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A N

ANSWER, Sec.

N feeing the ffrange attack mads
*n le Review for the

iil? ®lp month of March, 1760, upon
a treatife offered by me to the
Public, with the heft intention

imaginable for its fervice, upon the fubjedl
of midwifery, which is my profeffion, I can
fafely, and with the greateil regard for truth»
aver, that if the manner in which I found
myfelf there treated, gave me any pain, that
pain was not for myfelf. I was even forry
to obferve any gentleman of letters /loop-
ing fo low, as to the poorefl buffoonry, and
to the fo little refpedling the Public and him-
felf as to play upon names; a circumflance
of no-wit, which I have fo favorable an o-
pinion of him, as to prefume he would have
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treated with all the fcorn it deferves, if em-
ployed againfl himfelf.

But the reafon he gives for thispunning is
in truth an admirable one. He alTumes the
fubjedl difcuffed to be a ludicrous one. A
ludicrous one ! what! can the fubjed; of dif-
cuffion, which is palpably neither more nor
lefs than the greater fafety of the lives of
women and children, be deemed, by any
conflru&ion or intendment, a ludicrous one ?

But at this I am not indeed furprized, when
I confider, that in this every candid article
of Review, the writer is not contented with
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poifoning and diftorting a mod; innocent and
inoffenfive application from a woman to one
of her own fex, for her hand to chafe the
hypogaflrium, into a fuit for “ titillation \ but
he mud; grofsly and unprovokedly infult the
women with the adurance, that if they were
to bepleafed with titillation, the art of it was
better underflood by the men than by the
women. If this to hufbands, to fathers, to
relations, is dcjending the ufe of he-midwi'ves,
I leave to their own confideration. I leave it
alfo to their confideration, whether their
underflanding can be more fhamelefsly infult-
ed, than by that averment of the Reviewer J



“ that the bufmefs (of midwifery) is carried on
lt with much more ease ajid decorum by
“ the men than by the women-pradiitioners,
tc exceptingfuch of thefe Iaft as have been edu-
“ gated under male-artists.” ' That
is to fay, educated to cut out work for their
instruments, without which the male-
artifts are fo fenflble they would be fo per-
fectly inflgnificant, The reflections upon
this are fo obvious, that to dwell upon it
would imply my taking hufbands, fathers,
and relations for rank ideots ; and it is not
for fuch that reafoning is made.

But before I proceed any further in my
defence, I mult beg leave to remark, that
my candid critic feems to have over-flepped
his province of a Reviewer into that of a
controverflft; which certainly cannot be fair,
unlefs he gives warning to his reader, that he
is laying aflde the character of the judge for
that of a party. He cannot furely confifl;-
ently with the laws of candor or common-
fenfe be both at once.

Even but as a Reviewer he is doubtlefs at li-
berty to give his opinion of my book as un-
favorably as he pleafes. He may condemn
the Rile of aft elfayifl:, who fets out with a



folemn profeffion of a difclaimer of all pre-
tentions to File; he may, as he has done,
emphatically allure the reader, that a trea-
tife of midwifery profeffiedly wrote to expofe
the errors introduced into the art, does not
itfelf give a regular Siflem of the art ; he
may, in fhort, in virtue of his office of Re-
viewer, iffixe out his cenfure of a book that
has, it feems, the honor to difpleafe
him; but furely, all this liberty does not
warrant its extention not only to miferably
low fcurrility, but even to a mod unfair
wreding of quotations, and to an acrimony,
which rather denotes a party interefled and
hurt, than an impartial Reviewer.

For example, he attempts to palm on the
reader a mod: drained and falfe condrudion
of a paflage he quotes from my work (p. 90)
where I fpeak, and very juidly fpeak of the
fatigue I have often undergone, of keeping
my hands C£ fixedly employed for many hours
“ together, in reducing and preferving the
** uterus in a due petition.” The critic here
exclaims again# this as cruelty. Now, if
there was any cruelty in this fixed pofition,
it could at word be only a lefs cruelty than
that which it is meant to prevent, the cruel



and dangerous ufe of iron or fteel inftru-
ments. But the truth is, there is not, in this
point of practice, fo much as the fhadow of
cruelty, or indeed of any prejudice whatever
to the woman in labor, whofe fafety both
of herfelf and child is confulted by it. If
the reader deigns to confult the paflage con-
nected as it is, in that page 90, he will rea-
dily, if he has any the lead: fbare of candor,
admit, that in that place particularly, the
word £C hands’ is indefinitely employed ; a
whole for the part ; there being in that pai-
fage no particular inftru&ion of management
propofed to be conveyed. But where that
management requires fpecification, the dif-
tinction is duly made, as the reader may
eafily fatisfy himfelf, p. 348, where it will
appear how perfectly inoftenfive, and even
falutary that employ of the midwife’s hands
mud be where the cafe requires it. Doubtlefs
a forceps or a crotchet are infinitely tenderer.
Of this I am clearly fure, that any reader of
candor and humanity will, on perufal of that
paffage, feel a juft indignation at the unfair
treatment both of himfelf and me, in the
ufe attempted to be made of that quotation
againft me from p. 90, the expreftion in
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which might however have been more clear,
if I could have imagined that it could have
given rife to a conftruCtion fo fhocking to
common-fenfe, as that on which the critic
has founded his pathetic exclamation of a
midwife’s two hands in the vagina ! if he really
underftood me fo, I heartily pity him : if he
has defignedly given me that meaning, I
have a right to pity him yet more, as didn-
genuity is furely more pitiful than only mif-
apprehenfion.

