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12 June 1930.

or L. iarwin,

Crippa's Corner,

Foreat How,

Susgaax.

Dear Major Darwin,

Many thanks for your letter. As a matter of fact
Salisbury's letter had stirred me to¢ a criticism a copy of
which I enclosej 1t i{s very much on the lines of your letter,
but sticking closely to one central point, in the hope of
m+king 1t at least clear.

I like immensely ycur point that the theory of individual
development depends on genes acting differently in different
cirpumstances. I was purprised, too, at the calmness with
which Cunningham assumes that all the structure and inetincts
of worker bees could be ascribed to their sclitary ancestor.
There is a whole serieas of reactions connected with swarming,
the location by scouta of a new site, the instinct tuv follow
the scouts, and to guide the gueen's flight, the ewarming
itaelf, the preliminary gorging with honey, which sesma to be
unknown in exlsting solitary bees, and very luprobable in
ancestral ones. #?E;;;R&E:E;EH the whole set of behavicur
mechaniames which Friech has found by which news of naw food



sources 1s conveyed and acted upon always by workers. fhe
only lopphole for the Lamarckian here ia the possibility of
Boclal organisation prior to the developmant of a neuter
caste. However the objection is so obviocue that Cumninghe.
ought to have dipcussed 1it.

I am wondering if any biologist will follow the argumsnt
of the first chapter. First, because a first chapter 1=
always expected to be not only elementary but trite, and
secondly because we have all grown up in the greatest confidence
that we know all abeut what Darwin meant. I am very tired
of' having some excesesively loocsely expressed trulsm such that
"all defective deer muet be devoured by tigera" put forward
as "the rdinary Dnr!rint::rgummt“, and I beliewnow 1 ought
in the preTaco to have hammered in the statament thatin
blologioal circeles Darwin's views are usually grmnl;,rl
migconceived - though this would annoy many people.

Yours ailncerely,



