2 May 1931.

Major Leovnard Darwin, Se.D.,
Crippa's Corner,
FOR-S[ ROW,
Susgex.

Dear Major Jarwin,

I wouldn't be sorry tu publish sumething of the
kind yuu sugyest and Scisnce iTogress would be a ristinctly
good place, but I did start writing witn a view to ropsiring
what is something like an omiseion from my buok. I'he trouble
iuy, as yuu see, that while [ look, earncetly and diligently
enough, for objections to the thaeory of Natural Jelectlun
tlie upponente ol that theory alwaye fob me off with objections
to Lamarckism or tuv evelutlou in general, so that L can really
find scarcely anything that has any logical place In my book,
in spite of the mass uf anti-selectionist literatura,

I do think, by the way, that you must he reading tuo
mach into my first chapter. Y.ur letter reminded me of
socmething that C.Q. saild in hie review, to the effect that
my arguuent, had it been brought forward before lendelism

was known, would have disproved uvelection theory. Now I

don't think thie is true at all, and as I must have boen



reagonsible for the misapprehension, it is up tv we to Lrack
it to ite lair, Tell me If you think I am wrong, but 1 do
not imagine that your father would have found anything new

or interesting 1o my erjuuent except where L bring iu facis
which he did not know and had not guessed; and thelr conue-
quences tu an argument with whieh, without these facts, he
would have fe.t perfectly familiar. The conseguences of
blending which 1 amphasise |I'_lu not stop nutwal sclection from
working, for, with sufficiantly high wulatiun rutesy; a supply
of heritable variasilon can be maintained, end 1 tudak L cuuld
angwer yow* challenge on this point sufficiently t. chuw

that your father did belleve 1u these envrmuuusly high
mutation rates (almost every indlvidual a multlple mutani)

in wan and in the domesticsted anlmels and jlants; Lub Lhat
in Lha case of wild animals he long kept bis minu cpen Lo

the possibility that they might be for leny periocs practically
lnvariable and unly Le made tu vary uvccaslovnally by changes
in their environment. +bhat his final view was on thip I

do not know, but I have no doubt that after 1860 Lallace did
something to persuade him that wild populations were not so
¢unatant as he would have besn ready, furmerly, Lo admit.
»allace could have produced evidence only of suwsatie varia-
bility and could net have proved that it .as heritable.



Ihare seews to me nothing whatever illogical in the
theory tnat heritable variabllity .s malntained Ly such very
Tfrequant mitation, and s¢ the material provided for
Katural “election to work upon, but thintﬁhﬂ does wpen the
tivor to the view that the partieular causes to which each
matation suat be due (as your father frequently insiets)
might te alse lmportant causes of evelutionary change. And
thou,l. your father could find, I think, very lilLtle obser-
vational evlidence thai this vas so, agalnat muchi in favour
of the efficacy of selection, yet Lhis pousibllity he stead-
fastly kepl open. This gtrengthensa my cunfidence that
tie had a perfectly clear grasp of the ar ument ! zve seb out
in ite essentials, though he miht well have [ rel'esrred other
worda, and that he was not merely the patfient plouding
accumulator of observations which one leygend makes him wut

tru hﬂl

The case atrikes me as remarkablyf similar to that of
Carnot'e principle which is the basis of alli thermo-dynamic
reasvning. For Carnot developed his theory in terma of
the view that the gquantity of heat remains uncnanged, not
knowing that it was guantitatively converitible with work.

In bringing in the cunservation of energy instead of the
conservation of heat Clausius Wisely saW that the principle of



Carnot's reascning was untouched, though it led to sumewhat
‘different consequences; for Carnot's reasuning was right

on the sbaervational facte known to aim; and i am surry that
I should have let the point Le miseed that yvur father's
reasoning seens to me Lo have been right, even wiere Lie

Jrenlses were wrong.

‘n the second point you raise as to yowr father's
theory of heredity, would you agree with me 1f I said that
he would have eloomed a view of heredity which could have
{included revaraion,but that, in the absence of such a wview
he wae willlng to mccept the fact of reverslon provisionally
perhaps, as 1 prd wciple indepandent of heredity and possibly

due tu eome entirely distinet wechanlom¥?

-

Thankao for yuur point about the lower anlwals, I muat
bear it in mind. Certainly :er. coeus tu think It rather
imp.dence fur such a wretched creature ag a free=gwlmning
funlcate tuv have such a fine “test”.

To revert Lo my orizinal purpcse, if I can ever produce
anything good enough to etand as a review of the ulificulties
and criticiseme raised againet selection theory, how do yuu
think such a chapter would go in a German tranelationt It
would be, in ite nature much mors provecative, at least to
raviewers in a hurry, than the rest of the buok, ana my
'h:ifl! has Just made the scandalous suggestion of ueing it



as a preface as thig is the only part tiey are likely to

raad. { have Just had a letter from a Ger.an anturopologiat,
working iu uneriea, wao tanty tv translate thu book into
verwan, guite probalkly lLe will fail .o Tind a publicher,

Lbut while the project is under discussion, [ should 1like to
ktiow how ygou Selt ag to adding something of the kind I have
sent yoa,witis  erhaps some boldish epeculations on Lhe
rapldlity of adaptive variation in the Formalion of the

yreat classes.

Youre gincerrely,



