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Lxx, J ., ina written judgment, said that the plaintiff's claini
xionv should be dismissed on the finding that, when shie
iroughi the form of marriage with the defendant in Brooklyn,
1 ork, on the 22nd March, 1904, hier husband, William E.
y, to whom she was married in 1891, was living, and that
rriage had not been legally dissolved.
lived wîth the defendant as lis wife in various places froin
1904, until July, 1917-for- several years immediately

ng the latter date their home was in Ottawa. In July,
hie defendant left the house where they lad lived together
j not return. For three montîs lie sent lier nmoney for bier
t, discontinuing it only when hie was threatened with action.
:1 that the imniediate cause of his leaving the plaintiff was
Shad about that time heard that Murphy was alive when hie
ârough the ceremony witl the plaintiff in March, 1904.
vas proved that Murphy was alive at that time and that lie
il alive one week before the trial.
ý plaintiff set up that, if bier marriage witl the defendant
be deelared invalid, she was entitled to $4,800 for services
,d to the defendant as housekeeper and domestie servant
years, and 4 mnonths. This dlaim failed; hier resîdence

ie defendant was not as bis housekeeper or servant; there
ngreenmellt.indicating that relationship or froin which it

ý>e alSUMe.d. There wus nothing to justify any suggestion
lie was misled into the relationsbip which she assumed
[s the defendant. Moreover, during the time of their
te together, she was ,supplied by the de fendant with money
try to inaintain the house and for bier own purposes as well.
same tiie she added to bier income by letting rooms in the

çwhieh they occupied and keeping the money paid as rent.
e plaintiff also made a dlaim for money lent to tbe defendant;
uim faiIed because, if for no other reason, it was long barrcd
Limitations Act.

e litiff also claimied $300 as moneys paid at the request
dendant between the lst January, 1915, and the iStI

1919, for insurance premiums upon two policies or certifi-
jf isurance on bis 111e, botb of whicli were made payable
Trhe defendant said that down to the end of August, 1913,

rall his earnings, to the plaintifÈ, and thereout she paid
fluson these two certificates. Tbe defendant's intention

gadti these eertiffcates was not made clear. If the benefit
E a o be taken over by him for bimself or for any other
nay han the plaintiff, hie should pay to the plaintiff the


