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SAM:  Well, good afternoon, everyone, welcome back to our bicentenary event programme.  We are very pleased to have been on this site for 200 years on Saturday, it has been very close to our 200th birthday and, as you may know, we have searched high and low and looked far and wide for speakers to contribute to this series.  We have had one speaker from the building, one speaker from over the road in the Soames museum and now we've gone as far as the Wellcome library, which is all of a mile away, I think.  Dr Simon Chaplin is head of said Wellcome library, where he is responsible for leading a transformation strategy to take that library into the 21st century, which has more noughts on the end of the capital sum than I can stomach, but it is a massive and very important project and keeping him very busy, so we are very, very pleased that he is able to spare some time to come back down the road to our humble halls, because as you may know, before taking up the reigns there in 2010, Dr Chaplin was director of museums and special collections here at the college, and it was Simon, along with Stella Mason who undertook the exhibition next door which gave us the legacy of the beautiful displays we have there now.  Simon's research interest is in Hunter and his collections and we will come back to the subject of his talk today.  Meanwhile he is also secretary of the British Society of the History of Science and a trustee of the Florence Nightingale museum and a fellow by election of our own dental faculty and in 2010 he delivered the Hunterian oration here in the college and that oration was based on Hunter and the collections.  I've known Simon a very long time and I've learnt long ago never to schedule myself after Simon in any given conference or organisation, because his skills of oration are unsurpassed ‑‑ no pressure!  And it is these skills we are drawing on today.  He is going to talk to us about Everard Home, and there are many questions you may have seen in the blurb ‑‑ whether he is a hero or villain ‑‑ and we look forward to hearing about that today.  Thanks Simon.  [applause].

SIMON:  Thanks, Sam.  I always get a bit worried when someone says, "Oh, he is in charge of leading a transformation strategy", which I think probably translates as buggering something up.  So this is a nice break for me, a return to something that I love, which is John Hunter and his collection and the story of what happened to John Hunter and his collection.  I'm going to say a little bit about John Hunter and I apologise for those of you who know about John Hunter and his collection and have heard it before, but it is important to set the scene.  But before I do that, let me introduce the subject, the principal subject, of my talk, my hero and also my villain.  So we have here two people.  On the one hand we have Everard "Hume", born in 1756 in Hull, the son of an army surgeon.  Educated at Westminster school he became an apprentice to the great surgeon John Hunter in 1773.  The start of a career in surgery which was to be both personally successful for him and also a significant contribution to the discipline.  Everard Home was a generous man, a kind man, a man with a wide‑ranging interest in the natural world.  He was recognised for his scientific work quite early, elected a fellow of the Royal Society in 1787.  He went on to John Hunter, working with him as a lecturer in John Hunter's private anatomy school in Leicester Square in the early 1790s.  When John Hunter suddenly died in 1793 it was Everard Home who secured the collection, made sure it could be preserved, took care of a young boy called William Clift, who had been John Hunter's assistant, and ensured that he was saved from the streets; William Clift went on to become the first conservator of the Hunterian museum.  For about five years Everard Home laboured tirelessly to secure the long‑term presentation of John Hunter's collection, something which resulted in 1799 in the purchase of the collection by the British government and its presentation to what was then still the Company of Surgeons, the forerunner to this Royal College of Surgeons ‑‑ and today we are in the Royal College of Surgeons and you can see what is left of John Hunter's collection next door.  

Since the start of the 19th century the Hunterian museum has been one of the jewels in the crown of the Royal College of Surgeons.  In fact, it was the purchase of the Hunterian collection that helped turn what, until that point, had been effectively a guild ‑‑ the Company of Surgeons, originating in the Company of Barber Surgeons ‑‑ into the Royal College because, when that came, the college received its royal charter creating the institution we know today.  Everard Home was instrumental in that and used his collections, not least his connection with the royal family; Everard Home became Sergeant Surgeon to the king in 1808.  Everard Home became Master of the College of Surgeons in 1813 and again in 1821 and he became the first president of the Royal College of Surgeons when its charter was amend again in 1822.  He founded the Hunterian oration designed to celebrate the work of John Hunter.  He gave the first Hunterian oration in 1813 and delivered a later one as well.  I think without Everard Home we would know far less about hunter.  We would not have his collection to celebrate.  He was also skillful as a surgeon working with many patients, some of whom he inherited from John Hunter and others of whom came to him for his practice.  Overall his reputation as a surgeon and scientist is without equal.  Over the course of his career he published over 100 papers in the Philosophical Transactions, Everard Home is a hero.

