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PREFACE.

I nAvE long had reason to believe, that it was Dr GrEGoRY’s ear-
nest wish to force me, either into a paper war, or into a law-
suit. He has repeatedly called upon me, in print, to answer nume-
rous charges, which he has brought against me, before the tribunal
of the Public. He has repeatedly told me in print, that if he has
in any degree calumniated my character, the laws of my country
will afford me protection.

I have, however, a strong aversion, both to courts of justice, and
to literary warfare. I have long adopted the opinion of his vene-
rable Father: ¢ The quarrels of Physicians, when they end in ap-
“ peals to the Public, generally hurt the contending parties; but
“ what is of more consequence, they discredit the profession, and
“ expose the Faculty itself to ridicule and contempt®.” The salu-
tary admonition which this sentence conveys, has always had much
weight with me. But Dr Jaues Grecory has neglected and des-
pised it, perhaps more than any medical practitioner in Edinburgh.
His outrageous wvirtue, or some less pure motive, has frequently led
him to attack others before the tribunal of the public, even upon the
slightest supposition of delinquency.

But, notwithstanding the disagreeable consequences resulting from
appeals to the Public, there are cases in which both paper war and

* Duties of a Physician,
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law-suits become necessary evils, Dr GreEGory has at length suc-
ceeded in drawing me into the former; and he may now, when he
pleases, drag me also into the latter. I have repeatedly said, in de-
livering my opinion in the College, that his Review and Censorian
Letter are false and scandalous libels, If this assertion be not true,
I may be subjected to punishment, and may smart under the lash of
the Commissary Court, (of which he has already had some experi-
ence), for groundless defamation. But if he shall commence a law-
snit against me, whether in the end I be acquitted or condemned by
the courts of justice, I can at least plead before the Tribunal of the
Public, that I was not the assaulter ;—that I have had recourse to
the press only in wvindication of my own character, and in vindica-
tion of other innocent men who were cruelly and injuriously calum-
niated by Dr Grecory. But whether this controversy between us
shall terminate in a law-suit or not, now depends not so much upon
me as upon him.

He has at length, however, succeeded in dragging me, much con-
trary to my inclination, into an open paper-war. I have, indeed, be-
fore this put some things in print, in answer to his injurious as-
persions ;+-but they have been printed only for the use of my fel-
low Members, and to save the expence of much writing. If these
lhiave already gone beyond the College of Physicians, it is not from
1.

I am now, however, adopting a different plan. By the advice of
one, to whose steady friendship I have been much indebted for more
than fifty years, I lay before the Public an Opinion, which was written
for the College of Physicians, and which was read at their Meeting
on the 13th of September 1808, when a charge against Dr Grecory
came under their consideration. I shall briefly state some of my

reasons for now publishing this Opinion.
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Dr Grecory, in the beginning of his Defence, p. 2., represents
an unanimous declaration of the College of Physicians, on the 5th
of February 1805, as being void of truth and honesty. ‘His words
are: “ From the nature and terms of the accusation, and from the
" mm;ncr in which it has been pr&ﬁrr&d, it s plain, that either I or
“ my accusers must have been lying abominably. But this oboious di-
“ lemma comprehends and expresses only a very small part of the truth.
“ It is equally certain, that either I or my accusers, and a large portion
“ of my Brethren, who arve of course to be my Judges on this occasion,
“ must have been lying abominably, and acting most knavishly for more
“ than three years past.”

After attacking the whole College of Physicians, in different parts
of his Defence, in equally opprobrious and ungentlemanlike lan-
guage, and representing their virtual decision against him on the
5th of February 1805, as an instance of unexampled baseness, he con-
cludes his large volume, p. 493. with the following story :

““ The general principle which my Brethren seem to have had in view
“ in their most honourable attempt to take evemplary vengeance on me,
“ appears to great advantage in their proceedings. But [ can hardly
“ aive them the credit of having originally contrived it. I do not think
“ it is quite new, and I shrewdly suspect they hace taken the hint from
“ a story that is told of a Quaker, who was grievously annoyed by a
“ dog that barked at him. Dog, said the Quaker, T will not kill thee,
“ but I will give thee a bad name; and immediately began to bawl
“ out, A mad dog, a mad dog : the consequence was, that the poor cur
« was dispatched before he could say Jack Robinson.

“ Jf the sentiments, intentions and wishes of my Brethren with re-
“ spect to me were to be as plainly expressed in words, I presume they
“ would run thus : “ Dog, we will not kill you, lest we be hanged for
“ it ; we will not strike you, lest you kill ws ; we will not attempt to
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“ windicate ourselves, lest we make bad worse ; we will not attempt to
“ reason with you, lest we catch a Tartar ! But we will give you a bad
“ name Dog, and a vote for it."

“ OFf their most hearty good-will to give me a bad name, and of their
“ admirable talent for voting, I can have no doubt, having had ample
“ eaperience of both. But on the present occasion they shall soon be
“ convinced, that their own probity and veracity are in question much
“ more than mine ; and that the question must be decided, not by their
“ wotes, hut by just evidence, and by the common sense of mankind.”

From an attentive perusal of these passages, the discerning reader
must evidently see, that Dr Grecory represents the College of
Physicians as being an unprincipled set of men, voting severe cen-
sure without any reasoning ; and it is also evident, that his Defence
is writter and printed, not so much for the College of Physicians as
for the Public.

The following pages will, I flatter myself, vindicate me from his
calumny on this occasion ; and afford also some defence of my ca-
lumniated Brethren.

From an attentive perusal of the Opinion which is now presented
to the publie, and which is printed from the manuscript which I
read in the College on the 13th of September 1808, when the Pre-
sident called upon me to deliver my sentiments, the candid reader
will, I trust, be convinced, that I did not give my vote, censuring
Dr Grecory, without what appeared to myself to be satisfactory
reasons ; and that when I gave my vote, I had God and a good
conscience before my eyes.

How far this opinion of mine, will in any degree vindicate my
conduct with readers previously under the influence of prejudice, I
will not pretend to conjecture. I well know there are some who
have said, *“ Nothing on earth will convince them that Dr GREGORY
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“ is capable of a wilful and deliberate violation of truth.” With
sinch, I can hardly expect that any thing I have urged will have the
smallest influence. But I may tell them, that both the discerning few,
and the unthinking moeb, have sometimes been miserably mistaken
with regard  to the redl character of particular persons. Without
travelling back to Lord Bacon, one of the greatest Philosophers that
ever lived, I may truly say, that even the City of Edinburgh, in our
own days, has afforded striking examples, among its distinguished
Divines, Lawyers, dnd Physicians, of men long eminent for their
judgment, their learning, and their piety, who, overcome by a pre-
dominant passion, avarice, lust; pride, or the like, have been Justly
consigned to deserved infamy.

When an unbridled passion has once overcome the judgment, it
is impossible to say to what meanness and baseness it may lead
those who are its slaves. Man is certainly the glory, but it is no
less true, that he is the jest and riddle of the world.

Dr Grecory, indeed, I am told, treats the whole of this matter
as a subject of merriment. And, alluding to his voluminous De-
fence, he has told some respectable citizens, that he would send
them a book which would give them a good laugh. On my mind
this controversy has had a very opposite effect; and I may affirm,
that, in the short space of three years, it has done more to interrupt
my happiness, than all the other occurrences of my life for thirty
years before. ;

I have felt on this occasion for the Profession of Medicine, and
for a respectable body of men, the Royal College of Physicians of
Edinburgh; for, by the misconduct of one of their number, Dr
Janmes Grecory, they have been much injured in the eyes of the
Public.—I have felt for some of my best friends, particularly Dr
Tuonmas Spens, a man of the strictest honour, who, in return for
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assiduous exertions for the public good, has been cruelly and inju-
riously calumniated.—I have felt for myself, accused before the tri-
bunal of the public, of fraud, chicanery, and falsification of laws,
when I am perfectly conscious of being as innocent of all these charges
as the child that is yet unborn.—I have felt for Dr Grecory, but
still more for his near connexions; for I am convinced that some
of them will blush for him: and notwithstanding his present proud
affected superiority, the development of his conduct may, in the
opinion of impartial and discerning men, hurl him to contempt with
a fatal precipitation.

