
CORRESPONDENCE 

HAROL8D COX AND COMPULSORY STERILIZATION. 

T o  the Editor of BLACKFRIARS. 
SIR, 

Mr. Gwynn’s letter needs no detailed reply. He  still argues 
that he was justified in saying that I am in favour of compul- 
sory steriliaatian, although I said emphatically that the sterili- 
zation must be with the consent of the persons sterilized, or 
with the consent of their guardians. In the former case he 
apparently now drops the contention that sterilization would 
be compulsory ; in the latter case he argues that the guardiam 
might abuse their powers. That consideration applies to all 
persons ta whom powers are  entrusted, and Mr. Gwynn would 
have been on safe ground if he had merely pointed oiut that  
there was this danger of abuse. But ta argue that I am in 
favour of compulsion because the precaution which I demanded 
against compulsion might in solme cases be abused is t o  defy 
bath language and logic. 

Yours faithfully, 
HAROLD COX. 

GRAY’S INN. 

l o  the Editor of BLACKFRIAHS. 
SIR, 

I can only repeat : 
( I )  That  Mr. COIX’S~ olwn words were : ‘ Those persms whoi, 

as the result of physical or mental defects, are  unfitted t o  
p-oduce children should be sterilised, with their consent oIr 
with the consent of their guardians, a t  the expense of the State.’ 

( 2 )  That sterilisatioa ‘ with the consent of their guardians ’ 
is quite, obviously-whatever Mr. Cox may say t o  the contrary 
--compulsory sterilisation : whether the persons so sterilised 
be children1 or mentally defectives or any others either tem- 
porarily or permanently under the jurisdiction of guardians. 
Consequently, in declaring that certain, classes af people ‘should 
be sterilised with the consent of their guardians’ Mr. Coix 
ips0 fucto declares himself in favour of colmpulsory sterilisatim 
for several very large classes of persoas. 

(3) That even where the consent ot the persons themselves 
has t o  be obtained, they will in nine cases out oif ten be either 
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under the influence of great pain and despondency, or under the 
conviction that they suffer from an incurable’ mental or physical 
defect which may subsequently became curable. Mr. CQX urges 
that the taxpayers should pay medical practitioners to sterilise 
such patients as can in such circumstances be persuaded t o  
undergo sterilisation ; and presumably also t o  try and persuade 
them t o  be sterilised. 

I t  is only a few years since, in a celebrated cross-examin& 
tion by Sir Lea Chiozza Money during the Coal Commission, Mr. 
Harold Cox expressed his attitude towards the proper sphere 
of State enterprise by replying: ‘ I  leave YOU the sewers.’ 
Having grown up  in a generation which has  always honoured 
Mr. CQX a s  one of the few living publicists of first rate ability 
who muld be always counted upan to assert the rights of 
individual citizenship against interference by the State, it is  
with sad disillusionment that I find Mr. Cox now ranging him- 
self among the advocates of the most extreme and the mast 
intensely repugnant of all encraiachmenta by the modern State 
upon human liberty. 

Yours faithfully, 
DENIS GWYNN. 

PARA&, BRITTANY. 

I 168 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-2005.1923.tb03251.x Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-2005.1923.tb03251.x



