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Mr. Morris did excite, Mr. Mitchell and did make himfm scords

indignaat, it is probable it did excite and did make De
fendantfeel indignant-but Defendant tells us that whe
he made his statement against Plaintiff he Defendan
*' was not excited "—" he was perfectly cool." I

is not probable that at this time he had not beei >l6>*nd

attacked by Plaintiff—or he also would liave bee would

excited indignant, or agitated. • id that

The foregoing considerations are more valuabljf® °^^k

than direct testimony—ofa dozen ofwitnesses speakin

of the order of events twelve or eighteen months afte

the meeting. In fact for any witness to speakj90«iVm?i 'g of

lentar}!

The c
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of the order or priority of said f v«nts, is only to sho^

an amount of foolhardiness sufficient to discredit hi

testimony.
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If the Plaintiff had made said charge before Defen ^^w a p

dant spoke up to which time the meeting was orderlj

the Mr. Hutchison would have heard it, whereas it i

quite probable that the charge of want of truthfulnea

on the part of the Defendant was made during th

remarks of the Plaintiff which followed Defendant'

statements. During these remarks the Plaintiffs wit

ness, Mr. Hutchison states that Plaintiff styled defen

dant's charge a "downright fabrication" an accusa

tion very near akin to that of want of truthfulness-

Mt. Hutchison also remembers the Plaintiff makinj '^ ^® ^^

what he terms a mere incidental reference to th( ^^^' T
manner in which Defendant kept his minutes and sayi *^® ^^

that such reference does not appear in his short han
notes because it was incidentally made, but wouldB^^^^^S

have appeared therein had a direct charge been made* *^® ^

However, it is common in ordinary and even in parlia-f®^^^ ^^
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