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R E Y M O N D ON S C I E N C E IN ANTIQUITY 

History of the Sciences in Greco-Roman Antiquity. By Arnold Reymond. 
Translated from the French by Ruth Gheury de Bray, with preface 
by Léon Brunschvicg. New York, E. P. Dutton, x + 246 pp. $2.50. 

In his preface to this work M. Brunschvicg calls attention to the fact 
tha t Professor Reymond has for many years given lectures on the history 
of science in the University of Neuchatel. These lectures have been 
attended both by the students of the Faculté des Lettres and by those of 
the Faculté des Sciences, and similar provision has of late been made in 
the University of Lausanne. These facts, while having little to do with 
the merits of the book under review, are significant as regards the interest 
being shown in European universities in the history of science as a culture 
subject. 

The work treats of the mathematical, astronomical, physical, and 
natural sciences, and what will here be said concerning the treatment of 
the first of these will probably allow for a fair estimate of the treatment 
of the others. 

It is apparent from the first chapter that M. Reymond writes as a 
philosopher rather than as a scientist or a historian. He has gone to few 
original sources but has depended chiefly upon Zeuthen, Loria, Tannery, 
and Ball, with four references to Cantor and two to Heath and a like 
number to Montucla's work of more than a century and a quarter ago. 
Ball, who is hidden in the index under "Rouse Ball," is referred to more 
often than Zeuthen or Loria, while Tropfke is unknown. Even the frequent 
references to such men as Euclid and Archimedes show tha t the author's 
knowledge comes rather from writers like Boyer and Ball than from any 
study of the classics which these men wrote. 

As a result of this dependence upon secondary sources, often of a rather 
inferior type, the work has many errors tha t will at once occur to anyone 
who is at all familiar with the history of mathematics. For example, it is 
not likely tha t any historian of the subject would care to subscribe to 
statements such as these: 

"As to the information furnished by hieroglyphics and cuneiforms, it 
amounts to little." To be sure M. Reymond could assert tha t the Rhind 
Papyrus is in hieratic and not hieroglyphic, but the impression given by 
the statement is unfortunate, particularly in view of what the cuneiform 
tablets are revealing as to the mathematics of Babylon. 

"We are reduced for the most part to conjectures concerning the 
scientific knowledge of the Egyptians and Chaldeans." On the contrary, 
we have very positive acquaintance with a considerable range of such 
knowledge as witness, in the case of Egypt, Professor Archibald's extensive 
bibliography in Dr. Chace's edition of the Rhind Papyrus, now in press. 

"In practice and for reckoning they (the Egyptians and. Ghaldeans) 
made use of abacuses the arrangement of which calls to mind the ball-


