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kind of investigation can hardly be overrated; and it would be highly desirable thqt
naturalists should turn again their attention that way, now that comparative anatomy
and physiology, aa well as embryology, may suggest so many new topics of inquiry,
and the progress of physical geography has laid such a broad foundation for
researches of this kind. Then we may learn with more precision, how far the
species described from isolated specimens are founded in nature, or how far they
may be only o particular stage of growth of other species; then we shall know,
what: is yet too little noticed, how extensive the range of variations is among ani-
mals, observed in their wild state, or rather how much individuality there i3 in each
ond all living beings. So marked, indeed, is this individuality in many families,—and
that of Turtles affords a striking example of this kind,— that correct descriptions of
gpecies can hardly be drawn from isolated speccimens, as is constantly attempted to
be done. I have seen hundreds of specimens of some of our Cheloniany, among
which there were not two identical. And truly, the limits of this wvariability con-
stitutes one of the most important characters of many species; and without precise
information upon this point for every genus, it will never he possible to have o
solid basis for the distinction of species. Some of the most perplexing questions
in Zoblogy and Polmoutology might long ago have been settled, had we had more
precise information upon this point, and were it better known how unequul in this
respect different groups of the animal kingdom are, when compared with one
another. While the individuals of some species seem all different, and might be
described as different species, if seen isolated or obtained from different regions, those
of other species appear all as cast in one and the same mould. It must be, there
fore, ot once obvious, how different the results of the comparison of one fauna with
another may be, if the species of one have been studied accurately for o long
period by resident naturalists, and the other is known only from specimens collected
b;,.r chance travellers; or, if the fossil representatives of one period are compared
with living animals, without both faunm having first been revised according to the
same standard.!

Another deficiency, in most works relating to the labits of animals, consists in
the absence of general views and of compurisons. We do mnot learn from thend
low far animals related by their structure are similar in their habits, and how fr
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