
- ,Critical -Ecamina ion of Genesis iii.' 16.

-From -the perusal-of various books and--papers- on
this'subject, nd, more especially, from the perusal of
Dr. Simpson's excellent work, * at his third and fourth
chapters, which:may be regarded as a kind of coacer-
vatio argumentorum, we are led to conclude that all
objections to the superindiction of anæsthesia in labour,
are foinded on certain wiords occurring in the 16th
verse of the 3rd chapterof Genesis. Now, ve believe
that, if it can b shown on scientific principles that the
words have no such meaning as have been attributed

t them. by the translators of the Anglican version
a:nd others, the objections founded on then, must be
considerably modified, if not enitirely reioved ; hence,
one principal portion of our labours will be a gramma-
tical analysis of these disputed words.

As it appears to us that in conducting such an in-
quiry, no source of information should be neglected,
iowever repugnant it may prove to our pre-conceived

notions and prejudices, we shall not fail to seek light
and assistance fromi Hebrew, as well as Christian,
authorities. The advantage of consulting the former,
nust be evident te every unbiassed mind, recollecting
as it needs must, that for whatever knowledge we may
possess of the Hebrew language and its'grammar, we

3are indébted to then ;-that Christian compilers of
Hebrew grammars and Lexicons have taught little or
nothig more, and very nuch less, than, they have
taugh t; and.that their conmentaries and paraphrases,
have avowvedly assisted Christian translators in their
rendeiings of the Sacred tèxt.

Bu t, before proceeding to our task, we think it ne-
cessaryto make some observations on a passage in Dr.
Siipson's ivork, which, we think, ought .not to pass
unnoticed, since it may induce many, anxious to arrive
at the truth, but unable to consult the original text of
Scripture, to form -erroneous notions on the question
under consideration, to establish false hypotheses, and

-toimagine that they have unanswerable arguments
against those who defend on Scriptural grounds the
employment of anesthetics in labour. The p'assage
referred to l as follows: "Those who from the terms
of the first curse, argue against the superinduction of
anesth'esia im labor, aver that. we are bound to take
and act upon the words of the curse literally, 'I will
greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy conception,' or as,
Gesenius and other Hebrew authorities state, ihat,
being a case of Hendyadis, i may bè. more correctly
rendered, 'I will greatly multiply the sorrow of thy
conception, &.> '"† Now, we have tO remark, that
thie rendering here spoken of, instead of being more
correct, is most incorrect. It is plainly untenable, and
if Gesenius has written after this fashion, it js truly
aistonishing. Net ahaving hie Lexicon, in the.original,
Èètore us, we can only turn to an English translation'
(Gibb's), and there we find that Gesenius says nosuch
ting. We do,,indeed, find that under the root :
(ngatsab) ie thus remarks,' " nry (ngitsabbohn), ver-
baI frpem ir (ngatsab) means, 1, labor, toil, -2
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pain, Gen. iii. 16 mrn µM , (ngitsebonech ve.
heronech) thy pain and thy conception, i. e. the
pain of thy conception." Here,' it'will b perceiv-
ed that there is ,no case of Hendiadys affirmed,
though there is one suggested. The learned -Pro-
fessor translates just as the Anglican aùthorised ver.
sion translates. He says, plainly enough, the words
mean thy pain (Authorised version,-thy sorrow), and
thy conception. always supposing that -his translator
has not misunderstood nor misrepresented him, and
we have no reason to believe that .he has. It is
true, as we before remarked, that he suggests sucra
case, but here he speaks theologically, and we may
be permitted to differ from him. Philologically, he
must needs reject the theory, and for these simple rea.
sons: prefixed to the latter of the two nouns, there
is the letter i (vau), which, when so pecurring, must
necessarily be translated by either of the words, or,
and, or but; in short, i is either a conjunctive or dis.
junctive. Now, the occurrence of either of these,
would at once exclude from the mind ofone, at all ac.
quainted with Hebrew philology, any idea of Hendia.
dys. If we may be permitted to transfer here certain
principles oflHebrew grammar, with which the merest
tyro in that study is acquainted, but ofwhich the hold.
ers ofthe opinion under notice, appear to have beeni
ignorant, or unmindful, we should remark that Hendia.
dys can only, obtain, in Hebrew, where two nouns are
in juxtaposition ; or, to speak more technically in
construction with each other, and for this latter pur.
pose, thefirst noun must be in the genitive case, and
have the, word of added to it. Unless this rule
be observed, the nouns wvili stand as absolute, or
having ro onnection with each other. This will be
more clearly seen by example. Let the two wvor4

mii (dabbar)., a word, and nr.e (emeth), truth, he
placed together,and the former, being in the nomi.
native case, and therefore having the vowel.point
(à) called Kamets, must be translated as in that case;
and the two words will mean, a word truth. But the
[kamets.] beinrg chanred into (shea), as is re-
quire'd for'the genitive, the vords will then express; a
word of truth, which we vould render in English, ia
true word. It will be perceived, then, from' this e:-
ample, that, what in English requires to' be an"adjèc.
tive, may be, and is, in IHebrew, a noun substantive,
used as a definitive or predicate. And indeed, idthe
class of noun substantives,* almost àll adjectives in
Hebrew are reduced. Hence, tod, it vill be percelv.
ed, the figure of Hendiadys is more common in lbreV
than in ôther languages. But let us noiv appiyy thesi
rules to the examples with which -we have more im.
mediate business.' We observe, in the first place,ti
the noun iryv ngitsabbohn, is in the genitive case
so far, agrees with the rule laid doWn for constructiv
nouns ; but, wequickly perceive that it ià is so, nole
cause it is in construction vith tle following noun, b
with the personal pronoun 1 (cha) thee. Moreov er,%
observe that the second t'oun p'iri (hèrayon), îs-ls

The early Hebrew grammarians divide the parts of sPec
into three only, viz., the noun, verb, and particle. >,


