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Tour, and when its site mig'ht. well hnvo berome fonfusod with tin' otln'r forts built by

till' J'Vi'iich iiboul tho harl)Oui- bL'twi-fii liJ'.lO ;in(l !7''0, lonld iu>l bo .((ii.sidiTed iisol' mufli

value in foinparisou wit', that ni' liu' earlier and nearly routeniponiry innps made in I'aris,

near the Ijest sources ol iuI'Mruialioii, lu'lore. any oIIkm' t'oits were liuiir. lint happily we
have otlu'Y satisi'ai'tory evidence. Two years later (in IToT) liellin issued a new edition ol'

his map of A<\u]ia, eorrocted in several resperts, and upon (hat, its shown liy the sketeh

herewith ijjiven (No. 7), ho plaee!> the fort upon the east side, marks iis posuion by the

con^-entional rirele, and then ealls it " Aneien Fort La Tour," and rciulers it absolutely

>.'o. 7.— Itelliii, 1757.

certain to what this legt>nd refers by joining the two by a short lint' of dots. The use ol'

the word " anc.'ien
'" here is niosl siguilieant ; it appears upon no other map I have seen.

Is there auy way of avoidinpf the eou' Insion ilmt liellin, after bis IT'io edition, had seen

evidenee which satisfied him that the (I'uc ancient I'"ort l,:i Tour had stood not upon t!ie

west but upon the east sid'\ a.nd that hi- therefore placed ii in the latter position in his

second edition, addinir the word ' nncicn ' to show that he referred to llic r(>nl oW fort

which La Tour ])uilt ' ' D'Auvilh- himself published no later edition of his map, so we
< annoi know what hi^ later opinion would IkiV"' been liellin's ITo-^ map was extensively

copied, while the \'i^)l map wn.s not. This is probal)ly due lo the fact that the fornuT was
i.ssued separately as an ordinary map, while the latter api)eared only in a volume of the

work " llistoire ecuerale des voyages," (vol. XIV). The te<:timony of the late maps which
place Fort La Tour upon the wi'st .-ide ap'pears by tliis to be quite iiullilied, and the state-

ment seems therefore justilied that all known cartographical evidence points us to the

east side of St. .Tolui IIarb')ur for the site of I'ort La Tour.

Tho succession of forts in the harbour would seem to be as follows; in (.'arleton, at

"Old Fort," Charnisay's. Villelious, Fort I'rederick ; at I'ortland I'oint, Fort La Tour.

1 know of no evidence, doi-umentary or cartographical, and no line uf argument from

induction, or from indirect evidence of any kind which 1 have not mentioned, wliich is

opposed to the conclusion to which I have been forced and which is discussed in this paper.

In conclusion, then, in the light of the fact that the oidy contemporary narrative we
have, that of Deiiys, ])roves the fort could not have b-en at Old I'ort Point, but, on the

other h.md, gives us strong rea.scn for believing that it was at I'ortland Point, and in the

light of the fact that all evidence from maps ]>oints to the east sidi- of the harbour, where
only a single foi-t -vite, thai at I'ortland I'oint, is know n, or has ever been recorded or

referred to, does it not seem that it is at Poilland Point w(> must find the site of l'\)rt La
Tour i

' It 'H well known tlint in 1750 tlie I'lenrh luul a fort on tlio Old I'ort site in f'arlnton. This jiorliaps lieljuil fo

confiiso I3i»llin and il'AiivilJK, wlm would have (jujjpo.sed that it stooil on tlie old l.a Tour site.


