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1 Dewee pae 182 end e 155 A MONG the numberlefs objegts with whicts
. berwee o the furfice of this globe 1 covered and
Peopled, animals hold the firgt rank, both on ae-
courit of the rely
their ack i Y over vegetable
and inanimated matter.  The fenfes, the figure;
and the motions of animals, beftow on them a
more extenfive conne@ion with mrrmmding ob-
Jedts than is pofeffed by vegetables. The late
however, from their ey, panfion, their growh,
and the variety of parts of whict, they are com-
Pofed, are more intimatc]y telated to external
bjects than minerals or fones, which are per-
fectly inert, and deprived of every vital or ative
vorL, 1, A principle,




2 ANALOGIES BETWEEN

principle. Itis this number of relations alone
which renders the animal fuperior to the vege-
table, and the vegetable to the mineral, Man,
if we eftimate him by his material part alone, iy
fuperior to the brute creation only from the
number of peculiar relations he enjoys by means
of his hand and of his tongue; and, though all
the operations of the Omnipotent are in theme
felves equally perfedt, the animated being, ace
cording to our mode of perception, is the moft
complete; and man is the moft finithed and
perfed animal.

What a variety of fprings, of powers, and of
mechanical movements, are included in that
{mall portion of matter, of which the body of an
animal is compofed! What a number of rela-
tions, what harmony, what correfpondence,
amongthe different parts | How many combina-
tions,arrangements, caufes,effecls, and principles,
all confpiring to accomplifh the fume defign!
Of thefe we know nothing but by their refults,
which are {0 difficult to comprehend, that they
ceafe only to be miraculous from our habits of
inattention and our want of reflection,

But, however admirable this work may ap-
pear, the greateft miracle is not exhibited in the
individual. It is in the fucceffive renovation,
and in the continued duration of the {peches,
that Nature affumes an afpect altogether incon-
ceivable and aftonithing, This faculty of repro-

duclion,
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duion*, which is peculiar to animals and ve-
getables; this fpecies of unity which always
{ubfifts, and feems to be cternal 5 this generative
Poter, which is perpetually in action, muft,
with regard to us, continue to be 3 myftery fo
profound, that we fhall probably never reach
its bottom,

Even inanimated bodies, the flones or the
duft under our feet, have fome Properties; their,
very exiftence prefuppofes a great numbers an
matter, the moft imperfe@ly organized, pofeiTus
many relations with the other parts of the unis
verfe.  We will not affert, as fome philofophers
Kave done, that matter, under whatever form it
appears, is conftious of its exiftence and of its
relative powers. This queflion belongs to me-
taphyfics, of which we interid not to treat,
We thall only remark, that, being ignorant of
the extent of otir own connedions with exters
nal objeds, we cannot hefitate in pronouncing:
inanimated matter to be infinitely more ig=
norant.  Befides, as our fenfations have not the
moft diftant refemblance to the caufes which
produce them, analogy obliges s to conclude,
that dead matter is neither endowed with fenti~
ment, with fenfation, nor with a confecioufnefs
of its own exiftence. Hence, to attribute any of

* This word is frequently.afed by the author, and requires
0 be expliined. It fignifics the power of prodach

ing in gereral, and is equally

als. . Generation is a fp
animated beings,

2 thefe




4 ANALOGIES BETWEEN

thefe faculties to matter, would be aferibing to it
the power of thinking, of ating, and of per-
ceiving, nearly in the fame manner a5 we our-
felves think, a@, and perceive; which is equally
repugnant to reafon and religion.

With inanimated matter, therefore, though
formed of duft and clay, we have no other
relations than what arife from the general pro-
perties of bodics, fuch as, extenfion, impener
trability, gravity, &ec.  But, as relations purely
material make no internal impreffion on us, and,
as they exift entirely independent of us, t.hey
cannot be confidered as any part of our being,
Our exiftence, thercfore, is an effect of organi.
2ation, of life, of the foul. Matter, in this view,
is not a principal, but an acceflory. It is a fou

i united to us in a manner un-

prefence is noxious. Thought
the conftituent principle of our being, and is
rhaps totally independent of matter.