To the queftion the Reviewer alks me,
relative to the vitious conformation of the
pelvis, and concerning which he accufes me
of flagrant ignorance, tc whether I have ever
“ feen a collection of fkeletons ?” I anfwer,
that I have occadonally feen fkeletons, but
without the lead, reafon to retraCt what I
have faid of the almofl univerfal care of Na-
ture in the due conformation of the pelvis.
It is alfo true, that I have caft around my
eyes, and obferved a number of rickety chil-
dren and crooked women, both in this me-
tropolis and elfewhere ; but I never had rea-
fon either from fenfe, or efpecially from my
own experience, to form the Reviewer’s con-
cludon from fuch ricketinefs to the diflortion



of the pelvis. On the contrary, I have de-
livered many richety women, many outward-
ly diftorted women, whofe deformity was
even legible in their faces, but never found
that it in the lead; affedted the bones of the
pelvis. One would even think, that Nature
had indemnified them in that particular, for
her irregularities in other refpedls. I have
no reafon, from my own pradlice, but to
think them, in proportion to their number,
bleffed with eafier deliveries than the very
bed; draped, who have fometimes fuch dif-
ficult labors, notwithffanding the mod: ex-
cellent outward conformation : nor do I con-
ceive thofe difficult labors of theirs to be
owing to any bad conformation of the pelvis,
or at lead; infinitely lefs often than to that
obliquity of the uterus, which I have fo tru-
ly flated in that work fo abufed by the Re-
viewed. I own then, that without the lead:
pretention to more anatomy than is compe-
tent to my profefiion, I look on that ingeni-
ous argument, in the Reviewer, of bones
foftened by a rickety diforder, and neceffa-
rily giving way or differing diftortion by a
fuper-incumbent prefiure, to be abfolutely
void of foundation, and to be even as falle



in theory, as I have ever found it in pra&ice.
For the truth however of this, I appeal with
due fubmiffion to furgeons, not men-mid-
wives. My critic hates the cafe of a child’s
head being more than five inches diameter,
and the diAance between the jetting in of
the os facrum and the bones of the pubis to
be but two inches: upon which he afks how
can five pafs through two. I reply to this,
that knowing very well, that the difproportion
of the head to the pafTage, is fometimes a-
mazingly great, though fcarce ever fo great
as that, I have already anfwered the objection
founded thereon. I repeat my anfwer
here, that Nature, or in other words, the.
Divine Providence, has fo ordered it, that
the child’s head moulds itfelf to this narrow-
nefs, by the parietal bones Aiding the one fl-
yer the other, and thus their heads come into
the world fomewhat of a conic form; efpe-
cially the firil-born.

But where a few lines afterwards he ob-
jects another difficulty ofamiddle-fized child,
where the diAance between the os facrum
and the os pubis is but an inch ; in which
he alfo aAes what I would do ; I candidly an-
fwer, in the firA place, that I do not believe



the pofiibility of fuch a cafe* or believe at
leaft that it is one of thofe fo monftrous, fo
prodigious rare ones, as that it would be the
falfefl of all reafoning to draw any pradical
inference therefrom* Till I then fee fuch a
cafe, as that of only one inch distance be-
tween the os facrum and the os pubis, I
humbly beg leave to rank it among thofe fil-
ly bug-bears, with which the men-midwiyes
frighen the ignorant into the admiffion of
their being neceflary: and I dare fay, they
might as juflly aSk of me what I would do,
if I -met with my grandmother’s ghoft, as
what I would do if I met with fuch a cafe.
But, at the word:, I would undertake, even
in fuch a cafe, fuppofing its exigence, for
argument-fake, to do what was to be done
as well with my long, fenfitive, firewd taper
fingers, as they would do with their blefied
crotchet, or forceps. And here I juft transi-
ently reply to the critic’s charge of my not
knowing the difference between thofe in-
struments. For the truth of this charge I
appeal to the work itfelf; with this further
animadverfion, that my dodrine for the utter
rejedion of instruments in. general is certainly



no proof that I do not know them perfectly
well.

But to return to our facetious critic.
i( We apprehend (fays he) this learned mid-
“ wife has forgot herfelf in the following
“ paragraph.

“ As to the preternatural delivery, the better
“ practice is not to delay the extradiion of the
“ foetus, after the difcharge of the waters, nor
t£ flay till her ftrength jhall he exhaufled, on the
“ prefenting a fair hold, and a fujjicient over-
“ ture, no difficulty flould he made ofextracting;
“ but fuppofe (continues the critic) a fair
“ hold does not prefent, what is then to
“ be done ? Truly, Mrs. Nihell, we cannot
<{ fee through what overture you will deliver
“ yourfelf from this dilemma, unlefs you
“ have recourfe to the man-midwife’s bag
“ of hardware.”

Heavens forbid! the remedy would be
worfe than the difeafe. But what a ftrange
ignorance does fuch an objection betray! all
who have but a competent knowledge of the
art of midwifery will acknowledge, that if a
child does not prefent in the natural manner,
whatever pofture belides it prefents itfelf in,
it mull be extracted footling, as foon as the



waters are difcharged, and on a fufficient
dilatation of the os internum. In thefe cafes,
as in truth in all others, the crotchets or
forceps are abfolutely execrable practice. The
manual method I propofe will, with incom-
parably more fafety and cafe, bid fair to pre-
ferve the lives of mother and child: and in-
deed, in thefe preternatural labors, the mo-
ther fuffers, generally fpeaking, lefs then
when the child comes by the head. The
midwife it is that has the moft fatigue. I
know Dr. Smellie’s method leads more to the
extremity pleaded by him and his refemblers,
in apology for fevering heads, and pulling off
arms. But if inftead of rejecting, or at lead:
not reforting fo often as he fhould to this f
ling extraction, he had adopted my method,
he might, in the courfe of his practice, have
had perhaps to reproach himfelf with fewer
facrificesof mothers and children to his learn-
ed errors.

