Dear Raven,

A few weeks ago Heaton lent me your book "Sea Crestor
Bpirit", thinking, very rightly, that I should be intersated end
find in it muoh to encoursge me in my own idess. In fest, I heve
myself for mame years been nitbling at the edges of the snormous
task which you clearly had in view in that books And as so often
happens, while finding myself in complete harmeny in reapsct of
fundsmental aime and neads, I find I have taken at another lavel en
almost dismetrigally opposite view of ihe basring on desper guestions
of the various rival theories of organic evelution, This leads me
to hope that further discusgign may be particularly helpful Aif you
ere otill, e I hope, sotively concerned to mSsesghten oud our
fundunental ideas,

The point of difference whioch springs to the aye ia thut, at
least whon you were writing, you ntteched a certain fundsmental
importance to dirferences in the poseible means of orgenic modifigatien,
vhersas I have coms to think of these differences as s purely
domestie consern for students of evolution, and I am writing to
suggest that possibly the fundsmental imsus that you sensed Lis not
intrinsio in the differences between natural selestion on the
neolarwinisn interpretation, neoLsmarckism, orthogenssis, ets., but
ie inpherent in the question of the determiniem of the evolutionary




progess, & characteristic ordinarily ssoribed by ell schools to
seleative modification, but not ordinarily sseribed to any process
dependent on will or effort. This, I imsgine, ies why the
Derwinien Theory is shot at ae "materialismtic", while the others

are not.

Some years ngo Ihﬂrﬂhﬂ—f&hﬁh&haﬂmtm
indeterministic pleture of the world would look Rkike from the point
of ¥iew of organis evelution as conoeived by Derwin. I anslose

an offprint, whioch, ‘I regret to say, is my only eopy, in the hops
that you mey sgree after ﬂhﬂiﬂrw that a8 a means of progressive
ereative sotivity the seleative process i1s not to be peremptorily
rejected, and that when eleared of such exoresasences as "the mutation
theory™ 1t provides a very pretty modsl of indeterministis semsation
in general, so thet in my view evolutionary blologists are on
familiar growst in ey Sebritory in which philosophisal phystsists
are still foundering bewlldared.

However, this is irrelevant, and I hops you will forgive also
the frequent and anmoying interruptions of the argument of my peper,
cosasioned by my feeling bound to tuwrn aside to denl with one
irrelevanay after miether, Aftdr all, if dny falee view has been

leng held, there is bound to be nmﬂmnmmnm
propositions, the sredentisls of gssh of which have to be ehallenged,

if they are not to -ﬁ-ml-.a.-ll- the understanding.

Youre sincersely,



