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the ceremonyv 1is alleped to rave cccurrec anc that they
lived anc cokabitedé in trat corrmmity as rusbanc and wife
contiruously until trve solier's ceatk, Februvary 13, 1907,

Yeither vnarty was marriedé prior tec tre time of thelr
alleged interrarriare arc tre orly question for ceterrina-
tion is whetrer the fact trereof, as &llepec, may be ac-
cented &s esnahliskred.

A relipious cererory is essential to tre valicdity of
marrispe in Yarvland but itre sare proof of cohablitatlion
and repute trhat will establisk a rarriage gooc at cormon
law will establish such religious ceremony in that State
(Rebecca Wilev, 10 ®, D., 304, and cases cited). In the
case under consiceration suek marrisge is alleged and, al-
thouph there is no cdirect evidence in support trereof, the
lorng continued marital cohabitatiorn of the partlies and
their uniforr repute as husband an¢ wife are arply suffic-
ient, in the absence of evicence to the contrary,upon which
to precdicate the presurmption of its occurrence.

The variance in the solcdler’'s and clairant's state-
mernts is of covrse sr a2dverse circurstance, and so 1is thre

allepged absence of & reccrd. 3But neither of these 1is

deemed of sufficient irportance to rebut the presurption