As to the cafe of a monfter of two heads,
I have already anfwered it, in my treatife :

to which I add the following inforcement.
I admit, that in twenty millions of perfons,
once in fifty years, fuch a birth as that of a
child with two heads, may, by great chance.



happen. But what then ? is the exigence
of barely fuch a poffibility to be offered a$
a reafon, for its being neceffary to incou-
rage a fet of men, whofe practice palpably

fuch a given number as that of
twenty millions, to deftroy mothers and
children by thoufands ? but further, though
I have proved* that a woman big with fuch
a monftet, might and was delivered by a
midwife, without recourfe to a man, with
fafety to her life, yet I wave that example;
I candidly confefs, that fuch a delivery is not
what is called womans work ; but then neither
is it more a man-midwife’s, unlefs he ffiould
be alfo a furgeon of fuch confutnmate fkill,
as I believe is rarely met with in the com-
mon run of men-midwives.

But as to the hydrocephalous head objected
to me with fuch an air of defiance; how
fhall I anfwer it ? Why, by fadts, undenia-
ble fa<sts. I dare affirm, that I have myfelf
delivered numbers without needing any re-
courfe to men-midwives, or to inftrumentS,
It is not above four years ago that I delivered
Mrs. Compagnon, a tradefman’s wife in
Brownlow-ftreet, within two doors of the
lying' in hofpital, whofe child was one of the



hidied I ever, faw, and the greated hydro-
cephale. It had been before I delivered her
dead, at lead a rhonth before, from a porter
having unmercifully pudied her againd a
poll:, as die was going along. As foon as
the head came out of the os externum, it ex-
tended as large as a calf’s liver, without foli-
dity or confidence, to the adonidiment of the
by-danders. I then got it out intire by the
fhoulders, but quite putrified.

In the month of February lad I delivered
a poor woman, a foldier’s wife, over againd
where I live, by name Knowles, of fuch a-
nother hydrocephalous child, without dif-
membering it, or without any laceration or
damage to the mother. Thefe childern are
commonly fo macerated in the waters, fo
foft, fo flexible, that they eafily yeild to the
contraction of the hypogadric mufeles in the
expulfive efforts.

And here, for my having quoted thefe
two examples, among many others I could
produce from my own practice, I gladly
throw myfelf on the reader’s candor for his
didinguidiing, upon his confidering the pro-
vocation, between the defigningnefs of quack-
ery in felf-recommendation, and the obvious
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neccdity of felf-defence, where fo cruelly
and fo dif-ingenuoufly attacked.

Among other inftances of the Reviewer’s
difmgenuity of treatment, the following one
is not perhaps the lead:. It is where he im-
putes a point of erroneous doctrine to me, in
prefcribing in cafe of conliderable lofs of
blood after delivery, followed with faintings
and oppreffions, that the patient fhould be
llirred, excited to cough and fneeze, contri-
butively to the evacuation of the blood, which
otherwife is apt to clot in the uterus, and
would fuffocate her if not expelled. Upon
which a reference to the book itfelf, p. 264.
will plainly fhow, that I fpeak there not of
all hemorrhages indiftin&ly, in which I would
be fo far from tormenting or endangering the
patient by excitals, that I would rather re-
commend quiet with fub-aftringent draughts,
that fliould ftrengthen without heating : but
there I fpeak purely and folely of thofe he-
morrhages, which form clots of blood in the
uterus, and fometimes the vagina, which ob-
struct them in fuch a manner, that the circu-
lation being flopped, the woman lofes all
fcnfe, faints and dies, if on failure of thofe
gently encouraged pre-excitals, die is not



inftantly difembaraftedfrom the clotted blood;
which is then become an extraneous body.
This is done by introducing the hand (is
this a marts handy-work ?) and clearing this
bowel or uterus of all its incumbrance. The
patient immediately comes to herfelf again,
without having fo much as felt the operation
of the hand. It is thefe concretions of
blood that are commonly called, bleeding
inwardly. Numbers of women lofe their
life in thefe cafes if not inftantly relieved.
Yet is this accident much neglected, arid
even little underftood by many men-prafti-
tioners, and even by fome midwives. Thence
thofe deaths imputed to occult causes,
as may be feen, p. 128 and 265 of my book.

The Reviewer makes a great crime to me,
of having fubftituted a word of a new coin-
age pudendift to the term of accoucheur, I
hope however it will be fome mitigation of
the violent offence given him in it, that it
was taken from a word often and certainly
always innocently repeated by Dr. Smellie.
He may find not only pudendi (with the word
labia that governs it) occafionally ufed, and to
which I have only added the two innocent let-
ters, s and t, but the occupation of apudendi/l



in curing the maladies incident to thepudenda§

in more cafes than one: for I prefunie the
maladies of that part are not intirely confin-
ed to that againff which the wafhing of the
leather^wrappers of the forceps is recom-
mended. For example; what does he think
of the following quotation from Dr. Smellie,
p. ! 5 I?

