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works if lie wo~ilcl, J l r .  Carr next uuclertakes 
to sllow that the Indian is linowu within his- 
toric times to have built similar though smtrller 
works. Arraying a mass of testimony from 
the olcl ancl even later ~vriters, safficient in 
quality and quantity, he succeecls in cloing 
this. 

There is oue natural objection to his con-
clusion. While sonle, or most it may be, of 
existing mou~lcls sho~ild be traced to c a r l ~  gen-
erations of the red Tadinn, or of races on his 
plane, he cloes not achnit that it is supposable 
that another race, possibly of higher grade, 
may have built other of the mounds. 

\Ire suspect that the truth of this last propo- 
sition is to rest on other investigations than 
Mr. Carr has yet touched. Manifestly, that 
the Inclian could have built the mounds does 
not prore that he clid ; and, even if it be prorecl 
that some of the mounds in question can be 
directly traced to him, it does uot follow that 
others may not hare been built by a clifferent 
people, since mou~ld-bnilcling cannot be con-
fined historically to ally single peol?le or any 
single continent. 

Perhaps Mr. Carr has thrown the b~irden of 
proof upon the opposers of his theory, since i t  
may be fair to argue that there is no necessity 
of supposing nilother race to account for the 
mouncls. Granting that 3Ir. Carr establishes 
his point f io~n  tile external evidences of the 
n~ounds, there yet rernaiils a test for his theory 
in the contents of the ino~u~cls. Mr. Carr ac- 
Iinomledges this shortcoming of liis argument, 
ancl promises in due time to esarniue the ques- 
tioil from the testimony of the slrulls ant1 relics 
of worlimanship, as well as from eviclences 
of parallel crlstom, ~rhich can be clrawil from 
the records of the exploration of the mou~lds. 
These, it seeins to LIS, are to be the final tests. 
I t  is clear that history cannot settle the clues- 
tion, bnt archeological investigations may. 

dences prove : but argumeuts respecting the 
origin of the m o ~ ~ n d s ,  based on them, become 
iaferential, aud may or may not acco~,cl with tile 
archeological clemoustration.;. There can I)e 
no qnestiou ~vhich is to be the ultimate tri- 
biulal. 

SIDGTVICIC O N  FA LLd CIES.  

Fallacies: a view o f  logic *from the practical side. 
By ALFREDs r n ~ ~ ~ r c r i ,  theBerkeley fellow of 
Owens college. AIanchester. New York. Au-
pleton, 1884.- '(~nternational scientific series'.) 
16$375 13. 16O. 

I r  does not often fall to the lot of a reviewer 
to find so little to praise in a book by so clever 
a writer aud clear-headecl a logician as the 
author of the treatise 011 fallacies, which has 
al3peared in the International scientific series. 
What most obviously calls for complaint is its 
want of ~claptation to the main purpose for 
~ h i c h ,  b37 its piiblication in this series, and hy 
the explicit x v o ~ ~ a l  of the author in his prefhce, 
it seeins to have been designed ; aamely, to be 
of profit to tlie general reacler. No reader mho 
has not become familiar with the technical lan- 
gunge of logicians, ancl even with many phases 
of logical controvcrsy, is at  all l i k e l ~  to follow 
our author with sufficient interest to so much as 
co~nprehe~ldwhat he is talking about, inuch 
less to carry away a clear and lasting impression 
of important truths. S o t  tllat much knowleclge 
of logic is presilpposed ; bat the cliscussion is 
so fill1 of abstractioils and subtleties, of nice 
distinctions ~rhichwe are presently tolcl are 
no clistinctioils at  all, a i d  identifications of 
things we hail sul?posecl very ~ ~ n l i k e  aucl whicli 
we are presently tolcl we ~vonlcl better Iteep 
apart as of 01~1, that if we add to the intangibil- 
ity of such questions the clifficulty, for norices 
in logic. of promptly seizing tlie precise force 
of the terms ~ ~ h i c h  necesst~rily employed, are 

We suspect that Mr. C'arr wrongly est i~r~ates me callnot expect a1157 very valuable res~llts 
the coinparative value of the two metl~ods in 
a cyuestion of this kind. IIe says that tile in- 
vestigators who have given rise to the views 
which he combats have been practical ex-
plorers, mlio have brought to the investigzztion 
a certaiil nnmber of facts. chiefly cu~nulative 
in chalSacter, ancl wlio hare not as a rule been 
posressecl of that measure of historical infor- 
niatioil n.llich is necessary to a correct inter- 
pretation of these facts." I t  is indisputable 
that the historical e~iclence accumulate~l by 
Mr. Carr may be helpful ; but the fact still 
remains, that this evideuce must be ~ i e n ~ e d  in 
the light of the archeological results. I t  may 
be safe to grant a11 that these l~istorical eri- 

fro111 their perusal of the book before L I ~ .  

