2iith Harch, 1952,

Uy dear Fox,

Thanka 'or your letter of March 19th. Vls recsive
"Hosusmtio” at this dcpartment, but 1 do mot think it is
pericusly of nny use. On the vhole nbatrscting gnine Ly
volng contralised sa In "Biclegicsl Abetrrata®™ rather than
specialised, though in neither conc ip the ssrvice vary
quiak.

Parhops T ought %o add a few words on the subjeot
of ocur discussion »n the ITUBA, since You and the Puresn
have invited »royoaals. I do not beligve  that any polioy
oould be more stupld nnd eelf damtructive thsn that of
olaiming Tor the !'mi~n » monopoly »7 interpationel sotivity
in the binlogleal Tield. Indeal, 1t 1o olvizue that sush
a olaim in slready DProaking down. Even without tha forme=
tion of Bhyelologicel smd Blochomicel Uniona such a polioy
is saling Tor gontinuoue and rregticus dieagrecwment bLetweon
different ssotions of the existing Union. ihat I suggest
as an altsrnative is t-hut the Unien should very seriously
sonaider the polioy of making it a principel alm to plen and
form, over the next ten or fifteen yoars, a sucocsaion of
more spesislised uniona by common consent, rather then by
individual, and therefore to some extent, hoetils astion.

The immediate Affioulty to the formation of biole=
gioal unions (gpert from the exishemce of the IUBS) ie thet



International moademies wight fear that the proliferation

of unions would be an endless process, 1t 13 exsotly that
feur which the IUB<, Af it were to adopt the polloy 1 suggent,
would be able to ssauage by pointing to a speqific progrumme,
Puilding up something like a dosen bilclogleel unions covaring,
g0 far as is possible, the more lmortant parts of the
biologiorl field. I, ond a good many others, find it very
disturbiog thet khe opinion should be hold enong T0Bs nru;
moters that s eingle Biolorical Vnion gould suffise for all
the biologleal poclences.

Yours sincerely,