So what about our villain?  Well, our villain appears on paper to be rather similar.  His name is Everard "Home".  One gets a sense of what Everard Home's character may have been from the fact that he disavowed his heritage, changing the Scottish pronunciation of his name to fit in with the metropolitan elite in London.  Everard "Home" it was who was a shameless social climber, clinging on John Hunter's coat tails during his life and taking advantage of the collections and the opportunities here, muscling in on John Hunter's lectures in the 1790s when Hunter's health was variable and his attention was distracted by his work as surgeon general of the army.  It was after Hunter's death in 1793 that Everard Home spotted his opportunity.  With the collection unattended he was able to take advantage of it.  He used the collection to leverage himself into a position of power, not only with London's scientific elite in the Royal Society but also with the new College of Surgeons, using his influence to help secure the collection and therefore using his influence to help gain a foothold in the new college, appointed at the Quarterly Examiners in 1801 shortly after the collection was given.  He continued to take advantage of his responsibility for the collection to ensure his progression through the college hierarchy resulting in his election as Master.  If we look, too, at his surgical practice it turns out that, unlike Everard "Hume" the great surgeon, Everard "Home" was clumsy, careless, inattentive of his patients and more concerned with securing the money he thought was owed to him than preserving their health.  As a scientist, Everard "Home" had nothing on his counterpart Everard "Hume".  Yes, he produced over 100 papers for Philosophical Transactions but most of them were awful, thin things containing no real content.  He gave a course of lectures in comparative anatomy at this college, but almost everything he said was derivative and, it turns out, derived from a secret and rather sinister source, because in 1821, while he was giving his lectures, it turns out he was also taking advantage of John Hunter's manuscripts.  When the final proofs of his lectures in comparative anatomy came back from the press in 1823 he destroyed the entire collection of unpublished manuscripts that he had taken from John Hunter's house after John Hunter's death; manuscripts that should have come to the museum and should have been preserved with John Hunter's specimens and yet became Everard Home's private preserve.  When challenged about this, he was adamant he had done nothing wrong.  It was always Hunter's intention to destroy the manuscripts, he said, I was simply fulfilling his duty.  Nobody could prove he had plagiarised Hunter's work because the evidence had gone up in smoke.  Thereafter Everard Home drifted away and sank out of sight, took to drink and died in 1834 a drunkard, his reputation in tatters, a disgrace to himself and to the Hunterian collection he had helped preserve.  

So here we have two people, ostensibly the same but obviously in some respects rather different.  How do we reconcile them?  What I want to do today is to try and explore something of Everard Home's life.  In fact to avoid confusion and, to stop Kate going mad, I'm going to say it is Everard "Home" from now on, because I'm pretty sure it was Everard Home he was known by throughout his working life.  It is clear that his father often pronounced his name as "Hume", there is a letter referring to "our cousin Robbie Hume's boy" referring to Everard, but I think in London Everard Home was always "Home".  I don't infer anything into that particular pronunciation, but I think it is interesting there are these two views of Everard and his contribution, and this sense of Everard as a villain does derive very strongly from his role in the destruction of John Hunter's manuscripts and that, I think, is unarguable.  We know Home took the manuscripts after Hunter's death, we know that he made use of the manuscripts, certainly for his lectures in comparative anatomy and almost certainly too for the papers he published in the Philosophical Transactions and of course it is unarguable that he then destroyed them.  Whether he was acting from good motives or bad we know not.  But he also achieved a significant amount over the course of his career and that is, I think, not insignificant in terms of his reputation.  It deserves some recognition.  So I'm going to try and unpick a bit more about Everard Home.  Let me start, as all good stories must start, though, with John Hunter, because understanding John Hunter I think helps us understand a lot about the development of Everard Home over the course of his career.  

John Hunter, for those of you who don't know him, was born in Scotland.  He was the youngest son of a family of lowland Scots farmers.  He received very little in the way of formal education as a boy, his father died when he was still young and he was left to be brought up by his mother.  As a boy he would rarely attend school and I think, with some relief, his mother saw him packed off down to London in 1748 at the age of 20 to join his elder brother William Hunter who, by that stage, had established himself in London in practice as a surgeon ‑‑ as a male midwife or obstetrician ‑‑ and also had discovered a newly lucrative trade as a lecturer in anatomy.  William Hunter began to give lectures in anatomy and it was only two years after that John Hunter came down to London to join him.  John Hunter's skill therefore was honed in the dissecting room, a rather unconventional way into a medical career.  He didn't follow an apprenticeship in the way in which many surgeons would have done at the time.  He was, however, trained as a surgeon, so while working for William he was encouraged to train with two of the leading surgeons in London, Percivall Pott and William Cheselden, and through them gained experience and became a house pupil at St George's Hospital where he developed his skill.  After almost a decade of working with his brother, he left to become an army surgeon, serving as an army surgeon in France and Portugal during the Seven Years War.  