But, in poiilt of fact, it is ilot to tyros only 
that the book will be a disa1,pointment. There 
is nluch balancing of views on nice points of 
language. ancl every ilow and then a most re-
freshing bit of sarcas~n, for our autlior 1 1 ~M 
keen y e  for all soits of logical meakiless ; ancl 
there is often plain tall< about the prnct~cnl 
liiiiitations to nrhich we are subject in the search 
for troth. But there is an estraorclinary absence 
of ilecision ant1 concentrated stalemeat. -
q~~al i t ies  kinclispensable to the sriccess of a m o ~  
of this kind. On almost erery poiilt the author 
coiiles to the conclusioil that little or nothiilg 
mllicll is usefill can be said about it. TT7ith 
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this conclusion we are not yreparecl to express 
a disagreement ; but we feel quite convincccl of 
the unprofitahlencss of reatling three or four 
hunclred pages of particularly uninteresting 
matter to a r r i ~ e  at it. 

There are two reasons why it seeills especially 
~u~graciousto speak so slightingly of the value 
of RIr. Sidgcvick's boob. I11 the first place, 
almost el-crj page bears eviclcnce of the author's 
logical power and literary clet~crness ; and Inany 
passages are really good and valuable. There 
is an excellent chapter on the burden of proof; 
the reillarlis on tlie rariatioir in the meaning of 
morcls. and many other detacheil cliscussions, 
are admirable ; ancl the author is always refrc~sh- 
ingly severe on the subject of baseless ineta- 
physical speculatioil. It is pleasant, too, to 
come upon such hum:tn, unscholastic ways of 
putting things as me are freqnentlg treated to. 
Tllos, oil 11. 128  :-

"For, besides tlie real danger of platitude, there is 
an oppo'ite danger to be avoitled; namely, that of 
unduly and vexationsly stopping an argnrnent to have 
the terms explained. Without wishing exactly to 
defend those who made Socrates drink poison, one 
still cannot help recognizing that there is a limit, be- 
yoncl which the laudable desire for definiteness loses 
its value, and becomes a hindrance and a snare. There 
is something so fatally easy in the attitude of a sceptic 
or mere questioner. Any child e m  keep demanding 
explanat~ons, any Inan sufficiently stubborn can delay 
the rnost important truth by pretending not to un-
derstand its import. An obstructive policy of this 
kind requires no great intellectual power; and, when 
adopted solely for obstructive purposes, it demands, 
as much as any tiling, a rule of urgency. Life is not 
long enough for exhanative explanations." 

And on p. 259 :-
"Notlring could well be more confusing than an 

attempt to apply the cumbrous lnachirlery of the 
syllogism to arguments met with in real life. And 
whoever has tampered with his motlieu-wit by sub- 
stituting for it a clnnlsy logic depend~ng on elaborate 
mrien~onics, must, no doubt, pay the pena?ty in loss 
of power, so long as tlie mischief remains.' 

I n  speaking of the inetllocls of induction, 
as stated ,by Rlill, tlle author judiciously re-
marks, -

( '  Since there may ~oss ib ly  be. in some quarters, a 
di-position to take these metllods for nlore than they 
mere probably intended to be ~vorth,  there will per- 
haps be some use in reminding tlle reader that it is 
the guarding against the danger to which each method 
is liable, that is in every case the all-important cir- 
cmmstance, far more so than the mere employment 
of this or the other metliod." 

And a clever hit is made in introdiicing these 
~iiethocls:-

"While, as their author himself (and niore lately, 
Professor Jevons) expended labor in sliovi~ing, none 
of these is, except in an ideal sense, completely satis- 
factory" . . . 

