Nov. Gth. 1930.

Prof. Q. G. Darwin,
14, Herlot Row,
Edinburgh.

Dear Prof. Darwin,

Thanke for yours of Nov. 3rd. I do not
wonder that your mind is full of things other than grouse
locuste and snalla. When I lock at any quantum work I
wonder whether anybody understands it, though I suppcae ihat
as & teacher you osn get your first clese materisl to go
through the motions, and whether they oan solve 1t or not,
stete any ordinary phyelesl problem in the appropriate
mathematioal terms; and Fowler's article on metals in Nature
s fow weeks ego was really very intelligilble. One only
wondered whether the little enigmas enumerated by the wave
equation and Pauli'e prinoeiply ought to be oalled "electrona",
unless in some way they have aleo a position in thedir
specification. - but I expect it boree you to have an lgnoramus
talking about your mysteries.

You ask about Funnett. He is influenced by the
traditional Batesonian views, and committed himself to them in

an extreme form, and I think an extremely untenable form, in



his "Mimiery in buterflies”™ (1909). The Batesonie tradition
lnaludeas & fear of, and a self-defensive expression of ocontempt
for mathematios. A current reputed saying of Bateson ls
"The one subject on which I have never wished to know more ias
Mathematios™. I think it 1s partly our own fault that
suoh & remark should seem to have any point, because meathematloal
teachers EL;nut wlwaye make it oleur that mathematica is not
e subject matter but s mode of thought, useful whenever one
wants to think olearly about mechaniocs, phyeles, austronomy, the
Inoome Tax, or anything else mbout whioh exact thought haas
a0 far been found poeeaible.

Thera ;rn really very few geneticlste 1ln this country,
and the older of these will I think oling to the believs that
Murnett 1e right es long as thie ie poselble. The younger
men are not very numerous, but I think they realise for the
moat part that our own ocountry is relatively backward in the
subjeoct, end are prapared for naew ldeas. Some ocerteinly are
inolined to support me strongly, though I de not yet Lknow how
far Haldane will go. He 1s undoubtedly intereated, and has
been "talking domlnance" non-ocommittedly for the last year or
two. I was very sorry to hear from the Editor thet he was
offended sbout the notice for the Eugenlce Review. It appears
that he was asked to do the notlce; ilntended to do it, but
never replied; as your name had been suggested in the meanwhile,
it wae sent to you, and the Editor never managed to sooth
Haldane sufficlently to get from him what he had written,



though I believe he offered to publish that too.

It is amaring how incapable pecple are of shating
correctly views with whieh they disagree. There are B
mistatements of simple matters of fsot ss to what I may or do
not say in Purnett's review, and with considerable misgividgs
I have written to Nature to oorrect some of them. It is
very diffioult to judge whether thie course does any good,
and I ehould be glad if you happen to read 1t, to heay-

(entirely frankly) how my letter strikes you.

Yoursa sincerely,