“ IJ the Jkin of the legs and pudenda is
“ excejjivelyfretched, fo as to he viole?2tly pain-
K ed, the patient will be greatly relieved by
“ puncturing the parts occafumally

Upon which I cannot help obferving, that
this pretended relief is ofteneff attended with
worfe confequences to thofe parts, than fuf-
fering a little temporary uneafmefs; fince
that fame punßuring produces much more
painful fores, or at leaft fores of longer con-
tinuance afterwards. The bed pradlice, I
humbly apprehend, being to leave thofe fe-
rofities to the courfe of Nature, fince they
infallibly vanifh after delivery.

The fcheme of punßuring the pudenda,

however, muff be a pretty amufement for a
pudendifi, whatever is the greater differing
for it atterwards to the deluded woman, that,
will fubmit to it.



Do I then deferve, from this pretended
critic, fuch an infulting reproach of immo-
dedy, for giving to the he-midwives (fo hard
as they are driven for a name, that they are
forced to run to France for the French one
of accoucheur) an appellation which feems to
me not to charadlerife them amifs, and be-
longs to them at lead: as juftly, as thofe of
dentift or oculift to thofe artifts refpe&ively,
who take under their protection any parti-
cular part of the human body ? is it my
fault, if men will fo pitifully miftake their
occupations, and voluntarily, for the fake of
a dirty lucre, degrade themfelves to offices
fo fhameful, that the very propered: name
of them puts the modedy of our Reviewer
to the blufh ?

As for me who have profeffedly treated of
midwifery, I hope no perfon of any candor
will find, that I have offered; or at lead;
meant to offer any offence to decency in the
terms I have been forced to employ in the
courfe of my fubjedt. A phyfician, a fur-
geon, an anatomid:, may, and ever do, un-
impleaded of immodedy, ufe words that
would be liable to objection, on any other
footing, than that obvious utility which even



fandlifies their ufe. I* prefume there will
not, in the whole efiay, be found one fuch
barbarous attempt upon wit, humor, or
common decency, as that contained in the
following quotation from the fo fqueamifhly
affedled critic I am now anfwering.

Crit. Rev. p. 196. c< How far Mrs. Ni-
“ hell’s fircud, fupple, fenfitive fingers may
“ be qualified for the art of titillation, we
“ fiiall not pretend to inveftigate ; but thofe
“ women that are pleafed with this operation
“ before the pains come on, may certainly
“ chafe their own operator, without affedling
“ the art of midwifery; we cannot help
“ thinking, that in this cafe, the male-prac~
“ titioner would not be the moll di[agreea-
“ ble, unlefs our author has talents that way
** which we cannot conceive.”

In which pafiage I own I cannot well pro-
nounce which is the greateif, the modefty of
it, or the delicacy of compliment to the women.

But as the Reviewer, in more places than
this, harps, no doubt with great pleafantry
and humor, upon the poor midwife’s “ long,

“ nimble, taper, forend, [cnfible, palpating fin-
“ gers by way, I prefume, of preferring,
highly to them the Ihort, flubbed, clumfy



rough, callous ones of a he-midwife, I muft
tell him, there is one life to which I hope a
true midwife will, for her own fake, as well
as for that of her patient, never put her fin-
gers, though the pradtice of it is recommen-
ded by Dr. Smeliie, in more parts than one of
his work, I mean, the practice of running the
fingers ud the fundament or anus. For ex-
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ample, p. 212. He fays, “ when the head
t( is therefore drawn back by any of thefe
tc obftacles, and the delivery hath been re-
“ tarded during feveral pains, one or twoJin-
“ gers being introduced into the Reffum
“ before the pain goes off, ought to prejs
iC upon the forehead of the child at the root
“of the nofe, great care being taken to avoid
“ the EYES.” *As to taking fuch care of
the eyes I highly commend the caution, but
cannot well conceive how fuch an operation
can well be infured againff poking them out,
confidering how the operator muff grope
darkling. But how fuch a thought could
ter into a man’s head I cannot conceive, as
thruffing his fingers there, for any beneficial
purpofe. In the firff place, it can be abfo-
lutely of no fervice, and may do infinite mif-
chief: to fay nothingof the torture to which



it mud pat a woman, efpecially if fhe ihould
happen to have, what is very frequently the
cafe in that juncture, the hemorrhoids. In
fhort, I do not conceive that there can be
imagined a more naufeous, ridiculous, cruel,
abfurd management ; and if fuch are the
triumphs of the men’s learning over the wo-
men’s ignorance, may the women continue
their ignorance ftill of fuch curious prac-
tice !

In the mean while the Reviewer accufes
me, very unjuftly of pecking

, as he is pleafed
to term it, particulary at Dr. Smellie. I
folemnly declare, nothing could be further
from my intention. He is a gentleman from
whom I never have or could receive the lead
injury. Every thing that I have mentioned
relative to him, even to clumfinefs of fin-
gers, which I rather fuppofe, on his being
a man, than imagine particular to him, has
been intirely on the account of my objecti-
ons, to the practice of the art of midwifery
by men, and no-wife out of any particular
perfonality againft himfelf. I could even
afk his pardon for any fuch caufe of offence,
fo abhorrent from my way of thinking, if I
had been betrayed into it by the heat of op-
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portion. But I hope I have not fo much as
incurred the leaß danger of blame on that
account. I have not once, like the Review**
er, Rated any doubt about the book that
goes under his name being of his own writ-
ing or not. It would have been, perhaps,
lefs a fhame in me, who am purely by pro-
fefiion a midwife and no author, to avail
myfelf of the aflißence of my friends, in
the compofition of my work, than in the
learned Dr. Smellie ; but certainly, even
with his borrowing fuch help, neither the
Public nor I have any concern. It is with
his dodrine, and points of pradice, that I
have only a right to meddle. Neither do I
attack his Rile or his manner of compofition:
pn the contrary, if my opinion was worth
offering, J fhould candidly give it highly in
favor of both language and method. I fin-
cerely think the workmanfirip is infinitely
too good for fuch vile matter. Ido not ei-
ther rake together a parcel of words, by way
of cxpofing them for hard words, which for
what appears to the contrary in the Review,
may, where properly connected and employ-
ed, afford not the leaß idea of that pedantry
thev do, when indußrioufiv affembled toge-