The other reason for one's dislike to con-
clemn the book as a whole is, that the 
alithor's faults are so largely the ddfalits cZe ses 
qunlitds. IIis rnind is so open to every argu- 
ment tliat can be urged oil either side of a 
question. that 11c finds it much harder than 
orclinary mortals do to come to a decision ; ancl 
lie is so conscientious in his attempt to tell the 
reader the whole troth, that he gives some 
ineasure of approval to any view that has the 
least proportion of truth in it. This scrtil)u- 
lousness is most annoying and obstructive tvl~ell 
he deals with the definitions of llis terms. IIere 
we hare to match a long process of painfi~l 
labor, sometiines orer very simple mnttcrs, 
alirlost always with Tery little result. I t  is, of 
course, a vulgar error to suppose that a scien- 
tific definition ongllt to be so framed tliat no 
doubt can arise as to :tny indiviclual case being 
co~npreliendecl under it. Scii>ntific inen well 
understand by this time, that, lio\vever we maj- 
frame oilr clefinition, there will always be a 
strip, inore or less narrow, of debatable grouncl 
along the l)oru~dary. Dut Mr. Sidgwick is 
alone, we mny hope, in going a step farther, 
ancl carefully rnaking his k~oundnry rt111 in sncli 
a nrag that the debatable grollncl shall be 
co-extensive with tllc whole territory. This 
peculiar excess of' refinement, which so often 
interferes with the efbctiveuess of our author's 
work, strongly reminds one of two recent iin- 
~ o r t a n t  ~ ~ o r l i s  ethics ancl econonlics, ancl on 
almost clemancls the coining of tlie acljectire
' Sidg~~icli ian' to ilescribe it. 

Of' logical errors there arc few, if any, in tlie 
book ; but the autlior occasionally illustrates his 
own cloctrine of tlie difficulty of establishing 
a charge of fallacy, due to onc's inability to 
know how a given argument mas intended to he 
understoocl by its proposer. Thns, in the quo- 
tation discussed on p. 259, et seq., we can but 
regard the criticism as capt io~~s .  If  the passage 
is an exaili1)le of false analogy at  all, i t  is so in 
a very inild degree ; nor are the two examples 
on 11. 264 strikingly in point. if at  all. Aucl 
this leads us to mention one linal criticism on 
the morli, in so far as it is intended to be 
practically useful. There are Tery fe~v illastra-
tive examples, and a notable absence of any 
discnssion of the fallacies which have actually 
played a part in the history of intellect~ial 
progress. The author does not familiarize tlie 
reader with the dangers of fallacious reaso~iii~g 
by concrete instances. or stimulate his interest 
by pointed discussions inrolriag the applica- 
tions of principles rather tllan the principles 
themselves. I t  ~vonld be time to write a book 
in the spirit of this one, when everybody hail 
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become as  goocl a scientific thinlicr a s  F a r f t c l ~  biology and political economy, s o ~ n c t h i i ~ g  less 
o r  Darwin ; but to-clay, ~ ~ l i i l e  ethereal and impalpable than this statenlent of  fallacies of the 
crudest liind arc rampant in every field of clis- the necessity of philosophic doulr)t wonld haye 
cussion, froill religion and party-politics t o  bee11 far rnorc ~ ~ s e f u l .  

RECYELVT PB 0CEEDINGX 0 3  XCIEfVTIPICi X 0CIETIES'. 

Aondemy of uaturnl scienoes, Philadelphia. 

" -Professor '-reilprin described a 
new trilobite frorn TValpacli Ridge, abont ten miles 
nortli of the Delil\rare Water-Gap. Tlie tail-piece, 
which Tras the only part of the anillla1 found, indi- 
cated an  individual some six or seven inches or more 
in length, and clearly delilonstrated its relationship 
to  the genus Phaco~s ,  Dalmania, dmorlg
its faunal associates mere Pflacops Logalli, 1'. P a l -
mania) p le~~roptyx,  Aci~laspis tubercularns, Spirifer 
macropleura, Atrypa reticularis. Stropholnena prl~lc- 
tulifera, S. rhomboidalis: Orthis snbcarinata (or 0. 
multistriata?), lferista sp., etc. The horizon is that 
known as the Stornlville shales (lower Helderberg), 
evidently the eclnivalent of the Deltllyris shales of 
the New-Pork geologists. 