But I do not pretend to foretel, whether the majority of readers
will view this controversy in a ludicrous or in a serious light. Not
a few may view it in both lights. And perhaps I may conclude with
observing, nearly in the words of a celebrated Poet,

“ Who would not laugh if such a man there be ?
* Who would not weep, if" GREGoRY * were he ?"

ApaM’s ngmu.}
10tk Octaber 1808-



OPINION

DELIVERED EBY
Dr DUNCAN Senior,

UPON

A CHARGE AGAINST DR GREGORY.

Mr PrRESIDENT,

M xv months have now elapsed since a very serious accusation was
brought against Dr GreEcory. He has been charged with a wilful
and deliberate violation of truth in this room, and in the presence of
the College.

We need not, therefore, be surprised at the long time and great
pains he has bestowed in his defence, even although it has extended
to a much greater length, than, from different letters which he has
sent to you, we had reason to expect.

I have read Dr Gregory’s long and elaborate defence, which forms
a large printed Quarto Volume, with very minute attention; and I
can, without hesitation, affirm, that in the whole course of my life,
now extended beyond sixty years, I have seldom read a more extra-
ordinary production.

Such abuse as it contains, of the College of Physicians as a body,
has, I believe, rarely been poured out, upon any court, even by the
most worthless pannel. In my opinion, it ought afterwards to be

A
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the subject of serious and deliberate consideration with the College,
how this transgression should be punished, and how similar trans-
gressions may hereafter be prevented ; and directions should I think
be given by the College to our Fiscal on this subject.—DBut I shall at
present say nothing more respecting it.

With other accused persons, it has been a common device to en-
deavour to conciliate the favour of their judges. Dr Gregory has
followed a perfectly opposite plan. e has accused the whole body
of his Judges, (excepting two, Dr Brown and Dr Barelay, who have
only been Fellows for a few months), of the basest and meanest
crimes. For, to use his own words, an unanimous vote of the Col-
lege passed at a regular Quarterly Meeting on the 5th of February
1805, is “ a most wonderful mass of falsehood, absurdity, inconsisten-
“ ¢y, and withal, most foul injustice” to him.

Knowing, as I do, Mr President, all the circumstances leading to
this heavy charge, I can with confidence venture to aflirm that it is
totally groundless. And although I am now disposed to believe that
Dr Gregory will, without hesitation, assert almost any thing which
he thinks will answer his purpose.; yet I must own I am surprised
that he should have vented such an assertion, as that which I have
just read from his defence. That, indeed, he should have cruelly ac-
cused many innocent members of this College, of the meanest crimes,
does not at all surprise me. This is not the first time he has done
so. ‘That he should have included among the victims of his wrath,
his -intimate friend Dr Wright, and also Dr Yule, who has of late,
abetted and supported him in his abuse of other members, I do not
think wonderful. They have of late been his assistants in ground-
less calumny, and justice requires that they too should smart under
his lash. DBut that he should have charged with “ gross absur-
“ (ity, mean craft, and base injustice,” Dr Monro senior, Dr Ha-
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milton senior, Dr Rutherford, and some other names of unimpeached
integrity and judgment, I at first considered as somewhat extraor-
dinary.

Upon mature consideration, however, even this perhaps is not
wonderful. For, in my opinion, Mr President, this large volume is
not intended as a defence of Dr Gregory’s conduct to the College,
but is entirely designed to mislead and to bewilder the public.

From many paragraphs, particularly the concluding ones, he seems
to take it for granted that the College are to give a decision against
him ; and the defence which he has now put into our hands, to me
appears to be intended as an appeal, from the dreaded sentence of
the College, to another tribunal,—the tea-tables of Edinburgh. It
was, therefore, perhaps, no bad policy, to vilify those, who he su-
spected would condemn him.

I have no doubt, that, with some, his bold, though groundless
abuse, will gain him reputation. Wise ladies, when they have read
all the Logic, and all the Metaphysics, which he has artfully intro-
duced,—when they pay due regard to his dilemmas, his trilemmas, and
his polylemmas,—will pronounce him, as some of them have done on
former occasions, * the cleverest fellow that ever was born!” DBut
for my own part, Mr President, I do not envy him any reputa-
tion which he may derive from this work : For I firmly believe, that
the candid and discerning part of mankind will think. it nothing to
his honour.

The ground on which he has taxed the whole College, with  foul
“ injustice te himself,” is truly singular. It is founded on a vote of
thanks to Dr Spens, which, to use his own words, he has “ dissected
“ and anatomized secundum artem.”

He has attempted, at great length, to prove, that this vote of
thanks is “ a most wonderful mass of falsehood and inconsistency.”
A2

-
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Yet, strange to tell, he has repeatedly declared, that, if six words
which it contains had been omitted, (the words, viz. * and in the
““ most honourable manner,”) he himself would have joined in that
vote of thanks.

The College, according to Dr Gregorys own admission, might,
with the greatest regularity, have returned thanks to Dr Spens for
his exertions, and even testified, that he had acted from the purest
motives. “ Had that been all,” Dr Gregory says, * I myself would have
“ joined with them.” DBut when, in their vote of thanks, they went so
far as to say, (what they firmly believed to be true,) that Dr Spens
had acted in the most honourable manner, they were guilty, accord-
ing to Dr Gregory, of the © grossest injustice.”

On what, Mr President, does Dr Gregory found the baseness and
injustice of this declaration? On a most extraordinary basis indeed.
Dr Gregory had circulated extensively, in a private and artful man-
ner, false and scandalous libels, under the title of a ¢ Censorian Let-
¢ ter and Review of the conduct of the College.” T call them false ;
because he has asserted, that Dr Spens appointed a packed commit-
tee, to accomplish a dishonourable object in a clandestine manner.
This, from my own personal knowledge, having been one of the
members of the committee, 1 can pnsltiveiy declare 1s not true. I
call them scandalous libels, because they basely calumniate the cha-
racter of honest and honourable men, particularly of Dr Spens.

In these libels, giving full indulgence to a wild imagination, and
unbounded jealousy, Dr Gregory represented the conduct of Dr
Spens as highly dishonourable ; and therefore, according to his lo-
gic, any man, or body of men, who held a different opinion, and who
could venture to declare that Dr Spens had acted honourably, were
auilty of the basest injustice. 'Why? Because their opinion virtually
contradicted Dr Gregory's falsehoods.
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Dr Gregory's two printed papers, his private publications, as they
may justly be called, were not printed solely, or even principally for
the use of the Members of this College. Though extensively circu-
lated in Edinburgh, and in other parts of the British dominions,
they were never laid by Dr Gregory on the table of the College, or
presented to you as a body. Copies of them were not even sent to
all our attending Fellows : And Dr Gregory, though one of our Cen-
sors at the time when his Censorian Letter was distributed, never
once brought any charge whatever in this College against Dr Spens,
or the Committee for Revising the Laws.

This being the case, Sir, it was the opinion of some of the most
respectable of our number, that the College would act in the most
dignified manner, by treating Dr Gregory’s groundless calumnies
with that contempt which they deserved. They thought, that the
character of Dr Spens would be fully vindicated, by returning him
thanks for those very transactions for which he had been cruelly de-
famed, and by declaring his motives to be pure, and his conduct to
be honourable, without taking the smallest notice of Dr Gregory or
his libels.

What different motives may have led them to adopt this opinion,
I cannot pretend to say: But I am inclined to think, that some of
them were influenced by an earnest desire to preserve the peace of
the College as much as possible ; others, by lenity to Dr Gregory,
who, in their opinion, had allowed impetuous passion to mislead his
judgment. I know it was the opinion of some, that he would soon
become sensible of the impropriety of his conduct in this business,
and would sincerely repent it.

