton, for defendant.
T. J. Blain, Brampton, for plaintiff.

»

GArRrROW, J.A.:— . . . The action has been tried 3
times, and each time the jury disagreed.

As will be seen, defendant’s whole contention at present
is not that there is no evidence that he had had carnal con-
mection with plaintiff’s daughter, by reason whereof she be-
came pregnant and was delivered of a child, but that the
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