J * J O



thcr out of above five hundred pages through
which they were innocently fcattered. I
have not chicaned Dr. Smellie on the tech-
nical terms he has ufed. Some of them per-
haps as harfh, as novel, as affedted, and as
uncouth, as thofe he has been pleafed to ob-
iedt to in me. I repeat thofe unfortunate
words of mine here, torturous, palpation, fexu-
al parts, conceptacle , prompterfnip, cherijlment,
tranfitorinefs, infiindiive repugnance, inliru-
mentarian, occlujion, Jhreudnefs offingers, re-
volt ingnejs, deflexions of the uterus, aberration
from the right line, detention, divarication, the
headretrograding into the pelvis, premature ab-
lactation, ejfeminatlon, &c.

Now, if it appears that any of thefe words
are ridiculoufly or affedtedly ufed, I am far
from defending them : all I fhall fay is, that
the quotation of them in that accumulative
unconnected manner does not at leafi; fup-
port that charge : and for my own part, I
have fo bad a tafie, as to think the fingle
word of accoucheur big with more ridicule
and abfurdity than all of them put together.
Opinions being free, the Reviewer is ex-
tremely welcome to treat this with as much
contempt as he pleafes,



But can any thing be more cruelly unfair,
than the quotation he has fo gravely given,
of my anfwer to Dr. Smellie’s bringing in
Plato by the head and fhoulders, as if I had
lain any further ftrefs on it, than juft as it
came in my way to take notice of the Dr’s
abufe of the definition of the uterus from
that celebrated antient ? would not any one
believe, that I had refted the iftue of the
caufe upon a point only tranfiently intro-
duced, and confejfed to be unaccountable f a
reference to the paftage itfelf, as it ftands
conne&ed in the book, not unfairly detach-
ed, as it is given in the Reviewer’s extract
of it, would, moft probably, be exempt
from ridicule, even from thofe to whom
no occafion for ridicule hardly can come
amifs.

.The Reviewer is pleafed, from his own
imagination, to accufe me of treating the
men-pradlitioners as a band of ruffians. I
have made ufe of no fuch term ; but that I
may not be fufpe<fted of prevarication, I ac-
knowledge the having put the equivalent of
that appellation into my charge againft
of innumerable Murthers in the dark,
proved againft them, by thefnjelves.



And certainly of a piece with all the iln-
fairnefs of that detraction, employed to pre-
judice the public againft a work purely
calculated for the public’s own difcovery of
a. truth too much concealed from it, is that
fuppreffion of the jufteft and greateft apo-
logy for any harfhnefs in my fuggeftions a-
gainft the men-midwives, in that the very
word; of thofe fuggeftions are taken and
quoted chapter and verfe from the men-
midwives themfelves. I repeat here my
folemn defiance to their advocates, to point
out one palfage in my whole hook, fo full
of fevere, though juft accufations, as are
contained in my quotation from Daventer, a
man-midwife, p. 463, of my treatife.—Since
whence then is it unpardonable for a midwife
to fay lefs ill of the men-praclitioners than
what they fay ofone another? or was it fair, in
giving the public what the public has a right
to expeft fliould be an impartial account
of a book received, to fupprefs fo material a
circumftance in favour of a work condemn-
ed by the Reviewer for abufivenefs ?

The Critical Reviewer arraigns me of ig-
norance, for faying that inftruments are un-
neceflary. I have done more than denied it.



If juftice was as dear to him, as the error he
has taken under his protection, he would
confefs, that I have unrefutably proved it.
The facred truth is, that if I am culpable,
it is rather for not faying half the horrors
that I know or firmly believe of that exe-
crable practice with them, which, I repeat
here, what I have faid in that work, the
men-midwives do not the lefs ufe for their
pretending to condemn them. To fay no-
thing of the mothers and children murdered
by them, there are living monuments of the
rage of the men-praCtitioners in ufing that
wretched forceps, on which they value them-
felves fo much : perfons of both fexes, who
will carry to their graves fuch indelible marks
of the crufh of the forceps, as would
never have taken place, but for the pragma-
tical outrages to Nature, in the attempt to
precipitate her work.

It is not then out of obftinacy, nor from
the falfe fhame of owning an error, but
purely from my better knowledge of expe-
rimental practice, that I venture to treat with
the contempt I unafFeCledly do that ignorant
attack of the Reviewer’s on my method ot
manual operation, in the redrefs of the uterus.



from the circumftance of a wrong direction.
Upon which I beg leave to obferve.

