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 Nos. 17-18.] MAN. [Feb., 1916.

 monuments of a Teutonic type, nor in Scotland, where circles take their place as

 sepulchres. But in the sepulehral circles there are also great local differences ; those

 round Aberdeen are of one special type found nowhere else, except perhaps in one

 instance in Co. Cork; those round Inverness are of another special and quite

 different type, although they are so near; there are also numerous circles of what

 I may call the ordinary burial type in Scotland. (For details see my paper on
 "The Stone Circles of Scotland," in the Journal of the Anthropological Institute,

 Vol. 30, 1900.) In Yorkshire, again, there are no large non-sepulchral circles, but
 there have been many of the little barrow circles, and these are also found in parts
 of Siberia, where, however, they seem to be of a later date, as they contain articles
 of iron. All these differences seem to indicate that the inhabitants of each locality
 used large stones in different ways and for different purposes; in Scandinavia, for

 instance, circles, we are told, were uised for fighting duels in, while in India small
 circles were places for sacrifices. Alignments were dealt with pretty fully from this
 point of view in my paper on " Megalithic Remiains in the Neighbourhood of
 Autun, &c," printed in the Journal of our Institute, Vol. 38, 1908; anid I will here
 only mention the stone rQws, so numerous on Dartmoor and practically non-existent
 elsewhere, as another local and probably tribal variety. The construction of a cist
 to put a corpse in is a thing that might occur to anyone in any place where stone
 was available, and larger chambers might easily be a development of the same idea.
 Dolmens, however, were discussed with regard to local differences at some length
 in my paper on " Some Dolmens of Peculiar Types in France and Elsewhere,"
 printed in our Journal, Vol 40, 1910, to which, and to the other papers mentioned,
 I must refer readers for details, in view of the limits of space in MAN.

 Colonel Forbes Leslie, sixty years or so ago, showed that there were many customs
 and beliefs common to the "Celtic Fringes" of our islands and to India, and that
 they were sometimes associated with the rude stone monumeints ; but is it certaill
 that the people practising such customs are the descendants of those who reared the
 monuments, or that they did not, at one end of the line or the other, find the
 monuments already there, and take them over from an earlier population ?

 A. L. LEWIS.

 A2gean Archaeology. Elliot Smith.
 The Invention of Copper-making. By G. Elliot Smith. 1Q

 My attention has just been called to a remarkable statement in Mr. H. R. EU
 Hall's ZXgean Archavology with reference to Professor Reisner's view, "which gives
 " to the Egyptiatns the credit for the invention of copper tools anid weaponis." The
 consideration that the true interpretation of the known facts is a matter of fundamenital
 importance in reading aright the history of civilization is my excise for returning to
 the discussion of evidence to which I have repeatedly called attention during tle
 last five years.

 Froin Mr. Hall's book (page 44) I make the followinig quotations
 "But the source from which the early Egyptians obtained their copper cani

 only have been---since the Black Sea coast seems too far away-besides the
 Sinaitic peninsula, Cyprus and the neighbouring coast of Syria. And the
 practical absence from the island of stone tools seems to show that the Cyprians
 used copper from the beginning, whereas the Egyptians passed through the
 Neolithic period before adopting copper. It is a natural conclusion that
 the Cyprians communicated the klnowledge both to Egypt and to the AEgean,
 rathier than that Egypt communicated it to both. The matter is arguable, but
 this seems the more probable theory of the two. The earliest Egyptian copper
 weapons are of the type characteristic of Cyprus."
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