When he returned to London after that he concentrated first and foremost on building his scientific reputation.  He had at his disposal both a skill in dissection and also a wide‑ranging curiosity; two things that made him valuable.  Two of the people he was valuable to were Joseph Banks and John Pringle, who was a physician and president of the Royal Society.  Joseph Banks was a naturalist and to succeed Joseph Pringle in the Royal Society.  In different ways both Banks and Pringle made use of Everard's skill in dissection, both dissecting animals and humans and writing sections on both which could be included in their publications.  John Hunter gained selection for the Royal Society, the highest accolade that could be given to a scientist in 18th century London and quite remarkable given that John Hunter had little formal education and little in the way of publications to demonstrate his expertise.  

It was only after he was elected a fellow of the Royal Society that Hunter was later qualified as a surgeon, obtaining a diploma of the Company of Surgeons, and became the surgeon to St George's Hospital.  In 1771, he married Anne Home, the sister of Everard Home.  After that, John Hunter commenced lecturing, initially privately just to his pupils and then later of course public lectures which were advertised to all medical students in London.  He became surgeon extraordinaire to the King in 1776 and by the end of his life he was surgeon general to the army and inspector of hospitals.  So a dramatic career for somebody who came from such humble beginnings.  Now, as the portrait of John Hunter shown here suggests, anatomical objects were crucial to this, the ability to dissect and preserve things was fundamental to his career.  In this portrait one can see a pair of bony feet, the feet of Charles Burn, known as the Irish giant, and you can see those displayed in the museum next door.  You can see a specimen preserved on the shelf, a specimen preserved in alcohol as many of them were, and on the desk a series of open books reflecting John Hunter's interest in the animal, vegetable and mineral kingdoms.  

John Hunter's interest in preserving things led to his greatest legacy, the Hunterian museum.  During his lifetime it was a private collection, one that could be used for teaching his students, one that was open to his medical and scientific friends, but also one that was open to the public.  Twice each year, John Hunter would throw open the doors of his museum in Leicester Square in London to the public so they could come and have a look around.  For this reason it became far better known than a purely private collection might have been and it was partly for this reason that after John Hunter died there was such desire to secure, to preserve, the collection to ensure that it could survive.  It was, by the time of Hunter's death, pretty substantial.  Some say there were 13,000 specimens in the museum.  In fact I think in some ways there were probably many more than that because there were collections of fossils and minerals that were never properly counted.  Whatever the true number, it was substantial and it was unique.  Although there were other medical collections in London there was nothing like Hunter's, not least because of Hunter's interest in what he called comparative anatomy.  So although his work was primarily as a surgeon, his professional work, his interests ran to the study of all kinds of living things and his museum reflected that interest: many thousands of preparations containing dissections of different animals that John Hunter had undertaken.  It was this museum that helped shape the young Everard Home, because it was working with the collection, I think, that gave him his interest not just in surgery, which, like John Hunter, he followed as a career, but his interest in comparative anatomy which provided the scientific background to his life.  

Now, as a kind of experience, anatomy in the late 18th and early 19th century was also like our hero/villain, Hume/Home: slightly two‑faced.  Whilst John Hunter's museum, with its dissected and preserved body parts, may have been open to the public, the dissecting room in which bodies were actually dissected was a closed environment.  This is a drawing by Thomas Rolandson almost certainly showing the dissection room in William Hunter ‑‑ John Hunter's older brother ‑‑ in his anatomy school in Central London.  What you can see here are a group of surgeons engaged here in a dissection of a number of dead bodies.  This is the way anatomy was taught in the late 18th century, itself a new style of teaching.  Some said it was taken from the teaching done in Paris, but it became most firmly associated with London in the late 18th and early 19th century.  It required a number of different attributes on the part of its practitioner.  On the one hand it required one to be rather discreet and secretive about what one was doing, because in order to get hold of these bodies one had to work with grave robbers, resurrection men, and that wasn't the kind of trade one wanted to publicise.  On the other hand, in order to be a successful private teacher, one needed to advertise one's lectures to be out there in the world telling people what you did.  So there was an inherent tension in being an anatomist in the late 18th century.  One of the ways in which people like John Hunter, and later Everard Home, tried to diffuse that tension was by applying their skills as anatomists in different spheres.  So one of the spheres in which they could deploy their skills would be to teach anatomy to artists, for example.  A more useful one, in the sense it had wider application and a wider range of people interested in it, was comparative anatomy, dissecting animals and using that comparative anatomy knowledge to feed into the study of natural history.  There were a lot more people interested in the study of natural history in the late 18th and early 19th century than there were people interested in studying anatomy because they were artists.  

