30 October 1930.

Hﬂ.dl Ll Dﬂ'ﬂmi "Cqﬂu,
Cripps's Corner,
Forest How,
SUBBEBX.

Dear Major Darwin,

Thanke for your letter and enclosures; I will only answer now
saome polnts of your letter,

I think 1 agree with your view entirely that family
allowances will tend ulti.-na*l;.r though perhags very slowly to
exert a direct effect towards increasing fertility in all classes.
As you know I also Lelieve that ultimately though slowly it will
increase the innate fertility of the well-to-de, and diminish that
cf the poorer classes. At what point these ultimate affects
would balance, if at any point, muet depend ﬁ: a host of diffarent
circumstances. What I vant to say now is that the effect I am
inclined to etrees about prudence is a much more immediate one,
though a permanent one to be considered in relation te the
initial changes introduced by family allowancea.

The general economic prudential motive for birth limitation
is I believe wholly dysgenic in ite effecta, but there are
prudential motives which I think are sugenic. Mosat notably

concern for the health of the potential mother. [hese motives

ara, I believe, at present much more active and effectlvs among
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the well-to-do than among the poor. This contrast is dysyenic,
although within each class the action is beneficial. I subuit
that family allowances would greatly affect the poor, not perhaps
fmeh in prudence as you use the term, but in a greater sensitive-
nese to small diffauné;;a:;d“aganﬁard of living, &nd thus intro-
duce a definitely sugenic motive for birth limitation anony the
poor, and abolish largely or wholly the dysgenic contrast Lstween
the effectiveneses of these motives among the poor as contrasted
with the well-to-do. This 18 all quite distinet frou any
general, and I believe much slower effect upon the general fertili-
ty of different classes.

The important contrast in this respect is betwean the more
and the less healthy; but | believe a beneficlal effect would
aleo supervene as between the more or less cumpetent. No one
doubte that the manageusent of a family makes calls on Henaral
compatence, and [ cannot doubt jersonally that the difference in
standard of living between couples at different levels of cumpe-
tence is much greater when . ere is a family than when there is
none, IT that 1s so, and faally allovances wers pald at a rate
‘hich on the average allowed an equal standard of living to
parents and non- arents, it follows that the standard of living
of the competent will rise, and that of the incompetent will fall
with increasing size of familyj this supplies a generally augenie
motive which would become effective among the great masas of Lthe

populetion, if they were at all keenly sensitive to differencas
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in gtandard of living.

I do not object in theory to discusaing such propoeals as
that before the Tradea Union Congress, although I am opposed te
them. What I do feel is that if the idea of family allowances
is introduced to the English public as a political means of
catehing votes by relieving poverty out of taxation, than we have
loet the first round. Purhaps it is inevitable timt we should
loge this round, but you muet excuse me for fighting against It.
What I fear is that both its eupporters and ite opponents will
be prejudiced againet ite proper uses, If on the contrary a
noen-¢lass ocheme could be wade famillar to the public In the
firat inatance, 1t would have done much to prevent the adoption,
or aven the advocacgys of the meore ignorant and ineffective
varlanta.

It ig insurance which deale inadequately with thodge rising
or lalling in the social scale. Either Stats or occupational
schemes geam Lo mpet hera with no difficulty. Consider a group
af 10,000 people drawing salarias of from £200 to £2,000 a year;
you could pay them family allowances with a fixed plriantauu
im:*mﬁnt. for each child, by three operaticna.

- (a) To the nominal salary of each worker, which uepends
only on the supposed value of his work, add 12 per cent.

for sach child under 2l.

(b) Add up the nominal salaries and also the enhanced

salaries of the whole pool, and exprass the former total
ag & percentage of the latter, (say 80.12 per cent.).
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{c) Pay =ll workers this percentage, determined annually

or half yearly, of their enhanced salaries, Inatitutions

which then jay wore than the total of their nominal

ealariea draw frem the balance from the pool; while those
which pay less pay into the pool.

The percentaye will fluctuate, but very little from year to
year. It vill tend to fall if the birth rate rises, or Lecomea
more equal in different gradesj Li will also ¢change annually
according to the age distribution of the employed, rising when
many young appointments are made.

-ﬂlldﬂ 1"{11,-_-.-'
Fromotion er demction worky automatically to carry with 4%

the appropriate standard of living for the whole family,

Such an arangement might bs established without any State
action by such bodies gs the Univerait;%‘and the only obetacle
I can aee to their duiﬁg go 1g the prejudice of their teaching
etaffa.

About birth rates: Stevenson does make them more squal in
the past, though his datlfi;bhut good enough to bear the conclusim.
Thie, is, however, quite consistent with a eimultanecus fall in
birth rate. It only implies that the fall in the upper clasa
has been the more rajid. The peerage may really have been
earlier; I have no data for or against. Th <fall in the body
of the people in Censua and Heglstration seema to have been,
as near as our foguy data go, gquite simultansous.

Yours sincerely,