‘We exift, then, withou ing how; and
we think, without perceiving fon of
thought. But, whatever be the mode of our
being, or of our thinking, whether our fenfae
tions be real or apparent, their effes are not the

lefs certain. 'The train of our ideas, though dif-
e fion them,

ferent from the obje@s which oce
#gives ife to genuine affections, and produces in
us relations to external objects, which we may
regard as real, becaufe they are uniform and jne
variable. . Thus, agreeable to the nature of our

being,

ANIMALS AND VEGETABLES, 5

Being, it is impoffible to doubt concerning the
reality of thofe diftin@tions and refemblances
which we perceive in the bodies that furround
us. We may, therefore, conclude, without he-
fitation, that man holds the firft rank in the or-
der of nature, and that brute anis

fecond, vegetables the third, and

laft. Though we are unable clearly to diftin-
guith between our animal and fpiricus] qualities;
though brutes are endowed with the fame fenfe
the fame principles of life and motion, and per-
form many ations in 2 manner fimilas to thofe
of man; yet they have not the fame extent of
relation to external objecs; and, confequently,
their refemblance to us fails in numberlefs par-
ticulars.  We differ ftill more from vegetables 3
but we are more analogous to them thag to mi-
nerals; for vegetables poffefs a fpecies of ani.
mated organization ; but minerals haye nothing
that approaches to regular organs,

Before we give the | ftory of an animal, it is
neceflary fo have an exadt knowledge of the ge-
neral order of his peculiar relations, and then to
diftinguith thofe relations which he enjoys equal-
Iy with vegetables and minerals. An animsl pof-
fefles nothing common to the mir
general properties of matter
cconomy, however, are perfeciy
The mineral is inactive, infenfib] fubject to
every impulle, without organization, or the
power of reproduction, a rude mafs firted only
to be trode by the feet of men and of animals,

A
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Even the moft precious metals, which derive
their value from the conventions of men only,
are regarded in no other liglit by the philofon
pher. In the animal, the whole powers of nae
ture are united, The principles with which he
is animated are peculiar to him; He wills; he
determines ; he ats; he communicates, by his
fenfes, with the moft diftant objects; his body
is a world in miniature, a central point ta
which every thing in the univerfe is connected,
Thefe are his peculiar and invariable relations ;
The faculties of growth and expanfion, of res
produdion and the multiplication of his fpes
cies, he poffefles in common with the vegetable
kingdom.

Progreflive motion appears to be the moft
diftinguithing quality between an animal and 3
vegetable, We, indeed, know no vegetable that
enjoys a loco-motive faculty. But this motion
is denied to feveral fpecies of animals, as oyfters
gall-infects, &c. This diftintion, therefore, is
neither general nor effential.

Senfation more effentially diftinguflhes anie
mals from vegetables, But /en/ation is a come
plex idea, and requires fome explication ; for,
if fenfation implied no more than motion confe.
quent upon a firoke or impulfe, the fenfitive
plant enjoys this power. Bur, if by fenfation
we mean the faculty of perceiving and of coms

ng ideas, it is uncertain whether brute anie

is not frilly true; for oyflers, and even gall-infed
are capable of a degree of local motion. £ A

mals
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mals are endowed with this faculty. If it fhould
be allowed to dogs, elephants, &e. whofe actions
feem to proceed from motives fimilar to thofe
by which men are actuated, it muft be denied
to many fpecies of animals, particularly to thofe
that appear not to poffefs the faculty of progref~
five motion. If the fenfation of an oyfter, for
example, differ in degree only from that of a
dog, why do we not aferibe the fime fenfation
to vegetables, though in a degree fll inferior ?
This diftin@ion, therefore, between the animal
and vegetable, is ncither fufficiently general nor
decided.

A third diftin&ion has been derived from the
manner of feeding. Animals have organs of
apprehenfion by which they lay hold of their
food; they fearch for pafture, and have a choice
in their aliment. But plants are under the ne-
ceflity of receiving fuch nourithment as the foil
affords them, without exerting any choice in the
{pecies of their food, or in the manner of ac-
quiring it : The moifture of the earth is the on-
ly fource of their nourifhment. However, if
we attend to the organization and a&ion of the
roots and leaves, we fhall foon be convinced,
that thefe are the external organs by which ve-

<tables are enabled to extrac their food; that
the roots turn afide from a vein of bad earth, or
from any obftacle which they meet with, in
fearch of a better foil ; and that they fplit and
feparate their fibres in different directions, and

A4 even
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even change their form, in order to procure
nourithment to the plant. A general diftinction,
therefore, between the animal and vegetable,
cannot be founded on their manner of feeding.

