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Dear Oy Darnes,

vany thunks for your excecdingly kind and encouraging
latter,

I ghould be very glad indeed to Jdiscuss with you any
points you thin: worth ralsing on the malhswatics of my buok.

I ought to say, though, that I think .rof. (.G. Larwin wae

weon: in suggesting that Chapter IV iz the kornel of the

book, It is the meat difficult mathematically, though

not so dirficult as some of what I have left undone in connection
with cther nhuptursln'ut.ahl,f the opening or Chapter VI; but, in
any caga mathematical difficulty is no criterion of importance.
To predict the path of the varth 18 much eusler than Lu predict
the result of the next election, und_tuu_lﬂ be even 1if we had

full data for both casea.

The pragtical gquestion I want to raise to you, — though
pleage do not put yourself to the trouble of discussing it
with me unless and until you choose to — concerns family
allowances, especlally in relation to the clergy. I imagine
that partial and Lentative schemes have been already or will
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be soon put into operation, and the importance which 1 myself
attach to this particular group, lies in the fact that 1t may
very probebly in point of time be ahead of other professional
oceupatione in adopting the principle, and therefore will
iniluence the form and method of ita application to other
ETUUpE .

The general case for the clergy seums te be esgpeclally
atrong. meir children regularly stand high on the avesrage
in intelligence tests, proportion of eaninent men, atc.
Economic pressure and a rapugnance for contrace,tion are 1
imayine not unimportant in furthering the zendency to cellbacy.
Ihe danger i1s that the purely sentimental cage 111 etrass the
neads onl, of the poorer clergy, and lead to systems of family
allovances or their egquivalents on a flat rata.

Now a flat rate irreapective of income, will certainly
leave the economic motive for chlldlecsness, vhich is not
altogether imwral, strunger among the better than auong the
worse paid. I imagine thet among the clergy as is certalnly
the case in other professional occupations thera iz positive
agasociation between pay and abllity. sresumably a.ong tha
agelstant clergy ab least the moat useful men are conatantly
being tranaferred to more ilmportant poste; but even if this
were not the case among the clergy, as L am confldent it must
be, it 1s important that an economically right .rinciple
ghould be sdopted at the first, for the syste. like the

Universitiaa Superanmuation Swesam wil) sartainly tamA 4o
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be made uniform over a wide occupational field.

The objection to faully allo.ances proporticnate to the
basic salary, is that they pay more to tha rich than to the
poor Tor the same service. This argurent is only valid
if the allovances come from outside funds. If, as we may
anticipate must ba the case In any echeéme of adequatq allowances,
the funl comes from proportionmal deducticne from the salaries
of the childless, hv,ever these deductions may be hirlden,
these proportionate allowances are theasimnle result of
trangfarrin: Incuma from those “ithout to those ' 1th Jependent
children 1n each econumic group. The claim that the allowance
should be egual for all, is thus a cldim that an economic
reform designe to assist the families of the clergy is to Le
diverted froa its purpces In ordes to serve a different object,
namaly the equallsation of thelr stipends. (ne nced have no
opinion as Lo the desirability or undesirability of this
second object, to ineiat tlat 1t should be traited separately
on ite own merita, and not be allowed to gair from its own
point of view a very trivial advantage, at Lhe expense of
rendering partially ineffective the main oitjJect of femily
allovances, In practics an income range of from £800 to £2000
ia and mast bhe reflected by a proportionate range of expenditure
per ¢hild.



Numerically to judge by uyroups qpuh aa achoolrasatera,
there is probably a trifle less than ‘;mn deyeadent chlild
for each man .drawing payi; a deduction of about 10 per cent
from all salaries would suffice to give all ,arentc an
incrensnt of 12 per cent. over the basic pay, for each
dependent child. This averaged over the first 21 years of
1ife would I think bring parents and non—parents very much
to the same atandard of living, This I should c¢all an
arequate system, and T caly fear that there is 50 mich to be
sald for it sentimentally, thit a2 rational sconciilc and

eugenic basls may seen to ke impracticable.

1 sghuuld be extiremely glad, some time al your convenience,

to know how thie and other aspects of the ;;[uanl;:lﬂn strike

you,
Yours sincerely,