It was their earnest wish, that his Review and Censorian Letter,
which he had never ventured to send to the College as a body,
should never be mentioned within these walls. I must own I was
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of a different opinion. This, appeared to me, to be too much lenity
to a great offender. I thought, that his private publications should
have been brought before our Court, by our Fiscal ; that his false
assertion, of the President having appointed a packed committee,
for a sinister purpose, and many other falsehoods, should have been
publicly contradicted ; and that he himself should have been severe-
ly reprimanded, for the cruelty and injustice of his conduct.

But I yielded my own opinion to the judgment of others. Some
of them, generally allowed by the world to be men of great discern-
ment, thought, that Dr Gregory's private publications were meant
merely as quack bills ; that the great object he had in view, was, not
to imjure Dr Spens, but to benefit imself ; to attract public notice,
and to produce paper war, in which he might display his classical
knowledge, his wit, and his talent for disputation. And they ima-
gined, that, by silent contempt, his sinister purpose would be most
effectually frustrated, and his wild effusions soonest buried in deser-
ved oblivion.

These few observations, Mr President, are, in my opinion, suffi-
cient to explain the procedure of the College in their vindication of
Dr Spens, and in their decision, virtually pronouncing Dr Gregory’s
Censorian Letter to be a scandalous libel, without deigning to men-
tion his name. They afford, in my opinion, a complete vindication
of the College, from the ridiculous charge of foul injustice, which
Dr Gregory has brought against some of the most respectable cha-
racters in Edinburgh.

But, although this point occupies a large portion of Dr Gregory’s
defence, yet it is entirely foreign to the question at present before
us. Though Dr Gregory should be able to point out many real ir-
regularities on the part of the College, yet it may still be true, that,
in this room, he has been guilty of a wilful and deliberate violation
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of truth. Tt is on that question, Has he or has he not been guilty?

that we are now to pronounce judgment: For, were we to follow

Dr Gregory through all the extraneous matters which he has art-

fully foisted into his defence, the question before us would never, I

believe, be determined. The irrelevant matter introduced, the piti-

ful wit about Justice Holt’s wife, Bishop Sharp's asparagus, Humphry

Hocus, John o' Nokes, and many other fine stories, are evidently

written, not for a court that is to sit in judgment on a serious trans-

gression, but for gossiping scandal. FErroneous conclusions, under

the mask of strict logical reasoning, and gross misrepresentation of
facts, constitute a large portion of Dr Gregory’s Defence. It con--
tains numerous assf:rtiﬂn_s, which, from my own personal knowledge,

I am convinced are not well founded. I do not indeed suppose,

that Dr Gregory knew all these to be false when he sent them to
the press. But when he boldly affirms, which he has done, though

not in express terms, yet in the strongest language, that Dr Monro

senior, Dr Hamilton senior, and Dr Rutherford, were guilty of * base

i injustice,” it is surprising to me, that he did not pause; that he

did'not suspect he was mistaken.

He has, indeed, bestowed much pains to demonstrate, that Dr
Hamilton senior, although present at the College on the 5th of Fe-
bruary 1805, could not possibly consider the conduct of Dr Spens
as honourable ; and he has ingeniously “endeavoured to explain Dr
Hamilton’s apparent assent to the vote of approbation of the con-
duct of Dr Spens, on the supposition, that he gave his assent to the
measure from not having heard what was said. But unfortunately,
Sir, for this hypothesis, it is incumbent on Dr Gregory to prove, not
only that Dr Hamilton is remarkably deaf, but that he can neither
read what is written, or even printed, in plain English : For it is a
certain fact, that Dr Hamilton had the vote of approbation in his’
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hand, at first in writing, and afterwards in print, and that in both
states it met with his approbation. '

Dr Hamilton indeed agreed with Dr Gregory in thinking, that
the act 1754, respecting apothecaries shops, ought neither to have
been repealed nor altered. But does it follow from this, that Dr
Hamilton adopted the unjust and cruel opinion of Dr Gregory, that
Dr Spens had acted from impure motives, and in a dishonourable
manner ? No, Mr President, I know from Dr Hamilton himself,
that his sentiments on this subject were perfectly opposite to those
of Dr Gregory. Dr Hamilton has publicly joined the other Mem-
bers of the College in declaring, that Dr Spens acted from the pu-
rest motives, and in the most honourable manner; and he has pri-
vately spoken with great indignation of Dr Gregory’s cruel and
scandalous abuse of his Fellow Members. What different motives
may have led Dr Hamilton lately to absent himself from the meet-
ings of the College, particularly when strongly urged to attend as
an evidence in the present cause, I cannot pretend to say. But,
from several different circumstances, it 1s my firm belief, that his
absence has principally arisen from the outrageous conduct of Dr
Gregory since the publication of his Censorian Letter.

To point out all the inconsistencies and contradictions which Dr
Gregory’s Defence contains, would be a tedious and unnecessary
task. There are, however, two points, in which I am myself parti-
cularly attacked. With regard to these, though foreign to the pre-
sent question, the College will, I trust, indulge me with a few
waortds.

The first, Sir, is with respect to the Opinions of the Lawyers*,
whom I consulted for my own private satisfaction, my Honourable
Triends, Mr Henry Erskine, and Mr John Clerk. In consequence
of the misrepresentations of Dr Gregory, I printed, some time ago,

* Vide Appendix.
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and sent a copy to every attending Member of the College, of a
Memorial and Queries, respecting the conduct of Dr Gregory,
which I had previously submitted to these Gentlemen. This, Sir,
was not like Dr Gregory's Censorian Letter, a private publication,
extensively circulated, even among Ladies. It was merely print-
ed for the use of our own Members, to save much time in trans-
cribing. I had presented two different Memorials to these Coun-
sel. But, as one of them only concerned Dr Gregory’s conduct, I
thought it at first sufficient to print it alone, with all the Queries
subjoined to it, and without the answers which I received from the
Lawyers.

To this step of consulting counsel, I was led by Dr Gregory's very
singular conduct, and particularly by his still continuing to distri-
bute his infamous libels against Dr Spens, after he well knew that
the College had unanimously returned thanks to Dr Spens, for that
conduct which he had so strongly reprobated. I wished to know,
from the highest legal authorities, what punishment could be inflict-
ed upon him for that transgression, and how he could best be pre-
vented from repeating the offence. This Memorial, Sir, I sent to Dr
Gregory as soon as it was printed. Tt was no sooner put into his
hands, than he introduced it into the first part of his defence, pre-
sented to the College. In that part, Sir, he accuses me of fraud.
His words are,  that I had dexterously suppressed one of my Queries.”
But not contented with this falsehood, he pretends also to give the
answers which I received from the Lawyers; and these, he affirms,
he had obtained on good information. In these answers, he con-
tends, that even my own Counsel severely reprimanded me; and
demonstrated a thorough contempt for the chicane and trick which
they were expected to sanction.
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After Dr Gregory sent to the College this part of his printed de-
fence ; to demonstrate how much he had been misinformed of the
real fact, I printed, for the information of the College, not only my
Memorial respecting Dr Gregory’s conducet, but also the other Me-
morial which I had submitted to the same counsel, and with which
he had no particular conecern. To each of these was subjoined an
authentic copy both of my Queries and of the Answers of the
Lawyers.

Had Dr Gregory been a man open to conviction, this must have
satisfied him, that he had not only been egregiously misinformed
with regard to the answers of my Counsel, but that he had most
unjustly accused me of dexterously suppressing a query. Dut, not-
withstanding all that candour and honour, of which he so frequent-
ly boasts, no atkncaw]edgmént of any misinformation has appeared.
On the contrary, (though he either did not know any thing of my
two distinct Memorials, or artfully concealed his knowledge of this
circumstance), in a part of his Defence lately given in, he piques
himself on the accuracy of his first information; he offers not even
the slightest correction of his mistake, with regard to my having, as
he asserted, artfully suppressed a query; and he still persists in
maintaining, that I was severely reprimanded by my Counsel for
chicanery. I shall not follow his irreligious wit upon this subject,
with regard to five hundred of my patients rising from the dead;
but I can establish the injustice of his assertions by incontestible li-
ving evidence, which will not be disputed. I hold in my hand, Sir,
letters both from Mr Erskine and Mr Clerk ¥, which will convince
any man of common sense and common honesty, that the entertaining
romance which he has founded on the particle if, (which he prefaces
by saying, that as one i/ is as good as another, it would have been
just as easy for the Lawyers to have been explicit, and to have given

* Fide Appendix.
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me that very acute and candid advice which he has given for them,
and which he concludes with the following remarkable words, “ All
¢ this, and much of the same kind, I firmly believe to have been in-
“ tended by the learned and witty Counsel, to have been under-
“ stood by their clients, and to be bond fide implied in, and logically
“ deducible from the monosyllable if;”) is not their opinion, but en-
tirely his own.