From this inveftigation we are led to conclude,
that there is no abfolute and effential diftin&tion
between the animal and vegetable kingdoms ;
but that Nature proceedsby imperceptible degrees
from the moft perfed to the moft imperfeet ani-
mal, and from that to the vegetable: Hence the
frefh water polypus may be regarded as the laft
of animals, and the firft of plants,

After examining the diftin&tions, we fhall now
inquire into the refemblances which take place
between animals and vegetables. The power of
reprodudion is common to_the two kingdoms,

and is an analogy both univerfal and effential.
This mutual faculty would induce us to think
that animals and vegetables arebeings of the fame

order.
A fecond refemblance may be derived from
the expanfion of their parts, which is likewife a
common property ; for vegetables grow as well
and, though fome difference in the
fion may be remarked, it is nei-
nor effential ; fince the growth of
fome confiderable p wunamnx\ as the bones,

ine vegeta
formation, may be rather fiid to vegetate
than to live.

5
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A third refemblance arifes from the following
fact: Some animals are propagated in the fame
manner, and by the fame means, as: vegetables.
The multplication of the vine-fretter (fuc
which is effected withont copulation fimi!
that of plants by feed; and the multiplication of
the polypus by cuttings refembles that of plants
by flips.

‘We may, therefore, conclude, with more cer=
tainty, that animals and vegetables are beings
of the fame order, and that Natire pafies from
the one to the other by imperceptible degrees 5
fince the properties in which they refemble cach
other are univerfal and effential, while thofe by
which they are diftinguifhed  are limited and
partial,

Let us next compare animals and vegetables
in different pcim; of view ; for example, with
regard to number, fituation, magnitede, figure,
&ec. from which new induions will arife.

Animals exceed plants in the number of fpe=
cies. In the clafs of infe@s alone, there are,
perhaps, a greater number of fpecies, than of the
whole fpecies of plants on the face of the earth,
AmnnI: differ from cach ot
plants: Itis the great fimilarity of plants that
has given rife to the difficulty of diftinguilhing
and arranging them, and to the variety of bo-
tanical fyftems, which are much more numerous

thofe of zoology.
Befide




10 ANALOGIES BETWEEN

Befide being more firongly chara@erifed,
every fpecies of animal is diftinguithable from
another by copulation. Thofe may be regarded
as of the fame fpecies which, by copulation,
uniformly produce and perpetuate beings every
way fimilar to their parents ; and thofe which,
by the fame means, either produce nothing, or
diffimilar beings, may be confidered as of diffe-
rent fpegies. A fox, for example, will be of a
different fpecies from a dog, if nothing refults
from the intercourfe of a male and a female of
thefe two animals; or, if the refult be a diffimilar
creature, a kind of mule, as this mule cannot
multiply, it will be a fufficient demonftration
that the fox and dog are different fpecies of ani-
mals. In plants, we have not the fame advan-~
tage; for, though fexes have been attributed to
them, and generic diftin&ions have been found+
ed on the parts of fruification; yet, as thefe
chara@eriftics are neither {o certain nor fo ap-

parent as in animals; and, as the reproducion

of plants can be accomplifhied by feveral me=
thods which have no dependence on fexes, or
the parts of frucification, this opinion has not
been univerfally received; and it is only by the
mifapplication of analogy, that the fexual fyftem
Tas been pretended to be fufficierit to enable us
to diftinguifh the different fpecies of the veges

table kingdom.
Though the fpecies of animals be more nume-
yous than thofc of plants, the number of indi-
viduals
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viduals in each fpecies of the latter far exceed -
thofe of the former. In animals, as well as in
plants, the number of individuals is much great-
er in the fmall than in the large kinds. Flies
are_infinitely more numerous than elephants 3
and there are more herbs than trees. But, if we
compare the number of individuals in each fpe~
cies, the individuals in each fpecies of plant far
exceed thofe of the animal. Quadrupeds, for
example, produce but few at a time, and at con-
fiderable intervals. Trees, on the contrary, pro~
duce annually an amazing number of feeds. It
may be alleged, that to render this comparifon
exad, the number of feeds produced by a tree
fhould be compared with the number of germs
contained in the femen of an animal; and then,
perhaps, it would appear, that animals abound
mare in germs than vegetables. But, by colle@-
ing and fowing the feeds of a fingle elm tree,
100,000 young elms may be raifed from the pro~
du@ of one year. Though a horfe, however,
were furnithed with all the mares he could cover
in a year, the refult between the production of
the animal and of the plant would be very diff
rent. I avoid taking notice of the number. of
germs ; becaufe of thefe, efpecially in the animal,
we have no certain knowledge, and becaufe the
fame feminal germs may exit in the vegetables

for the feed of a plant is not a germ, but a pro-

(tion as perfect as the feetus of an animal, and
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which, like a fostus;] requires only the expanfion

ay be oppofed the prodigious mul-

fome kinds of infects, as the bee,

ngle female of which will produce 30 or 40
thoufaad. ~ But, it ought fo be' o 1, that
T am here ing in genera m‘ animals com=