First, that in my practice, I take great
previous care not to differ the uterus ever to
ingage itfelf, in a dangerous or fcarce retrie-
vable manner. The pains I take, which he
turns into ridicule, for want ofunderftanding
either the nature or the drift of them, in watch-
ing and reducing the oppofition of the uterus,
not with my legs, nor with the tip of my ear
he may be fure, but with my hands, or the
fingers of my hands, are the very pains that
prevent this ingaging or intangling of the
uterus, that is to fay, when the internal
fice is either wholly, or too much in part fo
ill-fituate, as not to leave outlet enough for
the child. This is that obliquity of the
uterus, of which neither Dr. Smellie, nor
the Reviewer feem to have any notion, or at
lead any adequate one and furely that wo-
man can little expedt, that the man who
does not fo much as know or admit the obli-
quity of the uterus, fo as to regulate the ma-
nual operation by it, mud: be very little capa-
ble of preventing thofe extremities, which
are his plea for his reforting to that bag of
hardware the Reviewer would condemn me



to apply to, who always take care that it
lhall not be wanted.

And secondly, that even in the word
cafes, when the mif-pra<stice, negligence, and
ignorance of the men-midwives have occa-
lioned thofe fevere dilemmas, in which the
Reviewer fuppofes I could not do without
recourfe to men or instruments, I not only
tell him here, but am ready to demonstrate
before any affembly ofphylicians or furgeons,
that there is more chance for faving the life
both of mother and child, by gentle me-
thods, by the management with the hand
in aid of Nature, than by reforting to the
violence of thofe murderous instruments.
But as I have at large explained myfelf in
my treatife, upon this head of fevere labors,
it would be Superfluous to enter into repeti-
tion here.

As to the Reviewer’s want of conception
how the child can get ingaged too much,
where he fays, <{ engage itfelf\ where ? in the
<e uterus,

where it is already
, or in the paffag?

c< where it ought to be .” Which he is much
at liberty to treat as nonfenfe, lince that
nonfenfe is perfectly of his own making : I
Shall only obferve, for the fatisfaxflion ol



thofe unvcrfed in the art of midwifery, in-
eluding the Reviewer, and without except-
ing Dr. Smellie, that by the child’s getting
ingaged, I mean that lituation of it, when,
while ftill in the uterus, its paflage out is
blocked up by its own weight, bearing down
the uterus under the os pubis, fo as that the
inward orifice does not prefent in a due line
with the external one, but is either totally
hid, or prefents only an infufficient fegment
of the circle of the orifice. A cafe always
difficult, but which oftenefl: might have been
prevented in due time by the midwife’s pro_
per care and unremitting attention. Where-
as the men-midwives, in fuch cafes, either
refort to the utmoft extremities, killing ei-
ther the mother, the child, or both; or if
the overture admits of a dilatation, do fuch
dreadful violence to that part with inftru-
ments, that if even the woman’s life or her
child’s is laved, it is never without great da-
mage to both. Callofities are at belt not
unfeldotn the confequence of this practice,
which at leafl caufe difficult labors in future.
Sometimes th & procidentia uteri, or relaxation
of the vagina, are the effects of the men-
practitioner’s management in this cafe.



But let any hulband, who values the life
of his wife and child; let any woman, who
values her own life, and that of her infant,
ffop an inftant here, and refled; on the con-
fequences of being milled by one, I mean.
Dr. Smellie, who fcarcely feems to know
the exigence of fuch a cafe as the obliquity
of the uterus ; or by the Reviewer, who not
denying it, is not alhamed of flying in the
face of common-fenfe in his affertion, that
the fuppofing the uterus to be fo apt to return
to its obliquity, is ridiculous and unnecejfary .

Whereas nothing is more true, nor more
likely to be true, that at leaf!: nine in ten of
the fevere labors are fpecifically owing to
this very obliquity, and that there is not one
of thofe cafes of obliquity, but what requires
more or lefs of that attention and care to
reduce and fix it, which are called ridiculous
and unnecejfary, though the two lives of mo-
ther and child fo often depend on it. But
why is fo obvious a point of manual operation
luppreffed, denied, or exploded ? The rea-
fon is as obvious for its being luppreffed,
fienied, or exploded. It is not man s work:
though the negled; of it will finely cut out
what is commonly uncferllood by mart s work ;



delivering with inftruments, or, in other
words importing the fame efFedl, murdering
or maiming.

It would be here fuperfluoufly tedious to
proceed animadvertingupon all theahfurdities
and falfe criticifms of* the Reviewer on this
article, having noted what I take to be the
principal ones, fo that any filencc of mine on
the reft, being really occafioned by contempt,
will not, I hope, be miftaken for any ac-
quiefcence in what I think either beneath
refutation; or out of refpedt to my readers,
not to need refutation ; for after all, railing
can never be fuppofed to pafs for reafoning.

However, I will give the Critical Reviewer
this fatisfaftion : I allure him of my lincere-
ly believing, that the caufe of which he makes
himfelf an advocate will triumph over the
right of mine. His clients have got a foot-
ing, which they are too powerful and too
interefled not to maintain. By getting in-
to the fea-ets, and into the mod: intimate
confidence of fo many families, their afcen_
dant feems too rivetted for Truth and Rea-
fon, with their cold and timid friends, to
overcome, in an age, when almoft univerfal
indolence feems to exclude the examination,



of points of the utmoll importance to be
examined, and therefore the moft neglected.
The men-midwives, in ihort, feems to be a
kind of formidable phalanx of mercenaries,
with influence enough to brave all endea-
vours to eftablifh the renounced laws of even
Nature herfelf, where they clafh with their
interelt. By dint of inculcating the falfeff
fears they have accomplifhed their great
point of admiffion from fcciety, that groans
under an oppreffion, of which it cannot but
fee and feel the horrid ridicule, and yet.
wants fpirit and refolution enough to (hake
it off. In the mean time, the men who like
their wives to be lain by the he-midwives,
and the women who ehufe that he-midwives
fhould lay them, efpecially as their fuperior
art of tit-illation is fo well vouched by their
advocate, will certainly not alk my leave?
nor probably take my advice about it, while,
on my part, my word; wifh to them is that,
in confequence of fuch a choice, they may
never meet with reafon to repent it!