Notwithstanding Dr Gregory’s superior logical knowledge, not-
withstanding his firm belief, it now appears, that his very inge-
nious advice, and his allegation, that my Counsel had reprimand-
ed me for chicanery, are entirely the children of his own imagina-
tion.

On this subject I shall only further observe, that one of my Me-
morials consisted merely of a copy of our enactment 1754, and of
an extract from his own Father's Lectures on the duties and offices
of a Physician. The only query subjoined to that Memorial was,
Whether any one of our number, who might supply his own pa-
tients with medicines, in the manner so strongly recommended by
Dr John Gregory, would thereby transgress our act 1754 or not?
Mr Erskine was of opinion, that, by following the plan Dr John
Gregory proposed, there would be no transgression of the law, Mr
Clerk was of a contrary opinion. In Dr Gregory’s comments on
the answer of Mr Clerk to this question, he contends, that the mode
of practice strongly recommended by his own father, would reduce
medicine to a miserable and infamous state of degradation. To any
candid man who reads the Memorial and Query alluded to, it must
appear perfectly evident, that, upon the supposition that Mr Clerk’s
opinion was seasoned with that hyper-oxygenated salt which Dr
Gregory alleges, the sarcasm could strike only against his own Fa-
ther. But, as I have already said, Mr Clerk’s letter to me abundant-

B 2
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ly demonstrates, that the sarcastic wit here attributed to him is a
mere chimera.

The second point, Sir, on which I beg leave to make a few obser-
vations, is with regard to a difference between Dr Wright's recollec-
tion and mine, respecting what passed in a meeting of the Council,
in August 1806, when Dr Stuart suggested that admonition, the
origin of which he has already fully explained to the College.

That Dr Wright's recollection and mine were different, with re-
gard to what passed at that meeting of the Council, is certainly
true. And on this subject, Dr Gregory, in his usual ungentleman-
like language, has used this rude expression, * One or other of them
“ must have been lying.” Without any lie on the part of either of
us, my memory may have been inaccurate, or Dr Wright's memory
may have been inaccurate, yet each of us may have said what he
firmly believed to be true.

That Dr Wright's memory has been inaccurate on many other oc-
casions, since this disagreeable business took place in the College,
is well known to all of us; and has been repeatedly acknowledged,
even in writing, by himself. That it was inaccurate on the present
occasion, I can demonstrate by the most incontrovertible evidence :
It is demonstrated by a letter to me from Dr Wright, now put in
print by Dr Gregory, as part of his Defence. In that letter, Dr
Wright states our conversation according to his own recollection.
In the very first sentence of that letter, Dr Wright says, “ When
« Dr Stuart read the admonition of secrecy.” Now, Mr President,
it is an undeniable fact, that you did not read one word on that oc-
casion. Indéed, from the account which you have repeatedly given
respecting the origin of the admonition, it was almost impossible
that you could read any thing upon the subject; for the idea only



15

occurred to you, as you have repeatedly told us, in consequence of
an accidental conversation in your way to the Hall.

On that occasion, Mr President, the only paper read in the Coun-
cil, was a proposal from me, respecting the superintendence of the
Practice of Pharmacy in Edinburgh, which superintendence is requi-
red from the College of Physicians by act of Parliament. As soon
as my proposal was read, you observed, that it ought not to be spo-
ken of till the College should come to some decision on the subject,
as it would probably be much misrepresented out of doors: And
you added, that you really thought a general admonition with re-
gard to secrecy should be given by the College to all its Members,
as you had heard, from gentlemen who were not Members, very er-
roneous accounts of some of our transactions.

I observed, that I thought a recommendation to secrecy, while
matters were only in dependence, would be very proper; and, ad-
dressing myself to Dr Wright, T added, “ I hope, Doctor, if the
“ College agrees to this recommendation, Dr Gregory will not here-
‘ after publish any private conversations, either with you or with
“ me.” Dr Wright answered, * That he had only told to Dr Gre-
“ gory what passed in the College; and he did not think that in this
“ he had done any thing wrong.” T replied, * That I was very far
“ from meaning to blame Dr Wright for what he told Dr Gregory ;
“ but that I blamed Dr Gregory very much for publishing private
“ conversations about College business.” You expressed yourself to
be nearly of the same opinion; and the matter ended with my
agreeing to withdraw my motion, that it might be brought forward
under a different form, and with the Council agreeing unanimously
to recommend to the consideration of the College, that admonition
with respect to secrecy, which, in consequence of Dr Gregory’s mis-
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constructions and insidious queries, has since been the subject of so
much unpleasant discussion.

At a future meeting of the Council in November 1806, I again
brought forward a motion, in a different form, respecting the duty of
the College in visiting the Shops of Apothecaries. On that occa-
sion, Dr Spens observed, * That .what was said in Council, should
* never go beyond the walls of that room.” It was at that meet-
ing, Sir, Dr Wright put to Dr Spens, what Dr Gregory has called
his pithy question. His words, to the best of my recollection, were,
“ Pray, Dr Spens, may I not tell Dr Gregory what passes in the
“ Council? Is not Dr Gregory a Fellow of the College "

This, Sir, to the best of my recollection, is an accurate account
of the conversations in the meetings of Council in August and No-
vember 1806, on which Dr Gregory has founded some of his wild
conjectures. That Dr Wright's recollection of what passed was in-
accurate, is, as I have already said, demonstratively proved by his
own letter. But even supposing it to have been in every respect ac-
curate, as detailed by Dr Wright in his own letter to me, in my opi-
nion, whether my logic and my morals differ essentially from those
of Dr Gregory or not, Dr Wright's letter and mine, now printed by
Dr Gregory, by no means warrant those conclusions which he has
drawn from them. {

Dr Gregory has concluded, that I evidently shewed a strong de-
sire of keeping the admonition a secret from him. But, Mr Presi-
dent, was not the admonition to be publicly proposed to the consi-
deration of the College the very next day? Was it not to be pre-
sumed, that Dr Gregory would be present at that meeting? Would
he not then have heard it as well as other Members? Till they
heard it from the Chair, it was as much unknown to all who were
not Members of the Council as to him. Whatever Dr Gregory’s
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fertile imagination may have led him to conjecture, it is impossible
for me to conceive that any important purpose could have been ser-
ved, by concealing the admonition from him for the space of twenty-
four hours. This, however, is the whole foundation from which he
has drawn his very decided and injurious conclusion, that either
Dr Wright or I must be lying.

But, as I have already said, Mr President, this, and many other
heavy charges, are foreign to the question before us. Much extra-
neous matter is, in my opinion, introduced into Dr Gregory's De-
fence, with no other view but that of producing prolixity and ob-
scurity. But I hope I shall be excused for having spoken of two:
points, on which I have been very rudely attacked.—I shall now
confine myself to the question before us.

