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Regular Appeal No. 52 of 1865.

Sri R&sA Strdrima Krisuna
Rivaparra Ranga R&z Bam4- Appellant
DUR GArU, Zamindir of Bob- ppesant.
bily s

Sri R&sa Sanv4sst RAzu Peppa
Bawyira SiMacLu Baminur Respondent.
GARU Zaminddr of Sdlar...... A

The omission of a mere courtesy cannot be taken to be equivalent to
slandering or libelling a man and is not an actionable wrong.

HIS was a regular appeal from the decree of Charles

R 4 No.52 A Collets, the Civil Jundge of Vizagapatam in Original

of 1845,

Suit No. of 1863.

O Sullivan, for the appellant, the plaintiff.
The Court delivered the following

JUDGMENT :—Jn this case a Zamindédr seeks to recover
Rupees 60,000 from another Zamind4r becanse, in a peti-
‘tion addressed to a District Mausif, he called him what he
really was, viz., the 12th defendaut, the ground being that
the honorific Garx was not added. It is difficult to see how
‘this conld be an actiovable wrong. Notouly was there
nothing in the term used to injure the Zaminddr’s charac-
ter, but the term fully sets forth his actual character, so far
as the District Mansif’s Conrt was concerned, and no more.

The Zamindar’s ‘counsel endeavoured to persuade wus
‘that we ought to consider the effect of the omission upon
the wild and savage tenantey of the two Zeminddrs. This
is not the question. It is whether the omission of a mere
courtesy can be taken to he equivalent to slandering or
libelling & man, and we are clearly of opinion that it cannos.

This appeal must be dismissed with costs. ’

(o) Present :  Frere and Holloway, J J.
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