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Yet, som-fehow, the idea seerns to be current that ail my work, in
Agrolis at least, is based on genitalic characters only ! Mr. Dyar, ini a
book notice, CAN. EN'r., XXVII., 225, says: 'lUnder Agrotis the
N.-iia/ic divisions* of Prof. Smith are given subgeneric vaine only, a pro-

ceeding which comrnends lîself to t'le present revieiver." So Mr. Slinger-
land, on pp. -o6 and 307 Of the maper already cited, accepts this as a
correct statenient, and voices a doubt as to, the valuie of such, a basis. 1
wvas interested enough to write Mr. Slingerland on the subjcct, and hie
frankly acknowledged in returi :"&Ves ; I sini»ly followed Grote and
Dyar in niy stateunents regarding your divisions of the genus 4çrois."
And Mr. l)yar, I have no doubt, siinply followed Mr. Gyrote!1 Now, I
wvould flot be understood as questioning for a moment the divine riglit of
a critie to condemn without reading or uruderstanding the work criticised,
or to impute views to suit hiniself; but 1 niust confess that I arn inclined
to have more regard for commnents wvhen the criticismn indicates an under-
standing of the author's actual position. But l)erhaps ibis is merely a
prejudice on rny part!

Yet it is somietingi of a surprise ibiat 1%r. Grote's statenients concern-
irug iny wvork or views should find unquestioned acceptance anywhere.
When any of niy papers; are under his consideration, condenination is
nearly always certain, and Mr. Grote is alwvays a rnuch.abused individual.
If the faicts do not bear out ilhe desired conclusion, why so much the
worse for the facts. For instance, iv'e find in the CAN. ENT. for 1 894,
Vol. XXVI., pli. 8:! and S-, the followiing plaint:- "Prof. Siiîhi gous
still further. Hie suppresses my reference of the species described by
Moeschler a% -isliudica to opz a.i sSacid above, and has the

courage to write, 'Utie error is MNr. Grote's for condemnning M r. 'Morrison's
species on insufficient -rounds l' By also suplpressiingNcoescbiler's original
deternination, I arn brouglit in for a synonyin I neyer comrnitted !"If

reference is miade to * ny Revision of Agrotis, Bulletin No. -8, U. S.
Nat. Mus., p. 1 83, ile following(, Nvii be fou-i : "Mr. Grote was correct
in referring q~ipara and is/aindica, M3oescbl. (nec Stgr.), as synonyn 'ous.
The error is Moeschler's in failing to recognize the distinction between
the forns, and Mr. Grote*s for so positîvely condemning Mr. Morrison's
species on insufficient grounds." liow niuch now rernains of Mr. Grote's
conîplaint ? If the curious reader wvill take tbe trouble to look into the

*The it.-lics arc msine. 'Not e cpiTar. ?%Nir. Grott w;S t7il iny divisions e%
.-ibgeiera,