Dr Gregory stands accused by Dr Hope, of no slight transgres-
sion,—a wilful and deliberate violation of truth, in the business of
this Society. The principal part of the evidence against Dr Gregory
arises from what he has said in this room, at different regular
meetings of the College, and from what he has written to our Pre-
sident. Although many months have now elapsed, since the crime
charged against Dr Gregory was brought forward, yet I dare say
the circumstances are still fresh in the recollection of almost every
one of us. On this subject, therefore, I shall only observe, that, on
the 5th of November 1806, after Dr Gregory, under the pretence of
obtaining information respecting a very simple admonition, had read
a set of very obnoxious queries, in which he accused your office-
bearers, of endeavouring to bespeak the secrecy, and enforce the
connivance of their fellow-members, to things notoriously dishonour-
able; and after he had asserted, that the College had consulted Law-
yers, with the view of getting him expelled, I stood up to correct a
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material mistake which he had committed. I affirmed, Sir, that
Lawyers never were consulted by the College on the subject men-
tioned by Dr Gregory; and at the same time I had no hesitation in
avowing, that I myself, as an individual, had consulted Lawyers with
regard to Dr Gregory’s conduct in the College. 1 observed, Sir, that
the College, by an unanimous vote of thanks to Dr Spens, had in
reality long since pronounced a decision on Dr Gregory’s Review and
Censorian Letter: that they had virtually declared these publica-
tions of his to be false and scandalous libels. It was well known
to all of us, that in these he had accused Dr Spens, without the sha-
dow of proof, of having proposed a revision of our laws, merely as
a blind to accomplish a dishonourable object, and of having ap-
pointed a packed Committee to obtain his end by fraud and chi-
canery. This heavy charge, Sir, I firmly believe, Dr Gregory well
knew to be a falsehood, when he wrote it. From my own perso-
nal knowledge, I knew it to be groundless; for I was one of the
Committee whom Dr Gregory had most unjustly accused of being
previously brought over by Dr Spens, to join him in chicanery and
fraud. This to my certain knowledge was not true. Every Mem-
ber of the College, excepting Dr Gregory himself, was, 1 firmly
believe, convinced of my innocence. It was the opinion of every
other Member, that the charge of appointing a packed committee
was totally groundless. Hence, almost immediately on the publica-
tion of Dr Gregory's Censorian Letter, the College came to an
unanimous declaration, that Dr Spens had acted from the purest
motives, and in the most honourable manner. This vote was in-
deed passed in the absence of Dr Gregory: But, according to his
own confession, he was intentionally absent, because he suspected
some strong measure would be taken against him, and in support of
Dr Spens. To this vote of approbation of Dr Spens’s conduct, I
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alluded, when I asserted, that the College had already virtually
pronounced Dr Gregory’s Censorian Letter to be a false and scanda-
lous libel.

I had no sconer made this assertion, at the Meeting in November
1806, than Dr Gregory stood up, and, with a vielence which, in
this College, is almost peculiar to himself, declared in the most ex-
plicit terms, that, till that instant, he had never heard of any excul-
pation of the conduct of Dr Spens. This he asserted, Sir, in the
most positive and unlimited terms. Had he been disposed to speak
truth on that occasion, was he not bound in duty to have said,
that he had indeed heard something of a vote of thanks to Dr
Spens, but did not imagine that it contained any vindication
from the charge of having acted dishonourably. That a vote of
thanks was given to DrSpens, Dr Gregory is now obliged to acknow-
ledge he well recollected at that time. But at that meeting not a
word respecting that vote dropt from his lips; and in my opinion it
was impossible for any body who then heard him, not to consider
him as asserting, that till the hour when I put our records into his

hands, the vote of thanks to Dr Spens was entirely unknown to
him. ¥~

I must own, Mr President, even then, I found it difficult to be-
lieve he was speaking truth. To me, it seemed almost impossible,
that a man of Dr Gregory’s temper, much under the influence both

of jealousy and curiosity, should, for many months, remain altogether
ignorant of a matter in which he was so deeply concerned, especial-
ly when he had so many, and so easy opportunities, for ohtauuu-r in-

formation.

It soon appeared, Mr President, that my belief upon this subject
was not without foundation. It soon became no secret, that infor-
mation of the vote of thanks to Dr Spens had been given to Dr
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Gregory by two different gentlemen, whose testimony could not be
doubted, by Dr Hamilton senior and by Dr Wright.

Of the particulars of the conversation, indeed, which passed be-
tween Dr Gregory and Dr Hamilton, we have no evidence before
us, excepting what Dr Gregory’s own confession now affords. Dr
Hamilton, according to the information which T have received, takes
it for granted, that he will be examined upon this subject, if it
should come, which it perhaps may do, before the Court of Session ;
and till then he is, I have been told, determined to give no evidence
whatever.

But, whether this report be well founded or not, certain it is, that
he has not of late attended any of our meetings, though duly sum-
moned. I regret very much the absence of Dr Hamilton. But his
evidence is mot mow necessary to establish the fact, of his having
had a conversation with Dr Gregory respecting the vote of thanks
to Dr Spens. This, Dr Gregory himself is obliged to acknow-
ledge, and admits in his own printed defence. When, therefore,
many months after that conversation with Dr Hamilton, Dr Grego-
ry asserted in this room, that he knew nothing of the Excu]EatiDn
of Dr Spens, till the hour when I put the records into his hand, he
certainly asserted what was not true.

As to the evidence of Dr Wright, every Member has been long
possessed of a copy of it in print. I have considered it with atten-
tion, and, in my opinion, it is decisive against Dr Gregory. T am,
indeed, truly sorry to observe, that Dr Wright's recollection should,
on different occasions, have failed so much, as to lead him to some
remarkable contradictions.

On the 5th of February 1805, Dr Wright, as Vice-President, from
the Chair which you now fill, in a public meeting of the College,
and in the most regular manner, returned thanks to Dr Spens for
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his exertions; with a declaration; that he had acted from the purest
motives, and in the most honourable manner. But notwithstanding
this public declaration, Dr Gregory dares to affirm, that Dr Wright's
sentiments were at that time diametrically opposite to what he de-
livered from that Chair, as the unanimous sentiments of the wlhole
College at that meeting. Thus, Dr Gregory contends, that Dr
Wright, when he sat as your President, acted the part of a mean
hypocrite, and a base liar.

In proof of this, he has published a private letter from Dr Wright
to him, dated the 29th of January 1805. In that letter, I must own,
I sincerely wish Dr Wright, for the sake of his own character, had’
been more explicit. His first sentence is, ““ I have, with great sa-
“ tisfaction, read the two papers which you kindly gave me. Had
“ you not known my sentiments before, I would, on perusal, have
“ told you, Me tuum facias.” '

What might be Dr Wright's precise meaning in this sentence, it
is perhaps difficult to say. Whether, as Dr Gregory alleges, his
meaning was; “ You know my sentiments before. I agree perfectly
“ with you in thinking, that Dr Spens has acted from the basest mo-
“ tives, and in the most dishonourable manner, that he has attempted
“ to accomplish a favourite object, by fraud, chicanery, and falsifica-
“ tion of laws ; and that he appointed a packed committee, whom he
“ had previously engaged to join him in his dishonourable purpose.
“ Me tuum facias. 1 am entirely of your opinion, and I will now abet
“ and support you in all the abuse you can pour out against Dr Spens
“ and his Committee.” That such a meaning may be putupon his let-
ter, I will not pretend to deny; and that Dr Gregory has put this
meaning upon it, is very evident. But perhaps Dr Wright meant
merely to say, “ I have read with satisfaction the two papers you
“ kindly gave me, because you have treated, with sarcastic irony,

c 2
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‘“ the idea of a Physician having any thing to do with the compo-
“ sition of medicines. Had you not known my sentiments before,
“ that I was a determined enemy to any attempt to amend our law
‘ respecting Pharmacy, I should have told you, Me tuum facias. 1
““ am now determined to support you in opposing every amendment
“ of that law.” |

If this last was all that Dr Wright meant, the letter may be ho-
nourably reconciled to his conduct on the 5th of February 1805.
But if' the first was his meaning, and if he then agreed with Dr Gre-
gory in thinking that Dr Spens had acted dishonourably, he must
either have very soon repented of what he had written, or he must
be a hypocrite indeed. For even making every allowance for the
inaccuracy of his memory, I find it almost impossible to suppose that
he could have completely forgotten, on the 5th of February, when he
returned thanks to Dr Spens for his honourable conduct, the letter
he had written to Dr Gregory ounly a few days before.