John Hunter was a great example of somebody who worked as a comparative anatomist.  This is a very nice illustrated frontispiece to a biography of John Hunter published shortly after his death and it was published by a man called Jesse Foot.  He was also a surgeon, he was no friend to John Hunter, and in fact I think it is fair to say he was John Hunter's greatest enemy and he took advantage of this biography of John Hunter to thoroughly trash John Hunter's reputation.  He produced for his own pleasure this extra illustrated version which contains a number of drawings of things that John Hunter was interested in.  At the top there you can see John Hunter blowing his own trumpet.  What we can see around him, then, are some electric fish, an electric eel, a human jaw ‑‑ John Hunter wrote the first book on the anatomy of human teeth ‑‑ a pair of bellows used for experiments, a jackal and a wolf ‑‑ John Hunter was interested in the hybridisation of different species ‑‑ and at the bottom there you can see John Hunter standing on the body of a whale, one of the largest things he dissected, and a pig.  He attempted artificial insemination experiments on pigs and (inaudible) something that dentists were commonly doing in the latter part of the 18th century.  

So it was in terms of this environment that the young Everard Home came.  Now, unlike John Hunter, he had been a better student at school.  He had gone to the Westminster school.  Like John Hunter, he chose not to go to university.  He was given the opportunity but instead he became apprentice to John Hunter in 1773.  He qualified as a surgeon in 1778, so with a diploma of the College, and served as a navy surgeon first of all at the hospital in Plymouth and then in Jamaica, returning to London in 1784.  Shortly after he returned to London he was elected a fellow of the Royal Society, I suspect as much because he knew John Hunter and was part of John Hunter's circle as for anything he had actually done up to that point.  His contribution to science in 1787 consisted of one rather meager paper in the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society on a newly discovered marine animal from Barbados, something he had found while conducting his navy service in the West Indies and posted back to John Hunter in London and when Home got back to London he wrote it up for the Philosophical Transactions.  That, I think, was not really the kind of contribution that merited election as a fellow of the Royal Society.  Certainly it wouldn't get you very far today.  But I think it was his connections that helped Home establish the foothold there.  In 1792 he married Jane Thompson and the year after that his career took a dramatic shift, because that was the year, 1793, the year after his marriage, that John Hunter died.  Now, up until that point, I imagine that what Everard Home had envisaged for himself would have been a gradual handover from John Hunter to him, both of John Hunter's lecturing practice and also his lucrative surgical practice.  That was how things often worked in the 18th century.  A leading surgeon would have somebody who may have started as an apprentice and then became their assistant and then became their deputy and in time would inherit their practice when they chose to retire.  That, I think, would have been a very happy outcome for Everard Home.  I think his career would have been secure on that basis.  When John Hunter died, however, things didn't pan out in quite that way.  For one reason, it turns out that John Hunter's interest in comparative anatomy had left him almost destitute, that almost every penny John Hunter earned he spent buying things, buying interesting specimens for his museum, buying rare animals that he could keep alive and then study when they died.  In fact, just after he died, John Hunter's wife had to return an eagle that had been delivered to his country house at Earl's Court because he couldn't afford to pay for it.  In unraveling John Hunter's accounts, it turned out that his debts were substantial.  As a result, drastic action needed to be taken.  The country house at Earl's Court was sold off.  Many bits of the collection were all sold off, not least John Hunter's amazing collection of paintings which were auctioned at Christie's in 1794.  That bought a little bit of time for Anne Hunter, although she too was left in very reduced circumstances, but it did absolutely nothing for Everard Home.  In fact I suspect Everard then sensed that what he had thought would be a great benefit to him in his later career may actually have been a great encumbrance, for not only his sister was dependent on the museum but Everard Home and Matthew Baillie, who was Everard's nephew and one of the executers of the will, were now responsible for ensuring its preservation.  In his will, John Hunter said he hoped the collection might be purchased by the government and thus preserved and only if it could not be purchased by the government could it be split off and sold separately.  But I think both Home and Baillie realised if they split up the collection, the chances of recovering anything like its real value were minuscule.  There were plenty of examples of large private museums of anatomy and pathology specimens in the late 18th and early 19th centuries being built up and then sold off after their owner's death and never did anyone recover the true value that had been spent in building up those collections.  So this was a situation that young Everard faced himself ‑‑ sorry, was faced with.  I think he made a good fist of the circumstances.  He worked hard to build his surgical practice, he decided not to continue teaching, he carried on lecturing for a little while but he didn't try and keep up John Hunter's lecturing for any great length of time.  Instead he concentrated on building a private practice which he thought would be a more lucrative way to establish his income.  He did however take his responsibility for the collection seriously and he was active in lobbying for the preservation of the museum, but I think there he was struggling because of course at the time Britain was at war and funds to buy an anatomical museum weren't easy, it wasn't easy for the government to do, and it took a lot of negotiating using collectors like Joseph Banks and some other of John Hunter's patients who were influential politicians to persuade the government to actually secure the collection.  Then, having secured agreement for the purchase of the collection, there was also a need to find a home for it, because of course it wasn't obvious that anyone would want to take on the care of such a large museum.  There again, it was Home's connections with the Company of Surgeons and then the College which helped that become the natural place for the Hunterian museum to reside.  

