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lier to the plaintiffs (retail traders) as hie wife, and she obtaine
goods (articles of personal attire) from thein on eredit. Soine c
te geeds were paid for by Inwood. Thtis action was brougl

in te County Court ef te County of York, against botit, fç
te price of goods not paid for,, but for which Inwood ha~

pretrnsed te pay, witen dunned. The action was afterwarc
discontinned agaiiist lnwood, who was said Vo have absconde,

The goods were éitarged by te plaintiffs in their books Vo ti
defendant Zimmerman under te naine of "Mrs. F. G. Inw<c
Jr.;" but it wss explained in te evidence titat iV ws the eustoi
of thte plaintiffs te charge goods te, the person actually buyiný
it was flot te customn te charge te husband, unless he askE
iV or te wife asked it in his presence. On seveiral occasioi
when Mns. Ziminerman ordered gooda, Inwood was present j
te plaintiffs' uhop with ber. Ail te articles bouglit were whi

might fairly be eonsidered necessary for a woman in her appa
ent station ot lite.

Judgment was given by D.ENToe, Jun. CJo. C.J., in favouri
the plaintiffs against te detendai't Ziminerman, who appeale

Thte appeal was heard by FALCONBRriDoE, C.J.K.B., BmRITC
and RnxzELt, JJ.

T. N. Phelan, for te appellant.
M. L. Gordon, for the. plaintiffs.

The judgment et te Court was delivered by RIDauL, J., WJ
(atter setting out te tacts) referred to Bowsteaid on Agene
4tit ed., p. 38; 'Watson v. Tlirelkeld (1798) 2 Esp. 637; Ryi
v. Sains (1848), 12 Q.B. 460; Blades v. Free (1829), 9 B.&
16î7; 21 Oye. 1233; and preceede:-

The facts are amn$y suffloient te bring te case within wli
1 consider te trurne -a mIle titat lias net been controvert4
in any of te cases and whicie sound on priaeiple. Where
man represents a weman to be hi, wite, and a third party ac
upen titat repreentation, te man is estopped frein saying- thi
site is net lus wife; "his representation that glie was his wi
would have been conclusive against hlm:" per Lord Eilenbc
oughin lu Munro v. DeOitemant (1815), 4 Camp. 215, at p. 21
And where te defendant, having been married before, we
titrougit a ceremony of marriage witit anotiter weman (hie wi
living), "lie waa estopped te set up bigamy . . li bc
given te wemnaa . . . very appaac of being his wife
per Lord Elleiiborougb in Robinson v~. Nalion (1808), 1 Cama


