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lotatioii from a letter which you allejjed
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wIiK'h I imputed to you what was con-
In rt ply, I reminded you that you hadnot MH .y..u,.s.h ,„ a posumn in which you oould consistently andlegitunalily niiilvf? such an enquiry of me.

You srtimul not to apprehend tKe obvious import of my reolvand required a specific statement f.«m me wher.i« I considered you

fiv«f M *^"
1

''^ ^^"'"'1*
'1,
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fiist letter. In answer, I called your attention to the fact (l)that
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^ ^^^ "^^ »» ^- n«'' «"d which,m pomt of fact, I was unable to determine from any inforn.ation m
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correc ness of what the extract imputed to you. I assured you thatwhen hese preliminary steps had been taken, I should acknowledge
the obligation which your first letter sought to impo,^

^

In response, while you were compelled to eeuoede the first pre-hminary step, you thought it necessary to screen the unwillln-

hroSl^" ^ P^«:|'«S.°:e with evasion and reckiess assertion, andbroadly assuming the nghtto impeach my velocity without grounds.But you declined to accede to the other preliminary step, altho
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Inl'! 1T '" ^T P°T' *** ^"^ ^"^ ^^'^'^ ^'^' would have sutfice^i.
Jnstead of compliance, however, you rained invective upon me, pre-judging and maligning me, and forwarded your letter unsealed. Inreply, I vindicated the justness of the 1st preliminary on its own
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upon the ungracious way in which it had been
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reckless assertion when you were crediting your first letter withlanguage it did not contaia-and showed that it was reasonable andproper to ask your compliance with the 2nd preliminary, since ifthe imputation was true, no wrong had been done you, in which case
It would be unreasonable that you could impose on any one the obli-
gation in question. Having done this I deemed it proper to vindi-
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assertion, so uncharitably impugned by you, that I wasunable from any information in my possession to affirm or denyhaving used the language contained in the « extract "-unable to

affirm it because I could not recall having written the language
in question

;
unable to deny it because I possessed information, from

with Mr. Rand s dismissal (an act I may remark of wron<r doine not
against an individual only, but against every citizen) which rendered
It impossible for me to say that I might not have done so—and Igave you «a part" of that information that you might not furtherpresumuo impeach my veracity, with the pledge that, if the state-

^! rr T^ T'^'^' y^" '^^^'^'^ ^^^^ *he names of the gentle-men who had made them to me. I re-assured you, also, that I ua,ready to do you the amplest justice if you could show me that I hadany where uttered ^hM was untrue respecting you.