Over the course of the early 19th century, Home was an indefatigable supporter of the new Hunterian museum, at a time however when there was no museum to speak of.  It stayed in John Hunter's house in Leicester Square, but there it wasn't easily accessible to anybody.  The building which the college owned on this site in Lincoln's Inn Fields had no ready‑made museum to move specimens into and the cost of building a museum was not something the new College could afford, at least at first.  So there was a period of hiatus during which the collection remained at risk and, during this time, Everard Home spent a lot of his own money supporting a young man, William Clift, who had been John Hunter's last assistant, and who was then to become the first conservator of the new Hunterian museum.  

In the aftermath of John Hunter's death Home also took it upon himself to try and preserve and perpetuate the surgical and scientific work of John Hunter.  In 1794, the year after John Hunter's death, it was Home who edited and wrote a biographical preface to the treatise on The Blood, Inflammation and Gun Shot Wounds and without his work it is unlikely that would have seen the light of day.  

Now the relationship between Everard Home and William Clift is an interesting one.  William Clift had begun working for John Hunter only about 20 months before John Hunter died.  Clift had no formal training of any sort, but he did possess some talent as a draftsman and, with that in mind, he was sent from his home in Cornwall to work with John Hunter.  He demonstrated that talent during the brief period while John Hunter was alive.  But more importantly, during that period, he also formed an affection for John Hunter that was to become truly remarkable in its longevity.  It would have been very easy, I think, after John Hunter died, for William Clift along with the other servants who had worked with the family to have disappeared and found other jobs, and in fact a much more obvious thing for someone like Clift to have done.  He didn't.  He stayed with the collection.  He stayed with the collection despite there being no obvious source of income for him and he was almost entirely reliant on handouts from Everard Home to keep him going through the 1790s, and indeed even in the early 1800s home was paying him out of his own pocket to maintain the collection.  William Clift, after the collection moved here to the Royal College of Surgeons, obviously started to receive a salary and from that point on his career was more secure, but he remained a very close associate of Everard Home.  He worked with him, carried out dissections for him and with him, made many drawings for Everard Home that were used to illustrate Everard Home's publications.  They were in many ways a team, a senior and a junior partner working together.  Things were to change, however, later in Clift and Home's life.  After it became known that Home had destroyed John Hunter's manuscripts, William Clift changed his view of Home completely and became a bitter critic of Everard Home.  Interestingly not always a public critic of Everard Home, very careful to keep his comments private, but at the back of the library today there is a whole range of books and other manuscripts, mostly by Clift, laid out for you to look at and one of the things a researcher may notice going through the many manuscripts that Clift copied and recopied and recopied throughout the early part of the 19th century is that after about 1820 Clift went back and started re‑editing and annotating those manuscripts and many of the edits and annotations that he made were directly critical of Everard Home.  I think for that reason we need to be a bit cautious about the nature of the relationship between William Clift and Everard Home, because I think there is plenty of evidence that for much of their working lives their relationship was very good and that, if anything, Clift admired Home ‑‑ maybe "admire" is too strong a word, but certainly did not despise him in the way that he came to towards the end of Home's life.  So I think we need to be a little bit careful that some of the criticisms that are leveled at Home come specifically from William Clift and were applied retrospectively to Home's work, rather than being made at the time.  

So what was Home's work?  Well, I talked about the 100 or so papers he published in the Philosophical Transactions.  Now, it is believed that many of these papers were based, to some extent, on the notes that Home had received or taken from John Hunter's house.  But there were also some which patently could not have been based on John Hunter's notes because they referred to animals that hadn't been seen during John Hunter's lifetime.  This is one example, this is a plate from a paper published in the Philosophical Transactions in 1800, on the ornithorhynchus paradoxus, the duck‑billed platypus as we know it today.  Now that wasn't an animal that had been dissected and described in John Hunter's lifetime.  The first wet specimens had been sent back from Australia only after John Hunter's death and in forming his conclusions therefore, Everard Home can't have been influenced by John Hunter's notes.  So I think there is enough evidence to reveal that Home was himself both a competent dissector and an adequate comparative anatomist.  I don't think that he was a ground‑breaking figure in the way that John Hunter was, but certainly he was not completely lacking in either skill or knowledge.  

