
One rnse Is wlicro lie starts Upon liis tlicorv thiit. t\v<i pnrtinlly ovcrlnppin;; wings arc

}»n'S(Mit, ono of wliicli 1 Inid ovorlookcil,—n llicorv he could not poxsilily lmvi> iiinintiiincd

with till' St. .lolin spi'i'iuicn Ix'sidu liini. "Its hind nmr;>in," he siiys. '-is ii iittli' htdow the

liind margin of thi; main wing." Only a mere Iragnumt of th(,' hind margin exists in the

Hoston speeimen, and therefore the marking on the stone wliicli lie interprets as the hind

margin of a second wing is reeogni/ahh' with little donht. and a glance at its rtdatioiis to

the other liiu'S proves at onee thai it is simply one of the ••numerous parallel and very

dose lougitmlinal" lines which he refers to a jilant. An e.\aminalion of the rcveise shows

no such mark at all, and the glazed texture of the stone, peculiar to it whiu'e imy part of

(he wing is found, does not extend, on either stone, heyond the limits of the wing as I have

dcfinetl them.

Dr. Ilagen would, however, prohahly hase his doulile wing theory more upon his next

|)oinf: that the hranidies of what I have cilled the extcrnoniedian vein (foinidon the outer

detached fragment) are elevated, while the '•corrcspouding sectors of the main wing" (hy

which I suppose he refers particularly to the scapular and iuternoiuedian veinsof the piirts

on the hasal pieci-) •nvi^ de]»r<'sse(l.'' That is. that the detached fragment represents one

wing, the Itasal piece another. lUit in (he St. .luhu s])eciiuen. aud indeed, though less

clearly, in the IJoston speeituen. we have ahsolute proof of the inaccuracy of this view, since

tlic externonu'dian vein, whether on lia<al ])iece or detached fragn\eut is. tliroiKj/ionf itn

co/^>'.s'c, elevated or depressed, according to whether oltvi-rse or reverse is examined; the

same is (he casi- in (he reverse sense with llie intiTuomedian vein, which is elevated, on

linth pieces, where the externomedian vein is dcpri'ssed. and rice nrsa. A little more

familiarity with paleozoic wings would have taught Dr. Ilagen to ex|)ect this very feature.

Dr. Ilagen is e(|ually unfortunate with the scratch of a tool on the costal margin »)f the

I'oston specimen, which he would look for in vain on the reverse stoue. If it had heen

shown on my former plate (lig. o) it woidd have lai i .'I mm. to the right of the outermost

cross-vein figured ; his makinif the oflu'r existing cross-veins '•llurc/nrf very douhtful" is

accordingly unwarranted. The upper lu'.inc'i of I he mediastinal fork is i-xactly as I have

figured it. and not as Dr. Ilagen represents, as the St. .lolm specimen shows more i)lainly

than its Hoston reverse. Dr. Ihigen's ••cilia" near this point are again the longitudinal

liiu's of his plant. Tlu>re is no sort of re;>;on foi' claiming the •fork, as it is called by the

autlioi'." of (he s<'in)ular vein, as lu-loULrintr to an oveihiim' winir. since it does not exist.

Dr. Ilaiicn says he is ••not ahle to classify the iii<cct. except that it helougs to the Neurop-

tera [xin:<it strirtiorl)" thoiiu,h he adds. -what we see of the venation is more nearly allied

to the Cliaulioiies tyjie than to any other." lie further asserts tint ••the venation has no

similarity (o Coiiio|)teryx. IJaphidia and Kplienu'ra. and lirid.i^es in noway the gulf between

the Nenroptera ami I'sendoueuroptera. as stated by tli(> author." These are l)are assertions,

uii.iccompanied l)y any ]U-oof whati-ver. and it would therefoie be waste time to consider

them ; it will lie enough to say with regard to the lirst. that, if true, the wing cannot belong

to the Nenroptera, as he himself claims it does. My own claim, suppiorted by direct

evidence which can be examined into, was that it formed a distinct and extinct family of

Nenroptera. My later study of a larger series of paleozoic as well as of existing types con-

lirms my first cone liision.