But, Sir, whether Dr Wright's memory failed him on this occa-
sion or not, it certainly failed him very much on another occasion,
which I shall next mention, as it may be thought a very material
part of the proof.

After it was known for certain, that a conversation had taken place
between Dr Wright and Dr Gregory respecting the vote of thanks
to Dr Spens, at the time that vote of thanks was passed; and
after Dr Gregory had positively denied in the College, that he
knew any thing of that vote, till I put the record into his hands;
three of our number, Dr Stuart, Dr Spens and Dr Hope, applied ta
Dr Wright, to know from himself the real import of the conversa-
tion he had with Dr Gregory in February 1805. After deliberate
consideration, Sir, for a whole day, Dr Wright gave these gentlemen
a declaration in writing, certified by his own hand, of his baving
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informed Dr Gregory, that the College had completely acquitted
the Committee, and had declared that they had acted quite ho-

nourably.
If Dr Wright gave this information to Dr Gregory, he informed

him of no more than was strictly true : For the College had unani-
mously declared their opinion, that Dr Spens had acted from the
purest motives, and in the most honourable manner. But Dr Gre-
gory has bestowed much laboured ingenuity to prove, that it was
highly improbable that Dr Wright could tell him so disagreeable a
truth : That it would have been as bad as coming into his house, to
give him a slap in the face. And Dr Wright, from some notes
which he has lately discovered, has declared that statement to be in-
correct, although, after mature consideration, he had certified it with
his own handwriting. Dr Wright now informs us, that it appears
from these notes, lately discovered, that when he informed Dr Gre-
gory of the declaration of the College, that Dr Spens had acted from
the purest motives, he said nothing to Dr Gregory concerning the
declaration of honourable conduct. He was, he tells us, apprehen-
sive, that if he had informed Dr Gregory of the whole truth, it
would have excited him to further and violent discussion with the
College.

The first document to which I have alluded, under Dr Wright's
hand, is in. the possession of the College, and upon your table. It
would, therefore, be sustained as good evidence before any court.
But the second document, from which Dr Wright wishes to correct
his former written declaration, he either will not, or cannot produce.
In my opinion, however, it is by no means. necessary ta produce it :
For, even admitting the correction to its fullest extent, it affords no
exculpation whatever of Dr Gregory. Even Dr Gregory himself
now allows, that soon after the Meeting of the College, on the 5th
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of February 1805, Dr Wright informed him, that the College had
returned thanks to Dr Spens, and had declared their belief that he
had acted from the purest motives. Let us then take it for granted,
as Dr Wright now asserts, that there he stopt. In that case, Dr Gre-
gory's whole defence is now rested on his never having been in-
formed, that the College had declared Dr Spens to have acted in
the most honourable manner.

In my opinion, Mr President, it is a matter of no consequence what-
ever, whether this last part of the vote of approbation was communi-
cated to him or not. It is now proved and admitted, that Dr Wright
informed Dr Gregory of the unanimous declaration of the College,
that, in their opinion, Dr Spens had acted from the purest motives.
Dr Gregory, however, in his Censorian Letter, had accused Dr-
Spens of acting from the basest and meanest motives. If Dr Gre-
gory’s assertions be true, what could be more base than Dr Spens’s
motive for appointing a packed Committee? or than his motive for
appointing a revisal of the Laws, merely as a blind, to accomplish a
favourite object in a clandestine manner? In the action itself, of
appointing a Committee to revise the Laws, there was nothing dis-
honourable. It became dishonourable only because if the motive
was a base one. Dr Gregory boasts, in his Censorian Letter, that
he has proved every thing he has said from our own records. I will
confidently venture to assert, Mr President, that every one particu-
lar act which he has proved from our minutes, is in itself’ perfectly
innocent, if not meritorious. The acts to which he refers are on-
ly culpable, if they proceeded from bad motives. In short, Mr
President, throughout the whole both of the Review and Cen-
sorian Letter, the allegation of base motives on the part of Dr
Spens, is the great foundation of Dr Gregory’s false and scandalous
abuse.
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When, therefore, the College declared their opinion, that Dr
Spens had acted from the purest motives; although they had said
no more, and although they, too, had stopt there, as well as Dr
Wright in his conversation with Dr Gregory, yet, by declaring Dr
Spens’s motives to be pure, they gave a virtual decision, acquitting
him, and condemning Dr Gregory : For I think it is impossible for
any man to doubt, that, by the * purest motives” introduced into a
vote of thanks, the College could only mean the “ most honourable
“ motives.”

Dr Gregory, indeed, has taken a different view of the sense of the
word purest. He affects to believe, that, by the purest motives,
the College might mean the pure love of gain; and that the vote of
thanks which Dr Spens received was in reality a reprimand. Much,
Mr President, as I have of late changed my opinion of Dr Gregory,
I could hardly have supposed it possible, that a man, who so fre-
quently takes to himself the merit of acting in the most candid and
honourable manner, would have attempted to shelter himself under
such a mean, such a pitiful subterfuge. It is impossible for me to
suppose, that Dr Gregory could even for a moment imagine, that the
College annexed any other meaning to pure motives, than honour-
able motives. That this was their meaning, is now proved to him
beyond all possibility of contradiction, from the next clause of the
sentence, which declares their belief, that Dr Spens had acted in
the most honourable manner.

But of this confirmation Dr Gregory tells us he was long entirely
ignorant. And why, Mr President, was he ignorant of it? He has
taken great merit to himself for his honourable and liberal conduct,
as he terms it, of absenting himself from our meeting en the 5th
of February 1805, because he suspected that his conduct might be-
come the subject of discussion, and was informed that a motion
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would be made for vindicating the character of Dr Spens. But, Sir,
was it candid or honourable conduct in him to remain ignorant of
what was done at that meeting?

He has attempted to demonstrate, that Dr Wright could not,
without great rudeness, tell him what was really the decision of
the College. Was it not, therefore, his duty to have taken some
other mode of obtaining information? Why did he absent himself
from our meeting in May, when the vote of thanks to Dr Spens
was again read and confirmed? Why, Mr President, did he not
take the most regular and easy mode, that of consulting our mi-
nutes, to which he had at all times free acces? To me, Mr Presi-
dent, the answer to this question appears to be very obvious. It
did not, in my opinion, proceed from any want of curiosity on the
part of Dr Gregory, but from an anxious desire of being able to say,
that the College had never vindicated Dr Spens from the charges
which had been published against him. He had already heard
from Dr Wright more, probably, than he wished to know. And,
in my judgment, it could hardly be from any other motive, but a
wish to be able to plead ignorance of what was done, that he ab-
sented himself from our Meeting in May 1805, and cautiously re-
frained from consulting our minutes, where the real sentence of the
College was recorded, for more than a whole year: And at last,
consulted them only when he could no longer prevent it; when
they were forced into hands in this room, and in a public Meeting
of the College,

But, Mr President, without any explanation drawn from our mi-
nutes, no honest man could, in my opinion, mistake the meaning of
the words “ purest motives,” when introduced into a vote of thanks.
And the miserable quibble, that it might mean the pure love of
@ain, will not save Dr Gregory, with any man of common under-
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standing. That, therefore, he was informed of the virtual decision
of the College, vindicating Dr Spens from all his false calumnies,
very soon after that decision took place, is, in my opinion, unde-
niable.

In short, Mr President, from the testimony of Dr Wright; from
the facts which Dr Gregory has now acknowledged in his printed
Defence; and from what I heard from his own mouth in this room,
and in the presence of the College, it appears to me, that the charge
brought against him, of being guilty of a wilful and deliberate vio-
lation of truth, is as certainly proved as that one and two make three.
I can, therefore, have no hesitation in agreeing to the motion before
us, That such a violation of truth on the part of Dr Gregory, is highly I
immoral, and deserves the reprobation of the College.






APPENDIX.

