let. Se,tember 193C.

J. L« Darvin, “e.D.,
Crlpps's Corner,
FCREST ROW,
Sussex

Dear NMajor Darving

Thanke for your card. I was especially delighted wlth the
"Pimag" (Lit. Supp.) review, because of the pointe he picked out,
from Ciapter I, and on the inacdequacy of the Franch sysleut. §
feal much irliii.hr?:i to hiu not only for his great geod will, but
for his peesermtatien in the distribution of emphasls. 1 think
he can be no one that 1 know, but 1 should guess he had Leen
talking about it to lluxley. I shuuld say not a genetlclel, and
perhaps nut & blologiset. 1 am, of course, intensel, curious as
to who ha .ay ba.

Do you think I could interest Bighop Barnes?; he wight be
very valuable not only in hisself, but in respect or family
alloiances among the clergy. It seems to me moat luportant that
the scheses which will undoubtedly pe started should be guided by
esugenic princi,les. If you think well of this would my bLest plan
be to sen: hiu the book? (He ie as you know a guod mathematiclan).
I could underline some points in a covering laetter.

I should like to discuss further your last letter on aully



allovances, and as you +will not have a copy, I & returning yours
for reference; though I should like it back.

I quite agree as to a sudien introduction of family albwanceas
tending tu iner ase fertility in all classes, and probably moat
among Lne prudent. No such change is, however, likely to be so
sudden as its introduction in France, and there there was wo
appreciable increase in the fertility of industrial workers.

There mas have been a retardation of th: fall of the birth rate,
but thias I think you would class an belonging to the second estage.
I conelude that the initlal elfect is small owing to the continuity
ef goclal tradition, but that it might be appreclable in a
profesalonal class.

Cn the second point I & tempted to argue to an opposite
conclusion. Farily allovances would give to the poorsr wage
earner almost as goed a chance of developing prudential habite as
the professlonal classes nov enjoy. 1l do n.t ses how the
professional classes would be much aifected in this way since there
is little of a gamble in ﬂhi; 'L#“J, and they reay pretty much aas
they sow. Secondly, I doubt if vhat 1 have in mind does degenu
imuch on the powers of forethought of the individual, but on the
standard set by the social group. The professional classes now
are individualistic in outlook ﬁnd.uhu;E:;thlir cecupationa and thelr
resldences, ete., with soms fore. hugﬂ?ruﬂnnrding to their circum- :

stances. For the masses 1 should hlug all the atress on the
atandards set by their neighbours. It is not individualistic



though +hich makes a soldler ashamed of having a tarnished bulton.
This standard would 1 think becume much more definite and precise
under fawily allovances.

In this country the houseés nov bullt will not, I suppose,
be largely replaced in the nexc two generations, and they 111
certainls tend to standardiee the size of family at a low level.
Then the health of the wife and svie freedom fron housework ia
needed for decency in clasese which canuot hire domestic service.
Change of residence is not too sasy for men tied tu their work,
and the variety of choice of working clase dwellings is very
realricted; though it would be by nu means hamaful if the more
enterprising and forasighted secured larger accommodatlion with
a view te roaring a laryger family. The point is that if the
gtandard of decency beca e much mors uniferm it would through
the health of the i.other, or the restricted size of the home
provide freguent motives for birth limitation under a full scho.e
of family allowances. I will not of course defend a flat rate
gchenes for thia I believe would be definitely dyagenie.

I have never read Pigou, but & ould be much interested to
discuse him with you, if you happen to have annctated a copy
you would care to lend me,

I am gorry the Twitchin legacy ia 8o troublescms.

Youra pincerely