I think if one looks at his relationship both to John Hunter and John Hunter's museum, one gets a sense of what he thought he was doing, both in preserving the museum and in using John Hunter's manuscripts.  This is the portrait of Everard Home which now hangs, I think, Sam, still in the entrance hall downstairs?  So in the entrance hall downstairs you can see the actual painting on your way out today.  We bought this for the college some years ago.  It came up at sale at auction and for some reason nobody else was wanting to buy it, so we got it for a fairly good price.  I think the college is the only place that still wants to celebrate Everard Home's reputation.  I can't say that Everard Home looks like an attractive figure there.  He looks slightly petulant, his gait seems slightly uncomfortable, his stance is slightly uncomfortable.  What is interesting about this portrait, though, is a detail which is very hard to make out in this light and in fact it is quite hard to make out in the original painting.  It is slightly easier to see in this engraving by William Sharp, which was made from the painting, but even here it is quite faint.  I'm going to step away from the microphone for a moment so forgive me for that.  What we are looking at, though, is up here in this top corner and I hope you can just make out a faint shadow.  What that is is a skull sitting on a ledge and it is a long, thin skull with two big tusks curling up at the front of it.  Very hard to make out, but it is there nonetheless and it is there in the painting.  It is this.  It is a skull of a warthog, sus aethiopicus.  I'm saying that because Kate has it programmed in and she can now use it to come up in the automatic transcription!  This skull is in John Hunter's collection, so it wasn't something that Everard Home acquired, but it was Everard Home who described it properly for the first time.  He described it in the context of a paper which was looking at the teeth of elephants, and in this case warthogs, but he included quite a detailed chemical analysis of the teeth as well as a study of their structure, their morphology.  I wouldn't again say it is a ground‑breaking paper, but it is a perfectly good piece of science and, in this case, it is one that was done by Everard Home working with another scientist, in this case Charles Hatchett, and using John Hunter's collection as the source of inspiration for it.  In describing the paper, in the preface to it, Everard Home was candid about what he was doing.  He paid tribute to John Hunter.  He said that his work would not be possible without John Hunter and John Hunter's collection, but he said the greatest value of John Hunter's collection was the potential it gave to continually re‑investigate and re‑describe the specimens that it contained.  He didn't see it as a static entity, one that could only be referred back to in John Hunter's terms, but as a resource which could constantly be re‑opened and re‑interpreted as new scientific facts came to life and in this case he said the new facts that he was using were the chemical analysis done by his friend Charles Hatchett.  I think, for me, this is what Home at least in his intention was trying to do throughout his career: trying to use John Hunter's collection in the way that it was intended to be used during John Hunter's lifetime, not as a static resource but as a collection which could constantly be re‑interpreted and re‑used.  

Crucial to Home's work, I think, was his connection with this man, Joseph Banks.  He had become president of the Royal Society after John Pringle retired in 1778 and became the leading figure in London's scientific society ‑‑ with a small "s" ‑‑ and the Royal Society ‑‑ capital R, capital S ‑‑ because his influence was so profound.  He was president from 1778 until his death in 1820; utterly immovable.  In fact, I think towards the end of his life many people would have quite happily seen him removed from his position at the Royal Society, but he wielded such strong influence it was almost impossible to get anything done without his patronage.  Home, I think perhaps through his connection with Hunter, was lucky enough to have that patronage.  Not only was Home a friend of Banks in the scientific sense, but he was also ‑‑ Banks was also a patient of Everard Home, so Home treated Banks throughout his life and also treated members of his family.  

Now that brings us on to Everard Home's career as a surgeon.  I have to say that Everard Home's career as a surgeon is not quite as glamorous as I suspect he might have liked.  I think he was described as an "able" surgeon, but not a brilliant one and I suspect that when it comes to surgery, "able" is probably not quite good enough for most of us!  Certainly by the end of the first decade of the 19th century, it seemed that Home's skill as a surgeon was slightly on the wane and there are reasons for this.  I think one of the reasons for this might have been Home's lifestyle.  

Now, in 1808, he achieved something quite significant, Home became Sergeant Surgeon to King George III.  That wasn't an insignificant achievement for a surgeon.  I suspect that his connection with the royal family was based more on flattery and a shared interest in both things scientific in the case of King George III and things not quite so scientific in the case of George III's son, later George IV, but at this time the Prince of Wales.  This is the Prince of Wales.  The date is wrong, I apologise for that, I think this is from the 1790s and not from 1832, but it gives an idea of what the Prince of Wales was like, however, not just in practice but also in his public reputation.  Famed for his appetite for drink and debauchery, for his affairs and for his general carelessness, both with his personal health and perhaps with his sexual health too.  We don't know for sure but almost certainly during the early 19th century one of the reasons why Everard Home might have forged a connection with the Prince of Wales in particular is for Home's reputation at treating venereal diseases.  This again was something that had been part of John Hunter's practice and something that had been picked up by Everard Home.  He had edited a version of John Hunter's treatise on venereal disease and I think that was what made him a particularly useful attendant to this particular part of the royal family, and I don't think the Prince of Wales was unique amongst George III's children in engaging in some of the seedier aspects of London life.  