MEMORIAL anp QUERIES

RESPECTING

The Conduct of Dr Javes GrEGORY, fo Dr Tnoymas SPENs,
and some other Members of the Royal College of Physicians
of Edinburgh, submitted by Dr DuNcax senior, first to
the Honourable Henxry ErskINE, and afferwards fo
Joun CLERrK, Esq.

I the year 1788, the Royal College of Physicians of Edinburgh,
printed a copy of their Laws and Regulations, extracted from their
Minutes and Charter. Soon after that period, many changes took
place; several new laws were enacted, and several old ones repeal-
ed or altered. Among other particulars, a very important alteration
was made with respect to the fees paid by Members on their admis-
sion. Thus, in many particulars, the printed Laws ceased to be the
regulations of the College; and, in many other particulars, they
were entirely silent, so that considerable difference of opinion took
place among the Members.

Of this, a remarkable instance occurred in 1804, when a Society
of Artists applied to the College, to have the use, for the space of a

D2



28

month, of the lower part of the College Library-room, for an exhi-
bition of pictures. A wvery considerable majority of the Members,
(among whom were the President, Dr Gregory, Dr Duncan senior,
&c.) thought that the College ought to have granted this request ;
but the measure was strenuously opposed by Dr Monro senior, and
Dr Rutherford, who contended, That a majority of the College had
it not in their power to grant the use of the Hall, and that this
could only be done by unanimity.

On this subject, however, the laws of the College were entirely
silent. It was therefore suggested, that, to prevent such disputes
in future, a Committee should be appointed to revise the Laws, and
to submit to the consideration of the College a new draught of the
whole, with such alterations and additions as they might think
PI'UPET.

This Committee consisted of Dr Spens, the President ; Dr Hope,
the Secretary ; Dr Buchan, the Fiscal; Dr Duncan junior, the Li-
brarian ; and Dr Duncan semior, who had been a Member of the
former Committee for revising the Laws, in 1788.

This new Committee, by Dr Duncan’s advice, resolved to follow
the very same plan that had been adopted by the Committee in
1788. They held, for a considerable time, regular weekly meetings,
at which they considered the Laws, section by section, and they re-
considered, at every succeeding meeting, what had been determined .
upon as most proper at the former one, often again making altera-
tions. But they thought it prudent to avoid, as much as they easily
could, any conversation with the other Members of the College, re-
specting the intended alterations, till they should be able, finally, to
make up their own minds with respect to these alterations, and to
present the College with a connected view of the whole.
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From this silence or secrecy (if it may be so called) for a short
time, they imagined that many advantages would result. The Mem-
bers of the College would not be so apt to form erroneous opinions,
from partial information, and the Committee would not be distract-
ed in their proceedure, by very opposite opinions, from different
Members, respecting particular laws. At the same time, they saw
no evil whatever which could arise from their silence, as the whole
was, in a short time, to be subjected to a full and candid examina-
tion.

This resolution of secrecy, however, was not so strictly adhered
to, as to prevent certain parts of the intended Report from being
the subject of conversation, both among some of the Members of
the College, and likewise among some of the Members of the Cor-
poration of Surgeons. This was particularly the case with respect
to a clanse which the Committee proposed to add to the regulation
prohibiting Members of the College of Physicians from keeping
Apothecaries Shops. Respecting this Law, the Members of the
College had often before differed in opinion; and by the clause now
proposed to be added, the Committee were, after much discussion
and repeated consideration, unanimously of opinion, not only that
future disputes would be avoided, but also that the practice both of
Medicine and of Pharmacy, in the City of Edinburgh, would be ma-
terially improved.

Respecting the meaning of the former act many Members enter-
rained different opinions. Some thought that it only prevented the
Members from keeping open shops for the retail of Medicines, as
had formerly been done by some of the most eminent Physicians
in Edinburgh, even by the celebrated Pitcairne himself. Others
thought, that it prohibited even private shops, but did not prohibit
any Member from supplying his patients with all the Medicines he
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prescribed, provided he was paid only for his attendance. While a
third set were of opinion, that the Law, as it at present stands, was
daily transgressed by the Professors of Chemistry and of Materia
Medica, who teach and practise Pharmacy, both by themselves and
their servants. For these reasons, they thought some explanation
of the Law was necessary : And this subject underwent, in the
Committee, much candid discussion.

At one Meeting, they thought of proposing to the College an en-
tire new enactment. At another, it was proposed, that the greatest
part of the old enactment should be retained ; but that some altera-
tions and additions should be introduced. But, in the end, they
agreed that the old enactment should remain, without any alteration,
to be signed by the future Members of the College, in the same
manner as had been done by former ones; but that an article should
be added, explaining the former Law in such a manner as would
prevent any future disputes with respect to the meaning of it; and
which would so far alter and amend it, as to afford an inducement
to the younger Members of the College, to employ their time and
talents in the improvement of Pharmacy,—and thus to obtain, not
only for the City of Edinburgh, but for the Public at large, the most
improved Pharmacopeeia in Europe, in the future editions of that pub-
lished by the College of Physicians of Edinburgh.

These considerations finally led the Committee to adopt into their
Report the clause alluded to. They did not expect that the Mem-
bers would be unanimous in their opinion with regard toit. But they
well knew, that their sentiments on this subject were afterwards to
undergo a full, fair and free discussion among the Members, and to
be submitted to consideration at Three separate Meetings, before
they obtained the force of Law ; and that they were finally to be
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adopted, altered or rejected, according to the determination of the
majority.

After the Committee had finished the consideration of the laws,
and had drawn up a full Report, which contained important altera-
tions and additions in almost every section, that Report was present-
ed to a regular Quarterly Meeting. The Meeting directed, that the
Report should be deposited on the table of the Library, and should
there remain open, for the perusal or consideration of the Members,
for the space of Three Months, before any further remarks were made
upon it.

In ali this procedure, both the Committee and the College follow-
ed precisely the same plan in 1804, that had been adopted in 1788 ;
and no Member of the Committee entertained even the most distant
suspicion, that they could be accused by any human being of fraud
or chicanery, or of an attempt to get the laws passed in a surrepti-
tions manner.

Nay, so anxious was the President, in particular, that every Mem-
ber should be thorougly acquainted with all the alterations and ad-
ditions proposed by the Committee, that he directed a copy of the
Report to be made out, and circulated through all the Members. By
this means, every Member had an opportunity of reading the Re-
port at his own house; a measure which was not adopted in 1788.
Thus, every Member who remained ignorant of any important change
proposed by the Committee, not only had himself alone to blame
for his ignorance, but was guilty of a gross neglect of duty to the
College.

But notwithstanding this regular and cautious procedure, on the
part both of the Committee and of the College, (which particularly
demonstrated the anxiety of the President, that every thing should
be conducted in the most unexceptionable manner), Dr Grecory
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Itas printed Two Works, in which he has thrown out the most severe
and groundless reflections on the President and Committee, repre-
senting them as men void of honour and honesty.

He has, in particular, laboured to persuade his readers, and to ren-
der it probable by many gross misrepresentations.

lst, That the President brought forward the proposition of re-
vising the Laws of the College, merely as a blind, and solely with
the intention of accomplishing a favourite object -in a clandestine
Aanner.

2dly, That the President appointed, as a Committee for revising the
Laws, a set of men, whom he had previously prevailed upon to join
him in his dishonourable project. And,

Sdly, That the President, with his Committee, were guilty of fraud,
chicanery, and falsification in this business ; and, that their conduct
was highly dishonourable.

Every one of these severe accusations is totally groundless. Dr
Gregory well knew, that the printed copy of the Laws was no longer
the Regulations of the College in many essential particulars. He
well knew that many other changes were wished for by different
Members. Nay, when he himself was President, he repeatedly sug-
gested the propriety of applying for a new Charter. This, among
other subjects, was under the consideration of the Committee; but,
in the end, they agreed, that an application for a new Charter would,
at present, be inexpedient.