Phi!osophioal society, Washington, 

April PC.-Prof. J. R. Eastlnan reported the dis- 
covery of a lllass of meteoric i r o ~  at  Grand Kapirls, 
Mich. An analysis by Dr. F. W. Taylor gave: iron, 
94.54; ~liclrel, 3.81; cobalt, 2.10; insoluble, about . lo;  
total, 100.55; specific gravity, 7.59. -311.. IVilliam 
13. Dall read a paper entitled ' Certain appendages of 

repelled riot only by one another, but by the earth. 
Tlle period elapsing between sunset and the red after- 
glow testifies to great of the phenollle- 

and at sucll altitllde the air is not orlly very 
rare, is and discllal,ge of 

city is impossible, 
JIay -Mr. G, H. TTillialIls of Johns Hoplrins 

urli,,ersity addressed the society on the methods of 
modern petrogralllly, classifyillg theln as chemical, 
mecllallical, optical, and therlnal, and explaining 
their several f,lllctiolls~ -~h~~~ followed a sympo-
siL1, 'TJThatis a glacier ?' 31r. I, C. 
Rllssell defilled a glacier as an ice-body originatirlg
from of snow in regions tile , 

secular exceeds the loss by melting arid 
(tllat is, above tile sllow-lille): alltl flow.. 

ing to regions vhere  loss exceeds supply (that  is, he- 
low the snow-line). Nr. S. P. Emmons defined it as a 
river of ice, possessed, like an aqueous rirer, of movc- 
ment and of plasticity. In  rirtue of plasticity, i t  
adapts itself to the for111 of its bed. The n lc6  fielcl is 
tlle reservoir f ~ o m  which it derives its supply of ice, 
and the initial inlpulse of movement. Until the 1zBe6 
Inores from its wide and sliallow bet1 illto a narroffer 
and deeper one, and thns gives outward proof of the 

the  &.Iollusca.: -311..J. S. Diller reacl a c o m m ~ u ~ i -  plasticity of the ice of which it is composed, it does 
catio~l011 the volca~~ic  fell at  Urialashlia, not become a glacier. I t  may become crevassed, and saucl ~ r l ~ i c h  
Oct. 20, 1883, and some considerations concerning its it may carry bloclis of rock on its surface without 
composition. The substance of this coinmunicatio~~ losing it,s n e v i  character. Mr. TV. J. 31cGee said that 
llas already appeared in Science. There ensned a 
ge~leral diacrrssion of the nature and properties of 
volca~licdust, and of the theory which ascribes recent 
peculiar ~lleteorologic phenomena to tlle dust ejected 
from Kraltatoa. Capt. C. E. Dutton argued that the 
forgnation of volcanic dust particles by the bursting 
of bubbles tends to give them a son~ewhat definite 
gelleral size, and does not produce a large amount of 
drlst fille enough for indefinite suspension. The op- 
posite view mas maintained by Prof. H. If. Paul, and 
Ivas snst,ained by Mr. Diller, who said that the micro- 
scope revealed no liinit to the fineness of the Kralta- 
ton11 dnst. The higher the magnifying-power applied, 
the greater the number of particles visible; and this 
relation extends to tlle limits afforded by the capacity 
of the instrc~ment. Professor Paul thought the vio- 
lence of the Krakatoan explosion was competent to 
charge the atmosphere at  very great altitudes, and 
coIlsidered the fineness of the dust a sufficient expla- 
nation of its indefinite suspension. Rfr. Willianl B. 
Taylor suggested tha t  electricity might be an  efficient 
cause of suspension. I t  is a coIrlInon phenomenon 
of eruption; and dust particles charged with 
the satlle Bind of electricity as the earth wonld be 

the phenonlena of glacier ice and nl12 belong to n. 
graduatingseries, and can be only arbitrarily discrirni- 
nated. EIe regarded as artificial and incompetent,, 
classifications depending on acclivity of the ice-bed, 
on constriction of t,he ice-body, on ability to s~is ta in  
bowlders, and on rate of motion. A11 things consid- 
ered, the most satisfactory line of de~narlration is the 
snow-line. Mr. William 11. Dall discrimi~lated nlasses 
of ice ~ n o v i ~ ~ g  in a definite direction from fields of ice 
practically stationary, restricting the term 'glacier' to 
the former. A glacier is a mass of ice with definite 
lateral limits, with motion in a definite direction, and 
or ig inat i~~gfrorn the colnpacting of snow by pressure. 
Prof. T. C. Chanlberlin said that the subject illus- 
trated the fact that hard and fast lines belong only 
to nornenclrtture, whereas nature is characterized by 
gradations. The true distinctioli in this case is not 
structural. but genetic. There is :tn area of growth 
and an area of waste to every glacier. I t  is only 
superficially that the area of grow,th coincides with 
the 126ti4,and the nkce' field is accurately defined only 
on the surnnler day of maxi~num waste. Capt. C. E. 
Dutton said that his i~ltended ~.emarlis had been an- 
ticipated by Professor Chanlberlin. Definition can 