But as the impartial author of the Critical
Review has been fo candidly pleafed to re-
prefent that work of mine as a pitiful pro-
duction, without method, or knowledge of
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my fubjeCt, a mere abulive libel on the gen-5
tlemen-midwives, a piece of abfurdity, del-
titute of common-fenfe, a mixture, in fhort*
of malice and prefumption, I hope none will
impute it to me as an author’s vanity, if in
myendeavour to cancel impreffions fo unfairly
attempted to be given, I prefent the reader
here with a fuccind analyfis of a book, which
has been happy enough to deferve the wrath
of that candid critic.

I have therein hated the feveral objections
on behalf of the men-midwives, of which
the following is the fummary.

That the men it is who were the firft in
poheffion of the art of midwifery, becaufe
they were the inventors of all arts :

That the nobility of this art intitles them
to the preference in it :

That the works which the men have
compofed on this fubjed demonftrate the
antiquity of their making a profeffion of
it:

That all the manual operations are man's
work:



That anatomy is absolutely requifite in this
art, and that inftruments can only be ufed by
men :

That it is only the ignorant who exclaim
againft inftruments :

That it is in women a great prefumption
to enter into competition with the men in
this profeffion t v

That it is a truth now universally well-
known, that there is more Safety in the ly-
ings-in being managed by the men than by
the women:

That the women are ignorance itfelf in-
carnate :

That the men who apply themfelves to
one branch are the bed; artifts, as the den-
tifts, the oculifls, &c.

That the men-midwives accomplifh the
moil difficult deliveries ;

That Fafhion and cuftom have at length
decided the point clearly in favor of the men :

That, in fhort, it can only be a falfe modef-
ty, that oppofes the women Submitting to be
lain by men-midwives.



To thefe objections I have endeavoured
to oppofe and eftablifh the following reflex-
ions :

That the women have a prior title to the
offlce of a midwife, as may be demonftra_
ted from the moft antient and moil authentic
annals of the world :

That if this profeflion appears, at prefent,
fo noble an one to the men, the greater is
the honor to the women, from whom they
have learned all the bed that they know
of it:

That the books in which they have treat-
ed of it go no higher than Hippocrates,
granting that thole books upon midwifery
are his, for they are certainly unworthy of a
man fo great in other points ; but that the
women exercifed this art thoufands of years
before him :

That the manual operation of the men-
midwives being by no means neceflary,
while all that can ever be wanted may be
better done without them ; this objection
falls to the ground of itfelf.

That anatomical knowledge is not requi-
fite, at moft, beyond a certain moderate de-



gree, for the pradlice of midwifery; the
midwives having, ever fince the firft ages of
the world, done very well with that fmall
competency of knowledge of the female
body to which they pretend ; their bufinefs
not being to dified: women, but to lay them ;

an operation which commonly does not need
more than a dextrous expert hand, and a
very fmall infight into anatomy; that befides,
feveral women have written with great prac-
tical propriety on this fubjed, fuch as Cleo-
patra Queen of Egypt, Afpafia, and others,
among the antients ; among the moderns,
Jufiine, midwife to the Eledrefs of Brande-
bourg; and many more of'the female pro-
fehbrs of that art, from the Hotel-Dieu at
Paris :

*

That the inftruments invented by the gen-
tlemen-midwives are in truth fit to be ufed
by none but themfelves, whofe hands, callous

* This is that Hotcl-Dieu, which Boerhave’s Com*
mentator. La Motte a man- midwife himfelf, and all au-
thors in general who mention it, do the juftice of allow-
ing to be the heft fchool of midwifery in all Europe. But
alas ! what are fuch paultry authorities to that of the
critic of this work, who calls it <£ the mod dirty, Jlovenly,
<£ inconvenient , indecent , /hocking, receptacle for the fick in
i( all Europe



with handling them, are barely more tender,
and whofe hearts can only difpute hardnefs
with them; that Nature herfelf Shudders at
the idea of thofe barbarous implements, and
that it mud; only be an inconceivable blind-*
nefs, which without the lead; necedity, can
differ fuch a number of innocent victims to
be facrificed to the experiments made with
them.

That ignorance mud: confpire with the
mod: iniquitous keennefs for fees to forge the
neceffity of thofe murderous instruments.
Since experience demonstrates, not only fuch
a rarity of extraordinary cafes, as might very
well difpenfe from a body of men be-
ing kept up armed with thofe inflruments of
pretended aid, but that even in thofe extra-
ordinary cafes, the midwives have accom-
pliSbed the mod difficult deliveries without
the help of them, as I have proved it by ex-
amples of my own knowledge, and from
what others may, on any the lead; inquiry,
find to be true, of the practice by women
only at the Hotel-Dieu a‘t Paris:

That in women it is certainly no prefump-
tion to undertake the difputing excellence
with men in this profefiion; that on the



contrary, it is great raShnefs as well as great
jneannefs of fpirit, in men, fo difqualified
as they are by Nature for it, to incroach on
a purely female function, and for want of
natural requisites, to introduce fupplemental-
ly their inhuman and murderous instruments;
that in women, in Short, this art is manifest-
ly the vocation of Nature ; in men, as mani-
festly the instigation of Interest.

