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As you know the Prime Minister passed on to me the copy of 'Large
Families in London'" which you sent him,

The detailed information that Miss Land has presented in this book
is very valuable. But I do not think she would claim thait-her book-
deals with poor families in generaldfier study was restricted to
families with five or more children in London and she emphasises that
the small numbers in her sample may not be representative even of
families in London (page 139). It should also be noted that the
fieldwork for the survey was carried out between February 1965 and
April 1966.

As you know I have considerable sympathy with your view that family

allowances are a umgeful weapon - perhaps the best that we have =
Jagainst poverty among families with children where the breadwinmer
is in full-time work, To be frank I doubt whether minimum wage

legiglation has a part to play. You will remember the conclueion
reachgd in the paper on "A Natiomal Minimuam Wage" published by the
Departfient of Employment and Productivity last year, that a national
minimum wage would benefit least men between the ages of 30 amd 60
{page 172).

What we really need, surely, is more information about these families
and this is what we hope to gain from the current study of Family
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10 Bowning Street
Whitelall

Dear Mr. Field,
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The Prime Minister has
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23rd March 1970

Dgar Hr Crossman, » :
Frank Field passed on to me your lotter of March 17th and asked .
mo £o reply.

I would not claim that my study of large familios is reprocene
tative of all large famflies andy ap I have made olear in my back, the
fieldwork wvas carried out over three years ago. Nevertheless, there
are some general conclusions to be drawn from my atudy whioh are still
valid in spite of changes in benofite for children. The mest important
of theae is that family allowvances together with basic wagea or salary
are the crucial #lements which determine a family's level of livimg.

Latest figures available show that there are still nearly ono
wdllion men woriting fulletime and ecarning a gross vage of £15 or less
a veek. Somwthing has tharefore still to be done about low wages and
if minimun wage leoglolation is mot & feasible solution then some othor
moans must be found to Inereasec’ very low uages.

While it is true that your Govermment have substantially o
increased family allowances since 1 conoluded my study nothing has been
dona subsequently to ma: thoix yenl value. As a result thoir roal
value ia being continiously orcded by inflation. And in any easo it
vas esticated at the time that theso incregses in family allowances
would reduge the extent of Child Povarty by hadf. There is therefore
a cage for making further substantial inoreages in family allowanges.
Hot all the changes in benefitas for ¢hildren have been to the adventuge
of fanilient freo achool milk for secondary sehool children has been .
vithdrawn, for exampde. Tho problemsfacing the peorer large families
in my study are therefors not as out of date as I would wish and in the
absenve of any evidence to tho contyary I believe that these problems
are still common to low wage carners with children all ever the country.

You mention that you hape to gather more information from the
Famlly lxzpenditure Survey data. This survey inocludes valuable infore
mation concerning amall families but while there are more peor small

famildes than pour Rarge families, children fraom large families comprise .

halg the total nunber of poor ohildren. Ye do noed therefore, to know
~the problems facing large families. Howaver, in spite of the large
sample the number of fardlies with five or more children in the Family
Expenditure Survey is small (65) « gmaller them in my study (86).
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Such families are under-represented in the Family Expenditure Survey,
partly because their response rate appears $o be lower than that for
othor families (approximately 63% as compared with 69% overall). From
my experience of interviewing large families I should not be at all
surprised to find that fewer parents of large families shan of small
families had theo time to keep Family Expenditure Diaries. This would

be particularly true for those with lov incomes. There is therefore

no guarantee that the large families included in the Family Dxpenditure
Survey are any more representative of all large families than the fami.
lies in my study.

In viev of tho short-comings of the Family Expenditure Survey
data regarding large families it is hard to see what new light it will .
throw on the underlying prohlem of finding a suitable method of adjusting
family income to faily size. Thers is no avoiding the faact that low
basic wages and inadequate family allouamces are an integral part of the
probles. S8imply vmiting for "more information” of such a limited mature
will neither altor this nor make fasily allowances any more mcceptable
politically. Meanvhile the value of fardly allowances is being eroded
and if nothing else, my study illgitrates the consequences of allowing
this %o happen.

Yours sincerely,

Mr Richard Cofssman,

Dapt of Health and Social Seourity,
Algxander Fleming House,

Elophant & Castle,

London S.B. 1
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Miss Hilary Land
The London School of Zconomics
and Political Secience
Skepper House
13 Endsleigh Street ’
LONDON WC1 |5 6 april 1970
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Mr Crossman has asked me to thank you for your letter of 23 March.

May I firstly mention some points on which we evidently agree. One

is the importance of family allowances for poor people with large
families and the value of the 1968 increases in the allowances. I
think you also agree that "eclawback" has been effective in concentrat-
ing aid on the families who need it. Another is that despite all

that we have done (including for example the introduction of rate
rebates and the encouragement we have given to local authorities to
introduce rent rebate schemes, us well as the increases in benefits
financed by the central government) some large families are still
living below the supplementary benefit level,

You naturally feel that in face of these facts we need not delay

to obtain further information; that we ought to commit ourselves

straightaway to further increases in family allowances and offset
the cost by additional clawback.

But the Government have to see the problem in a much wider social
and financial setting. We have to remember that clawback lowers
the tax thresholds for all families who draw family allowances, and
that the net cost of any increases in the allowances must be met
from the limited funds available for improvements over the whole
range of benefits. We need to know, for example, how many families
with children are still in need and how far their resources fall
short of their needs.

You go some way towards recognizing this when you say thet half

the total number of poor children are in large families. I am

not sure what evidence you rely on for this. It is true that the
number of families with five children or more in the Family Expenditure
Survey sample is small. But it is surely self-evident that we

need information about families of all sizes before we can make
Judgments about the overall position.

I do not quite follow your deductions from the figures of men in
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E. R.

full time work for gross wages of £15 a week or less. They include
as you know men of all ages, whether or not they have dependent
children, I am afraid they do not provide a short cut to the facts
we need about families with children who depend on low wage earners
and are living below supplementary benefit levels.

Thank you again for your letter.
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