pared with vegetables , the “bee, whicls

sroves nothing
fe out of 30 or
4@ K“rmmml flies pi y mother-bee,
there are but very few females, and no lefs than
1500 or 2000 males: The ‘reft are of neither
fex, and totally incapable of procreating.
It muft be acknowledged, that fome fpecies of
infe@s, fithes, and fhell-animals, appear to be
remely prolific: ~ Oyfters, herrings, fleas, &e,
haps equally fertile as mofles, and the
common plants. But, in general, moft
s of animals are lefs prolific than plants;
and, upon comparing the multiplication of the
diff , we find not fuch re-
markable diff ith regard to number, as
take place among animals. Some animals pro-
ce great numbers, and others very few.  Buty

in every fpecies of plants, the quantity produced
i

‘.n.\’\ great.
m what we have already obferved, it:aps
both in the animal and vegetable
ingdoms, the fmalleft and moft. contemptible

fpecies
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fpecies are the moft prolific. - In proportion as
animals feem to be more perfec, the number of
individuals decreafes.  Does the production of
particular forms of body, necelfary for the per=
feting of fentiment, as thofe of quadrupeds, and
of birds, coft Nature more expence of organic
particles than the produ@ion of inferior crea=
tures ?

Let us now compare animals and vegetables
with regard o fituation, fize, and: figure,. Ve=
getables can exift no where buton the earth,
Moft of them attached to the foil by roots
Some, as truffles, are entirely covered with the
foil ; and a few grow under water, - But the
whole require a conneion with the firface of
the carth.  Animals, on the contrary, are more
generally diffufed. Some inhabit the furface; and
others the interior parts of the earth, Some ne=
ver rife above the bottom of the ocean; and
others fwim in the waters. The air, the internal
parts of plants, the bodies of men and of other
animals, and even ftones themfelves, are ftored
with inhabitants.

By the afliftance of the microfcope, many new.
fpecies of animals have: been difcovered.  But,
what is ingular, we are not indebted to this in-
ftrument for above one or two fpecies of plants.
The fmall mofs, of which mouldinefs confits,
i perhaps the only microfcopic plant that has
been deferibed. From this it would appear, that
Nature has refufed exifience to very fmall plants,

while
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while fhe has cieated animalcules in the greateft
profufion.  But this. opinion fhould not be
adopted without examiriation. Plants are fo fi-
milar in their fructure, that it is much more
difficult to diftinguifh them than animals. ~This
mouldinefs, which we imagine to be only a very
fmall mofs, may be a foreft or a garden confift-
ing of a multitude of different plants, thouglt
we are unable to diftinguifh them.

Aninials and vegetables differ alfo with regard
tofize. Thereis a greater difproportion between
the bulk of a whale and that of one of thefe
pretended microfcopic animals, than between the
largeft oak and the fmall mofs mentioned above.
Though bulk be only a relative attribute, it may
be ufeful to know the limits within which Na-
tuire has confined her producions. As to large=
nefs, plants differ but little from animals. The
quantity of matter ina whale and in a large tree
is nearly equal; but, as to fmallnefs, fome men
have pretended to have feen animals fo extremes
Iy minute, that a million of them collected in a
heap would not equal the finall mofs on a piece
of mouldy bread.

The moft general and moft obvious diftinc~
tion between plants and animals arifes from their
figure, 'The form of animals, though infinitely
various, has no refemblance to that of plants ¢
And, though the polypi, which, like plants, can
be multiplied by cuttings, may be regarded as
the link which conneéts the animal and vege-

table
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table kingdoms, not only from the manner of
their reproduction, but fill more from their fi-
gure; yet there is no danger of miftaking the
bne for the other. The operations of fome ani=
mals refemble plants or flowers. But plants ne~
ver produce any thing fimilar to an animal ; and
thofe wonderful infe&s which make corals,
would never have been miftaken for flowers, if,
by a foolith prejudice, coral had not been re=
garded as a plant. - Thus the errors we may
commit in comparing plants and animals, are
confined to a few obje@s which lie on the ex~
tremities of the two kingdoms; and the farther
we extend our obfervations, we fhall be the more
convinced, that the Creator has inftituted no
fixed limits between the animal and vegetable ;
that thefe two fpecies of organized beings pof=
fefs a greater number of common properties
than of real differences; that the produ@ion of
an animal requires, perhaps, a {maller exertion
of Nature than the producion of a vegetable; or,
rather, that the production of organized bodies
requires no immediate exertion at all; and,
laflly, that animation, or the principle of life,
inftead of a metaphyfical ftep in the fcale of be-
ing, is a phyfical property common to alf
matter.
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