23 July  193a0.

Major L. Darwin, 3Je.D.,
Crippats Mourner,
FOR:.TT ROW,
Su.80x.

Dear ajor Darwin,

Thanks for returning Dunkerley's letter. I thought
you would like to see the reaction of a fairly typical, though
perhaps second-rate zoologlat.

i I have noted one point where 1 think you have misunderstood
my letter. I am glad you think the table rightly expresses
your father's theory. I have mauve all valuea of x agual in
average fertility, though I sahould bs doubtless nearer the
facts if [ made the miodle values swewhat more successful than
the extremea. This would complicate the tatle by introducing
fractionse, and I ghould like to know if you thought it was
wath doing to aveild the misapprehenaion that I am denying the
exlatence of an cptimum x.

Cn the enclosed page I have drafted an argument on which
I have long wanted to have your opinion, though I never feel
I can expresa it cogently enough.
Yours sincerely,



Suppose you have two groups of men placed 1ln very
dif'Terent circumstances, differing not in the kinds of actiona
hich contuce to pros erity, or in the average prosperity
attalnable by such actions, but wholly in the cestainty with
hich it is attained.

'd::tu.ﬂﬂ‘-ﬂ £
(i) Bvery exercise of energy, intelligence or precedude pro-

duces with certainty a corresponding increment in prosperlty
(B) The n'ffm::t- of such actiona is nbsm Ly chanca effectsa

inca able of prediction which,while balancinyg in tha

long run, and having no average eifect cne way or the

other, are inulviuwually large compared to Lhe averape

return from the actions concerned.

The contraet 1s similar Lo that between un orderly and
well-governed counly on toe ¢ne hand, and a lawlsss or pava;e
condition on the otherj it ic alev similur bo the difference between
Imredlate roecompence aud postponed racm&, for in the latter
cage intervening events introduce a chance element, e.g. "Shall
I live to reap the harvest?"

Now I ai. inclined to claim that similar opulations
exposed tu these two environmental systema would react very
differently, that a population which in (A) would show lteself
industrially competent, careful and prudent, might in (B) show
nona of these gualitiea, because the average effects of cumpetent
action would be so much obscured by unforseen chances. Voreovar

the paychological differencea in the two cases would be much



enhanced by example and tradition.

If you sgree with this, ae I am confident you will, I want
to know how far you would think 1t ;ifiﬂili to apply;zn the
effects ot family allowanoces, and in part.cular to the inference
that such allowances would increase the fertility of the poorest

palf-supporting class.

To some extent,of course,the economic burden of childran
muat be regarded ae distributed from Rational cunsideraticna.
In such cases tne parents presumably declde thal Lhe satisfaction
afforded by the sccilety of the child, or that of dulng what they
regard to be their duty, is the economic egquivalent of the money e
gpent in ite upbringing. fo a far greater extent, it sesns O e,
their incidence, or at least its ecunomic effects, ia wsubjecilively
accidental, and acts just as any other unpredlcied cauee of
fluctuating prosperity. Awung the jooreat Zelfl-supporting claes
and indeed among wage-earnera generally, the loss in standard of
living cccasioned by a single extra child is certainly large
comparad to any compsnsating galn which is open to the parents
by increased efforts. I infer therefore, that, without family
allowances, the indidence of reproduction, whther or mot this ia
exceseive, will induce in some degree the conaequences of B, and
that tha in?rnduntiun of famlly allewancas will change ths scoilal
reactions of Individuals, and the soclal tradition of the group
in the same dirsction as A.



How with full family allowances equivalent to the
actual average coat. of children there will be guite numeruvus
occagione in which m would favour family llultation,
such things as the health of the mother, or the restricted
accommodation of the houss will often act in this wayj and =
unskilled worker clagses in which this major chance element in
prosperity was sliminated would naturally possess a much k688 i r«f
etrictly defined idea of what standard of living they could
expeci, and would be expected of themj 1if they are therefore
more readily influenced ly jrudential considerations under (a)
than under (B) it seems to me far from obviocus thai we ouglit
to assumé any increaee in reproducticn in this c¢lass me the

result of family allowances.
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