One notorious case, not involving the Prince of Wales but his youngest brother, the Duke of Cumberland, took place in 1810.  This was an attack on the Duke of Cumberland by one of his valets, a man called Joseph Sellis, who, in the middle of the night, apparently snuck into the Duke of Cumberland's room and attacked him with a sword.  He fought him off with some injuries to his head and hand and was saved when one of his other valets came to rescue him.  Everard Home was called in to treat the Duke of Cumberland's injuries and, as the first responder, if you like, on the scene, he also helped with the investigation into Joseph Sellis, who was discovered locked in a room, having apparently cut his own throat; committed suicide after the attack.  This proved a huge scandal in London in 1810 and remained a scandal for decades afterwards.  There was much scurrilous gossip about the cause of the incident: whether Sellis had simply gone mad, which seemed unlikely to some people, or whether in fact the Duke of Cumberland had been having an affair with Sellis' wife, or in fact Sellis himself, which seemed a popular suggestion.  But deep rooted impropriety continued for several years afterwards and Everard Home was implicated in that, who, in the public eye at least, had helped cover up the medical facts behind the incident.  So again I think in this case an example of Home on the one hand being very successful as a surgeon, called in to treat this eminent person, but his reputation not emerging from it undamaged.  

Here we have a much later print showing the Duke of Cumberland, who later became the King of Hanover, which continued to allude to his alleged involvement in the murder of Joseph Sellis long after his death.  This one is from 1832.  

1810 wasn't a great year for Everard Home the surgeon.  It was also the year he treated Henry Cavendish in his final illness.  He had first treated Cavendish in 1804.  Cavendish was a famous natural philosopher and chemist.  He had treated Cavendish for a rupture, had diagnosed it and recommended that Cavendish wear a truss, which Cavendish refused to do, and eventually he succumbed to obstruction in the bowel and died in 1810.  Now, on the one hand, Home's treatment of Cavendish is to his credit, he attended to Cavendish and spent his last night with him as sole medical attendant, and after his death he was instrumental in dealing with Cavendish's family.  There is, however, a different version where when Cavendish died and Home requested the servants gave him the keys to Cavendish's cabinets and spent the next day rifling through them for anything of value to receive any payment for his bill.  I think in this time in Home's life, perhaps because of his association with the royal family, who weren't well known for paying their bills, there was a suggestion he was suffering some financial difficulties, because it was also reported that he was in debt and trying to get money from Joseph Banks.  His ability to get money from Joseph Banks, however, was rather undermined when he was called in to treat Banks' assistant, the botanist Joseph Dryander.  Joseph Dryander suffered from piles.  Everard Home was called upon to operate on Dryander's piles, and Home operated and Dryander died, and Banks was very upset.  He said, "My museum is ruined now my assistant is dead", I think showing a laudable appreciation of the value of Dryander and I think he blamed Home for not taking better care of his valuable assistant.  

Let's return, however, to the Hunterian museum.  Let's see what happened with that.  The museum itself opened in 1813, for the first time.  Home was influential in securing the funding for that.  He gave the first Hunter oration in 1814.  In one sense he was a great supporter of the museum.  However, he had failed during this time to produce the catalogues of the museum which the board of curators demanded.  He did produce lectures in comparative anatomy, however, which were given at the college, so he had succeeded in doing some, at least, of the tasks that he was charged with.  His reputation as a member of the college, I think, suffered not because of anything he did specifically, but also because of the way in which the college was perceived.  There are a number of satirical prints during this period which reflect more on the way in which the college was seen that Home specifically.  Here we can see Everard Home as one of the Court of Examiners of the college presiding over the rather useless examination of a young surgeon.  This one called "Medical Mushrooms", with Everard Home in the centre, again a satire on these fairly useless medical men who were running the college.  Both of these satires are not criticisms directly of the individuals, but part of a much broader movement against the entrenched interest of the college and the way it was seen to represent the interests of hospital surgeons.  

A couple of examples of Home's work on behalf of the college, to procure things for the museum.  The case of Chunee, the Indian elephant, which went mad and had to be destroyed by a company of riflemen.  Everard Home secured the skeleton which later took pride of place on display in the Hunterian museum, and the same for the skeleton of Caroline Charmi, who was known as the Sicilian dwarf, and whose skeleton was procured by Everard Home to be in the museum.  You can still see it on display in the museum next door.
So, over the balance of his life, I think what we see in Everard Home is somebody who was not at the forefront of medical science, either as a surgeon or a comparative anatomist, and yet was pushed to the fore by virtue of his position, by virtue of his association with John Hunter and by his role in preserving the Hunterian collection.  To me he seems like a man who increasingly towards the end of his life was paddling out of control, simply unable to get back and re‑establish his reputation; increasingly dependent on the manuscripts he had received from John Hunter to prop up his scientific reputation; struggling with debt, and also, I think, struggling with drink and I suspect the drink may have been a consequence rather than a cause of his problems.  Certainly towards the end of his life he had retreated to the Chelsea Hospital, where he had a tenure as surgeon to the hospital, something which gave him an income and a house.  At that stage his reputation was not publicly destroyed, but it was to be destroyed shortly after his death when a Parliamentary committee investigating the destruction of the Hunterian manuscripts heard much evidence, a lot of it by William Clift, describing Home's role.  I suspect that that has clouded the story of much of what Home did before.  I don't know that I could hand on heart say that Everard Home was a hero, although I think his role in preserving the Hunterian museum deserves enormous credit, but neither was he entirely a villain.  Thank you very much.

