
the iiuii-t'xistonco o|' nilU'iy ami Iaihadu npari from Leviw, nnd huvinj;

oliniinati'd iVorn tlic i^ufhcc (ii-mip tin* nu'lariii»i|iliu olilor sorieH.

and also considt'i-aldo areas of Tifiilon, Tlica and lliiiI>oii K'ivi-i-s

hitherto ineliidecl in it, the eomse dc|»reeate(l sreius less o|ien to ohjcc-

tion than to iviaiii the name (^ueltee L!roii|>. Howevei'. names are, as

is justly i-emarked, ol very little imjiortamr in tliem>ejves, and I

cordially aj^ree in the neeessity of nut ' mi>a|)|ilyin:^- them or need-

lessly ehan;;in;^ them," espeeially in the dirt'ctiun of iuventin:', new-

ones.

I can not agree in the statement (puiro -I^^) of the •• main jioint in

dispute between Sir VV. Lo^an and his latei- erities," indeed not oidy is

it not the main point in ilispiile, hut il has ahsoliitely nothing whatever

to do with it.

The main points—there ai'e nutrv than one—at is^ue iu'tween my
predeeeasor and myself sim|tly un<l fairly stated, are: l^t. Is the

Qiiehee group sis defined hy Logan entirely pahi'ozoie or not. ilnil.

Are the crystalline Levis, Lauzon and Sillery the same formations as

the fossiliferous Levis, Lauzitn and Sillery as they are shewn to he

on the maps and in the leports. Hrd. Does the <^nohec (Jroiip represent

Caleiferoiis and ('hazy only as is clearly indicated on the maps and

Htated in the reports,-''- or does it inchide as I have pointed out it

does 8inco 187<>, large ureas of pre-Camhrian ro( l<s and poi-tions ot all

the formations of the New Vork system, perhaps IVoni Potsdam, and

even Primordial, up to lltiea and Hudson liiver.

Ff I am right then Sir William was wrong, ami if so it is useless to

vindicate his accuracy, when lurther and mtu-e detailed investigation

and the most distinct evidence shows he was mistaken. If I am wrong

no one will be better pleased than 1 shall he to have my eiror demon-

Htrated and to acknowledge it; but I must be excused if 1 am not will-

ing to accept as evidence every kind of theory, possibility, jtrobability

and supposition of what might be, mixei with much excellent advice

to students, on geological observation and induction, but scarcely

roquire<l in the present <liscu8sion, utdess as .serving to obscure the real

issues in the case under consideration.

In conclusion I would way that 1 much regret having been obliged

to make the foregoing remarks, because some will think them—and

perhapH represent them—as an attack on my predecessor, which they

are not. The work of my ])redecessor rerpiires no defender, but like

other mortuKs ho was not infallible. No one can appreciate more fully

than I can the great value of his work. I have myself been actively
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