That it is a moSt impudent falfity to aver,
that the greater fafety for the women is on
the Side of the men-pradlitioners; for that,
in any given number of women lain by thofe
of their own fex, and of thofe lain by men,
reafon, nature and experience all concur to
give the preference to the women in point of
fafety; the murders of mothers and children
being neceSTarily and infinitely oftener the
confequence of employing men and instru-
ments, than in trufting even to the moSt ig-
norant of the women, which ought allb to
be avoided:

That the pretended ignorance of the wo-
men-profeflors, fpeaking of Such in general,
is a pitiful pretext and a ridiculous accufati-
on, Since daily and common experience Shows,



that they know enough to do their buflnefs
competently and artiflly, while the preten-
dedknowledge and boafled improvements of
the men-midwives have made no further
progrefs in that art, unlefs the killing and
maffacring an infinite number of women and
children, by their auckwardnefs, and efpe-
cially by their diabolical invention of their
inftruments, may be termed a progrefs:

That nothing can be worfe fupported than
that fuperiority which the men-midwives
pretend to derive from their addidling them-
ielves folely and particularly to the ftudy of
the art of midwifery, fince that fuperiority
can have no relation but to their fuperior
Ikill in handling inftruments, forever dange-
rous, and forever ufelefs j what there is ever
iequired-of furgeqn’s work being better trufl-
ed to cpmpleat furgeons, than to a common
man-midwife, who now-a-day is not con-
tent with giving himfelf out for a man-mid-
wife only, which by the by he never can be,
but he muff be furgeon and phifician with
ajh and by pretending to fo much, is rarely
above a dangerous {mattering in any of thofe
branches.



That the argument drawn from the pre-
valence of the fafhion proves nothing, more
than that the public often fuffers itfelf to be
impofed upon by the moft flagrant quackeries
and pretences, and that it may, for a time,
yeild to the contagious torrent of prejudice
and example. Notwithftanding which, the
modefly of the Englifh women, flill keeps
numbers of them from making ufe of men
to conduct their lyings-in, while in almoft
all the other parts of the world, the employ-
ing of women in exclufion of the men Hill
prevails, moft undoubtedly not to the detri-
ment of population :

That even among the women who em-
ploy the gentlemen-midwives, there are ma-
ny, who, not without the juflefl: and the
fenlibleft repugnance, employ them in com-
pliance with huibands, fathers, or relations,
weak enough to facriflce their honor to the
moft indecent and the moft pernicious of all
fafhions:

That the fcandalous touchings of men, who
can fcarce be thought proof againfl: fenfuall-
ty, their frequent or fuperfluous inflections,
their fecret and repeated examinations, the
reciprocal attraction of the two fexes, the
temptations fo likely to occur in the courfe



of fuch practical interviews, prove at leaf; ii
great eafinefs and faith in a hufband, filly
enough to let himfelfbe carried away by this
torrent of prejudice. Thus Modefty, with-
out incurring the charge of being falfe, and
much lefs of being foolifh, may very well
murmur at fuch privacies and approaches in
any other man than a hufband, efpecially to
no purpofe but that of increafing pain and
danger,which they are fo impudently pleaded
to be defigned toleffen; while, in fhort, the
infult offered to the perfons of the women,
in the immodefty to which they are fubjeft-
ed by the practice of men-midwives, can only
be matched by the infult offered to their
underflanding, in the pretence of fervice of
affiflence to them.

Thefe reflexions compofe the firfl part
of my book. I employ the fecond in mak-
ing obfervations on the labor and delivery of
women, and in putting every candid inqui-
rer into a way of fatisfying himfelf, by the
cleared: matters of fadt, and inferences there-
from, of the ufeleffnefs and danger of in-
flruments in lyings-in, in proving, in fhort,
that they are only made ufe of as hales and
blinds by defigning men to countenance their



intrufiori into a bufinefs fo little made for
them, no matter how much humankind fuf-
fers by the murderous confequences of their
miferable pretence and impofition, I have
fet forth all the rare and difficult cafes in
which thofe fame inftruments are by the
men-midwives themfelves pretended indif-
penfable, and ffiown how a delivery might
be more fafely and more happily effectuated
without them. I. have quoted, from the
men-midwives themfelves, many murders,
with ffiocking and unheard of circumftances
of cruelty, which, to every thinking reader,
will appear the unavoidable confequences of
ufmg inftruments; fo that they have not to
plead, that thofe cafes wer

* purely accidents
imputable to particular practitioners, and
not to be drawn into confequence againft
the practice itfelf.

Such is the v/ork, the advocate for the
men-midwives in the character of a Review-
er has treated in a manner, for which how-
ever I have*'no right to complain of him ;

lince having left me all that I pretend to,
truth and argument unimpeached by any-
thing he has brought againft me, I can ea-
fily forgive him his by me unenvied fuperi-
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crity in wit, where I aimed only at reafon ;

and in perfonal abufe, while I never defign-
edly ti;anfgreffed that general raillery, of
which the matter I was treating afforded me
fo ample a field ; and which was never le-
velled againfi: the writer nor the man, but
purely againfi: the m«:midwife, whom
there can be no-one that confiders the object,
but muff allow to be fair game.

f*l N I S.
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