[applause]

SAM:  Well thank you, Simon, for that eloquent analysis of your fellow Hunterian curator, Everard Hume/Home.  We have a couple of moments for question which Simon will, I hope, recapitulate for the sake of the recording or speech‑to‑text.

SIMON:  Sorry, I have one thing I must do, which is to say, if you are interested in the story of Everard Home, we have on sale in the Hunterian museum this book by Wyn Beasley which tells the story both of Home and also Home's son, James Everard, who was packed off to sea at the age of 11 to become a midshipman in the navy.  You may change your opinion of Everard Home according to the treatment of his son.

NEW SPEAKER:  Can I ask you whether you think that Home was an opportunist in any way as life went on?  He decided to pick on certain things at certain times?

SIMON:  So the question was, was Home an opportunist?  I don't know particularly that he was.  I don't think there was anything that he seized upon to his great advantage.  I think he used his connections with the college and with the Hunterian museum well, but in that regard he was no different to many other, both medical and scientific, men and it was very common at the time both to rely on patronage, which Home certainly did, and also to rely on one's work for, to varying extents, charitable organisations in order to bolster one's reputation.  So in that regard I think Home was simply doing what many other medical men were doing at the time.

NEW SPEAKER:  How did the Royal College of Surgeons get the money to house the collection? 

SIMON:  They got given it and in fact it was one of the scandals of the early history of the Hunterian museum that, having taken the collection, the college then didn't want to spend money building a museum themselves and they went back and begged for more money from the government, and again when they had to re‑build the college in the 1830s they went back and asked for more.  So although inevitably some of their own resources were put into the museum, as well as the purchase of the original collection, there was also further funding given to help build the museum.  

Since then, of course, the Royal College of Surgeons has taken on full responsibility for the Hunterian museum and I think it is a tribute to the college today that it continues to preserve the museum and open it to the public for free.  Does that get me out of jail, Sam!

NEW SPEAKER:  One story I heard was that Home destroyed the papers because Hunter suggested in them that surely, with his study of fossils, the biblical story of Adam and Eve must have been utter rubbish, so to preserve his name the collection was destroyed: true or false?

SIMON:  So there is a story that Hunter destroyed the papers because one of the papers there challenged the biblical account of creation.  Now there was indeed a paper that could be seen as a challenge to that account and, ironically, that paper survived and was later presented to the college by Everard Home's son, James, and it was published after being used in a lecture by Richard Owen in, I think, 1859.  So it is hard to think that was the reason.  I have to say, there is another reason that has been posited in one medical paper, which is that one of the experiments that John Hunter is famous for is an experiment on venereal disease in which he was inoculating somebody, and we don't know who it was ‑‑ in some accounts it was a self‑inoculation and in other accounts it is another person ‑‑ with syphilis and there is an account that it was Everard Home that was inoculated as a child by John Hunter and therefore Everard Home bore a grudge throughout his life and in fact that's why he destroyed the papers, and I don't think that story holds true either.

SAM:  Well, ladies and gentlemen, I know you will be burning to learn more and if I may crave a moment or two to tell you how you may learn more about Home, Hunter and the feat of Hunter's collections, as Simon has already mentioned there is a wonderful display at the back of the library there where we would encourage you to look, but not touch, our material relating to Hunter, Clift and Home.  There is an exhibition in the gallery that opened not four hours ago and we would encourage you to go and have a look at our free exhibition next door.  If you liked in particular the cut of our speaker's rhetorical jib, you may be interested to know you can find him writing here in this medical museums book available in the bookshop next door ‑‑ and that is your copy, in fact!  But I'm sure he would sign his chapter if you ask very nicely.  

We have an event on the 13 June, Anatomy 1813, where we can delve back into the world of early 19th century surgery and you will be seeing an early 19th century operation.  I will leave that to your imagination as to how we are achieving that!  It remains only to thank our archival colleagues for laying out such a wonderful display and to ask you, if you have the time, to complete our evaluation sheet, which you will find on your chairs, and a separate one for the speech‑to‑text service.  I would like to thank Hayley and Anna for organising the event and finally our speaker, the ever articulate Dr Chaplin.  Thank you very much.  [applause].

‑ End ‑ 

