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mlre, aucl a cylincle~ of galvanizecl sheet- i~on,  
thirty inches long by eleven inc l~es  in diameter, 
containing a n  elongate, tapering strainer, and 
suppoited in  an ilon framemorlcr har ing s ix 
runners of rouncl iron a t  equal distances apart. 
The  month is furnisl~ed with a short conical 
strainer of coarse wire netting projecting from 
tlie front,  and n funncl-shaped collar of sheet- 
i~ on opening inwards. This  dredge is  designed 
for collecting tlie small, ui~attacllecl forms of 
rnarine animals living upon sn~ooth  bottoms, 

,. . 

from the rings of trees, he claims that  tliere is 
no necessitj of supposing them the work of 
other folk tllail those found upon the spot by  
the whites a t  the first contact. Fruther, shoalcl, 
by auy chance, evidence he fou~lcl hereafter t o  
El\ the so-callecl mound-builder as  another race, 
there is  n o  ground t o  believe thein to  he  higher 
in  the social scale than the  red Inclian of his- 
toric times. EIe admits that  in  size the Ohio 
inouncl\, in  some cases, exceed those which the 
Indian is  actually known t o  h a r e  built in  recent 
times ; but  in his opinion the cl~fference is one 

of degree, not of kind, and accordingly 
yeighs little in  the discussion. T o  estab- 
hsh  his grooncl, Air. Carr meets the  objec- 
tions t o  it  histoiicall\.. It is  urged that  
a people like onr nioclern Indians could 
not  h a r e  built the mouncls, because they 
were follon~eis of the chase, anel not agri- 

culturists ; and 
R- i t  h o n t  being 

--/-# a g r i c u l t u r i s t s  

-- they could not 
> 11 a r e snpplied

Fro 10-BENFI)ICT'? theRAICB DRLDGF. subsistence 
f o r  t h e  l a r g e  

w l~ich are clashed or lost sight of in  the  o~cli- number of men necessary t o  erect these mounds. 
nary dredges and trawls. T h e  rake is intended 
to give the bottom-materials a thorough stir- 
ring up,  so  a s  t o  dislodge the animals, which, 
together wit11 the sediment, come i n  coiltact 
with the nose-piece of the cylinder, only those 
below a certain size being able t o  pass in. This 
appliance has prored very effective in collect- 
ing in  perfect condition many delicate species 
of aninials which had pre-\iously been seldom 
obtained i n  suitable shape for study, and a t  
the  recent London fisheries exhibition it  elicited 
much fa1 orable comment from European natu- 
~a l ib t s .  Rrcaani~h r n i : u ~ .  

THE ORIGIN O F  T H E  OHIO MOUNDS.  

The  mourzds o f  the Mississippi valley liisloricnlly con-
sidered. 13y LUCLENCARR,assistant curator of 
the Peabody inuseurn of American archaeology 
[From vol. ii of the Memoirs of  the Kentucky qeo- 
logical suraey. N .  S .  Shaler, director.] 1883. 
109 p. 4 O .  

TEEthesis which Mr. Carr has to  defend in 
this elaborate paper i s  that  the red Indian, a s  
he is  known l~istorically, and without implying 
any lapse from n higher condition of life tlian 
he non. occt~pies, was quite capable of building 
the mouncls of the I\Iississippi alley. A s  we 
have 110 positive proof of what the people were 
who dicl builcl them, and no record of the time 
of builtling, except illferelitially in  some cases 

'L'here are two wnys of nnsaering this propo- 
sition. One is b j  asherting that  there is  no 
evidence tha t  the bailding was done i n  such 
a may a s  t o  require much labor in a shoi t  time ; 
while it map be believed that  thc labor mas 
extended over a long t ~ m e ,  nncl hence required 
few workers a t  any one time. This  answer 
Mr.  Carr ignores. Tlie otlier reply is. that  it  
is  ail llnfouncled assumption to aflir~il that  the 
recl Indian was not an agriculturist, when it 
is susceptible of proof that  he not only sup- 
plied from the fields daily nrants. but  l a d  in  
store for unfruitfnl rea rs  ancl for barter.  This  
position Mr .  Carr a$nndantly sustains from the 
older writers. 

The  second propositioii which he meets sets  
forth the so-callecl mo~~nd-bui lders  a s  worship- 
pers of the sun, and their structares as  infer- 
entially alliecl with that  cult ; while the Indian 
is  not and was not such a worshipper. I l i s  
answer to  this is. that  the red Indian is, and 
l~articolarlywas, a sun-worshipper ; and this 11e 
establishes satisfactorily from the early chroni- 
clers. Further ,  i t  is  a mere assumption, i n  hi3 
o ~ i n i o u ,t o  call a certain class of these mounds 
religious r h i l e  there is no proof of it. T h e  
t ra th  seeinr t o  be, that  designations of con-
venience have gro\vn t o  be argulrtents obscur- 
ing the qncstion. 

1Iaving thus in  two sections of l-tis paper 
l~rovecl that  the Indian coultl have built such 
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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 

dences prove : but arguineuts 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 

the records of the exploration of the m o u ~ ~ d s .  apart as of 01~1, that if we add to the intangibil- 
These, it seeins to LIS, are to be the final tests. ity of such questions the clifficulty, for norices 
I t  is clear that history cannot settle the clues- in logic. of promptly seizing tlie precise force 
tion, bnt archeological investigations may. 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 so1.t~ 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 


