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" Critical Examination of Genesis iii.

made. And yet,’ woman is always to “bring forth
children in sorrow.” - If] then, an 1cc0uoh811|, who
maintained the literal | o(’ this * sorrow,” were' to
attend one of those patients who “from their more na-
‘tural mode of life,” and ¢ the greater purity of the at-
“mosphere and -food” to which they are aceustomed,
* suffered Little or no inconvenicnce from labour, as is, al-
most generally «the case with the Indian women of
South America,”* the Squaws of Canada, and many
black tribes, that accoucheur would be bound, if desir-
~ ous of duly carrying out the strict letter of the law, to
use such means that the' labour should mndeed be one
+ of % sorrow.” . A black, no more than a white woman,
* has a right to l)e exempt from a curse universally and
immutably entailed on the sex. A.q'nn, “«He (Eve's
husband,) shall rule over her.”  No doubt iweak.
. m!ndeéd husbands may find it convenient to quote this tex!
in its most literal a('CLptahon. to their wives, as some
apology for their tyranny ; but few duly impressed with
the dignity of the sex would venture hereby to-assume
wndue authority, ' Ner will woman be deterred hereby
" from vindicating her just rwh(s,'}' but this cannot be the
" case with those who' d.mmux for the literal letter of the
law. We may not, however, pursue this subject far-
“ther.. . Be the instances already adduced, sufficient to
show what inconsistency and xmpropnety there is in the
opinion that the word “sorrow” of the denunciation against
¢ the woman is literally to be accomp'ished on thesexin the
‘ present day, and that to prevent in any way this ac-
complishment, is both unscriptural and irreligious.

Professor Slmpson hasadded many logical and convinc-

. ing arguments in refutation of the actual and imaginary
. objections of the literalists. One ortwo we have ad-
- duced as our own, because they occurred to us before
we had seen the learned Professor’s book ; and because
we thought the cause” of* truth would not suffer by re-

- peating them. For others, which appear to_us most
‘cogent, we must refer the reader to the work itself 5 and
‘yet, we cannot refrain transcribing one - which appears
to,us particularly happy.  Professor Simpson says, « But
the, accoucheurs and surgeons among you, who oh,ecl to
the use of chloroform, on the ground that it goes, in their
‘oplmon,agam\tthe ohject and eni ‘of the primeval course
. upon woman, atranw]; forget that the whole science and
- whole art and practice of “midwifery is, in'its essence
‘ and ohJect, one conunumxs effort to mitigate'and remove
And afier enumerating these
means of mmgatmn the Professor continues—¢ By these

' means they succeeded partially, in. times past, in miti- |

« gatmg the sufi‘ermgs and effects of parturition, and thought
they committed no sin. Bita means 'is discovered by
B whlch the sufierings of the mother may be relieved far
' more eﬂ'ectually; and then they xmmed:ately denounce
‘_thx,, hxgher amount of rclxef as a lugh sin... demg your

‘ ’Dr ElhmlsmvA Human- Phsswlngy pngc bi‘) ) ‘
. ¥'The remark has been made in a deprenmory strain. by one.
y;\vell known for his aceomplishments as a Hebrew scholar and eri-
 tie, (hat nhhough God said, ** And he shall rule, [ Yiinshol] (the

’ Bal of active form,) over thee,” the Test is now read by some as if

it were, “ And e’ [Y:mnchel the’ Niphal' or pa sue fo m
‘ahall “be Tuled by thee . MH R ‘pg ied)

end, accordmg to their religious vxews, m‘per""ct]y, wag
1o sin—gaining your end more fully and perfectly is, they
argue, an undiluted and unmitigated peice of iniquity.”*
We must beg leave: further to quote: what a:Christian
clergyman, who takes the same view of the case as Pro-
fessor Simpson, and the humbBle’ writer of the present
inquiry, has-said in connection with this sudject, ¢ 1
should not be surprised, in the course of the debates upon
the emancipation, of the Jews, to find some memkbers
pleadmg, as some have p.eaded in former times, that to
give a Jew a legitination in_any commonswealth, is a
plam contraveation of- the will and ‘word of God con-
cerning that people.”®t  The writer was not incorrect in
his prophetic '\nt-cnpatmns. ‘In the late discussion on
:he Jewish Bill in the British Parliament, there were not
wanting those ' who d7d urge such an objeclmn, and it
was, doubtless, as much. in consequence of their ever- -
lastingly chiming this objection, as from any o l‘lex cause,
that the. Bill was lost. | \
“With  these extracts fiom Professor Simpaon we con-
clude, but not before earnestly exhorting our readers to
weigh calmly and unprejudicedly the arguments adduced
on both sides the queahon, hefore . 1}xe5 decide the em-
ployment of ‘anasthetics in ‘cases of labour to be un-
scriptural and irreligious. As to the propriety or expe-
diency of their use, in a medical point of view, as he-
fore remarked, it is not for us but for others to deude.
We desire only to show that if a certain case, should
cali for ‘their. emplnyment, both physician and. panent
would not be acting unscripturally were they to use
them. It is true, that some teachers of religion have
nct been abie to see the innocency of the practice,
and one has pronounced chloroform, in- particular, to
he “a decoy. of Satan, apparently offering itself to
hless woman ; but in the end, it will harden society,
and rob God of the deep, earnest cries which arise -
in'time of trouble for: help.” § But we have already
seen that language ‘similar in tone has been em-
ployed by such injudicious and- bigotted zealots (worse
encmies to the Scriptures than unbelievers themselves,)
when wag,mg a fierce war against the introduction of in-
oculation. “And we cannot but remember how, among
Christians, the teachings of the celebrated Galileo were
were also «hled unscrlpmra] and himsell branded. with
such titles as' ¢ liar,”? % impostor,”” etc. ; and how among.
Jews, that eminent philosopher, ‘Moses Maimonides,
whose gigantic inteliect has been extolled as well by ene-
my as by friend; was excommunicated by the French Is-
raelites, and copies of his works, now so much prized,
publicly burned by them, because he strove to disabuse
them of various absurdities they had permitted to usurp
the place of religion.. Nor can we forget that the most
important discoveries in ‘medical science, when first
broached, have had to contend with 'this same prejudice
and blgolr\§——that Harvey called down upon himself the
indignation and ridicule of the profession, because he
taught the urculatmn of the blood—that his followers
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