a8 CASES IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

1810, Winter vs Sumvart.
Juxz,
o Arrear from Baltimore county court.  This was an ae-
Winte . . a
v tion of slunder, brought by the appellee against the appel-
Suuralt .

lant. 'The slanderous words charged in the declaration
« Tnoan ion of =

Wander the woris Were these: “You, (meaning the plaintiff,) ave a rogue, and

cha-ged to have . - .

beew <poken were, |y (meaning himself the defendant,) can prove that you,
10U dre @ vogue, . <. .

:ﬁull can_prove (meaning the p slaintiflt)) cheated Mathias Siiler, (meaning
at you ehepted e . ~

‘.\l¢ u‘ﬂ‘ out MHH"' one Mathias Sitler of the city of Beltimore,) out of a hun-
HarsY —. -

Wat the wouds dred dollars.” The general issue was pleaded, and there

were not in them- 5 )

selves aetionabive was a verdict for the plaintifl' for one cent damages. Mo-

tion, and reasons in arvest of judgment. 1. Decause the
words spoken had no reference to the plaintiff in the way of
his trade ov business. 2. Because they were not in them-
selves actionable.  The county court everruled the motion,
and rendered judgment on the verdict for the plaintifi.
The defendant appealed to this court.

The cause was argued before Cuasx, Ch. J. Bucnanay,

Gaxtr,and BEarer, 1,

&ell, Wnder, and DM Mechen, for the Appellant, cited
1 Com. Dig. tit. Action, (F. 7)) 268, Ludwell vs Hole,
1 Siza. 696, S, C. 2 Ld. Raym.1417. Davis vs Miller,
2 Stra. 1169, Wake vs Chapman, Hardres’s Rep. 8

and Cockaine vs Hopkins. 2 Lev. 214,
Seott, for the Appellee.
JUDGMENT REVERSED, AND JUDGMEXT ON THE YERDICT

ARRESTED.

T AR —— e

JunE. Corvix vs. WiLLiaMs.

R it

The sale of  Appgar from Beltimore County Court.  JAssumpsits
bguk stoek  is L '
within the sta o 5 5 ' o oY " a
Yute ‘of fruus 2. The declaration contained five counts; the first, that the

weur b 3 plaintifl, (the appellee,) was possessed of two shares of

Giposes ol sueh gi0k of the Bank of Baltinaere, of the value of 1000, of

stock for another,
is tu be con-ide: d which the defendant, (tl!l‘ appellant,) had notice, and in

the ugent of buth

pacemer, ¢ consideration that the plaintiff, at the special instance and
request of the defendant, would sell to him the said two
shares, and that the plaintiff would, in pursuance of such
sale, transfer the stock to the defendant on, &ec. he un-
dertuok, and then and there promised the plaintiff to pay
him the sum of $9C0, it being the rate or sum of $450 for

Ul