So far was the President from having appointed a packed Com-
mittee, with the view of accomplishing a favourite object with re-
spect to Pharmacy, that, when the regulation respecting it came un-
der consideration, Three of the Five Members, (viz. Dr Duncan se-
mior, Dr Hope, and Dr Buchan), were against any alteration or ad-
dition whatever ; although, after long reasoning, and repeated con-
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sideration, they were at length induced, in some degree, to alter the
opinion they had at first formed on this subject.

The charges of fraud and chicanery are entirely the children of
Dr Gregory’s imagination. In place of any attempt to get the law
passed in a clandestine manner, the Report of the Committee was
brought forward with the greatest regularity. It was not enly open
to the inspection of all the Members, in the Library, for several
months, but was also circulated through the whole Members. With
what justice could it be alleged, that the Committee had falsified a
law, when they merely submitted to the consideration of the Mem-
bers, a clause for explaining and amending it ?

And, so far were the sentiments of the College in general differ-
ent from those of Dr Gregory, that, after his two publications ap-
peared, they passed, at a full and regular meeting, an uNaNIMOUS
rEsoLuTioN, declaring, That the President and Committee had act-
ed from the purest motives, and in the most honourable manner.
The Vote was unanimously confirmed at a subsequent Quarterly
Meeting ; from which, as well as the former, Dr Gregory alone ab-
sented himself. DBut it can hardly be supposed, that he remained
ignorant of what was done at these Meetings; and it was his own
fault only, if he did not know that the College had thus virtually
declared all his accusations of the President and Committee to be
false and groundless.

Notwithstanding this declaration of the College, Dr Gregory con-
tinued to distribute, in a private manner, his scandalous libels, which
have thus fallen into the hands of many who have had no opportu-
nity of hearing the sentiments of the College with respect to them.

Every Member of the College, on his admission as a Fellow, signs
an obligation, which contains the following clauses :

E
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% T shall never divulge any thing that is acted or spoken in any
“ Meeting of the said College, or Council, or Court thereof, which
“ I think may tend to the prejudice or defamation of the same or
“ any Member thereof.

“ All the foresaid articles I shall keep; and never wittingly and
“ willingly break any one of them, as I desire to be holden and re-
‘ puted an honest man, and a good Christian.”

Before Dr Gregory had distributed any of his pamphlets, or at
least before the President, or any Member of the Committee, had
seen a copy, either of his Review or Censorian Letter, the President
was informed, upon good authority, that Dr Gregory had printed
something ; and he was anxious that it should not appear in public,
as he thought it would tend to the prejudice and defamation of the
College. Dr Spens, therefore, in conjunction with Dr Hope, wrote
Dr Gregory a private and friendly letter, earnestly requesting him
to suppress his intended publication ; and, at the same time, remind-
ing him of the obligations which every Fellow of the College comes
under, not to divulge what was acted or spoken in the College, when
it might tend to the prejudice and defamation of others.

But, in place of complying with this request, Dr Gregory imme-
diately began the distribution of his pamphlets among the Members
of the College, and sent them also to many other Gentlemen, not
residing in Edinburgh, but at a distance from it, and altogether un-

“connected with the College of Physicians. Nay, he has even con-
" tinued to distribute them, after the unanimous vote of the College,

which virtually prenounced them to be a false and scandalous libel.
Under these circumstances, the opinion of Counsel is requested, in
answer to the following Questions :
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Q. 1. Has Dr James "Gregory, by distributing his Review and
Censorian Letter, wittingly and willingly divulged what was acted
in the College, to the prejudice or defamation of any of the Mem-
bers? And, has he been guilty of a breach of the solemn obliga-
tion which he came under, when he was admitted a Fellow of the

College ?

Q. 2. If he has been guilty of a breach of that obligation, what
punishment can the Collége inflict upon him for his transgression?
Can they expel him from their number, as having forfeited the cha-
racter of an honest man? Or, would it be more advisable to punish
him by fine, by reprimand, or otherwise*

Q. 3. As Dr Gregory has long continued, and may probably still
continue, to distribute his injurious publications, what measures ought
the College of Physicians to adopt, with the view of preventing him
from distributing any more copies of them?

OPINION of the Honourable HExry Erskive.

Q. 1.—* I am of opinion, that Dr Gregory, by distributing his
Review and Censorian Letter, was guilty of a breach of the obliga-
tion which he came under when he was admitted a Fellow of the
College.

Q. 2—* There being no sanction from the obligation itself to in-
flict the punishment of expulsion upon a Member breaking through
E 2
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the same, or even to fine him, I am of opinion, that he can neither
be expelled nor fined. But the College have certainly a right to re-
primand him under it, if the majority are of opinion that he deserves
to be reprimanded.

Q. 3.— There is no legal step which the College can take to pre-
vent Dr Gregory from publishing any work ; although it would be
competent for the College to apply for an interdict against the dis-
tribution of any particular work already known, and the terms of
which could be shewn to be injurious to the College.

(Signed)  “ Hewary Ersxine”
Dated, * 66. Prince’s Street, 2d April 1806.”

Together with these Answers to the Queries proposed in the Me-
morial, Mr Erskine sent Dr Duncan the following Opinion, on a se-
parate paper:

“ T am of opinion, that there is matter in Dr Gregory’s Review
and Censorian Letter for an action of damages at the instance of
such of the Members as are either expressly mentioned therein or al-
luded to. But as every question of the kind, which turns on the
freedom of discussion among members of a society of any descrip-
tion, is of a very delicate nature, I most earnestly beg leave to re-
commend to the parties concerned, not to make them the subj'ect of
judicial discussion.

7 (Signed) “ Henpry Erskive.”
Dated, “ 66. Prince's Street, 2d April 1806.”



For particular reasons, I did not choose to ask Mr CLERk to be
at the trouble of reading, on my account, Dr Gregory’s Review
ang Censorian Letter. = I therefore put into his hands the Memorial
only, which had before been presented to Mr Erskine, and from him
I received the following Answers.

Q. 1.—“1 slightly read over, some time ago, the publications here
mentioned ; but I do not recollect enough of them to be able to give
any precise opinion upon this Query. The statement in the Memo-
rial is too short and general to be applied to the obligations referred
to.

Q. 2—* I do not think that a breach of the obligation which
may be committed through folly, imprudence, or rashness, necessari-
ly infers a forfeiture of the character of an honest man. The words,
“ As I desire to be holden and reputed an honest man and a good
“ Christian,” are merely in ferrorem, and I cannot say that I much
. admire them as being well adapted to the case. As to the punish-
ment of Dr Gregory, I am of opinion, that a corporation has in the
common case no powers of expulsion; and unless the College has.
some special privilege of that sort, it cannot expel any of its Mem-
bers on any ground whatever. I take it for granted, that the Col-
lege has such powers in certain cases, or at least that in certain
cases a forfeiture follows. I have no reason, however, to suppose,
that a forfeiture must be the consequence of Dr Gregory's conduct.
I do not know what powers the College has to fine, but I imagine
it has none, unless it be to exact such small fines as may be special-



38

ly provided to enforce the regulations. Reprimand, I suppose, is in
the power of the College.

Q. 3.— If Dr Gregory's publications aré libellous, he may be
prevented from any furthér distribution of them, by an interdict ;
and the Gentlemen libélled will be well-founded in an action of dé-
mages against him,
(Signed)  “ Joun CLEREs

Dated “ Edinburgh, 8th August 1806.”

Wuew I delivered to Mr Ersgine and to Mr Crerk the preced-
ing Memorial and Queries, I put also into the hands of each of

them the following

MEMORIAL AND QUERY.

Tue Royal College of Physcians of Edinburgh, was established
by Royal Charter in the year 1681, and that Charter was ratified by
Parliament in 1685. By the Charter, the Members of the College
were laid under certain restrictions with regard to the practice of
Surgery. They were laid under no restriction whatever with regard
to the practice of Pharmacy. DBut in the year 1754, the College
passed the following act :

“ The Royal College of Physicians in Edinburgh, taking into
their serious consideration the trust reposed in them by their Char-
ter of Ercction, to watch*over the practice of Physic within the
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City of Edinburgh and its liberties, and the full powers vested in
them by the said Charter, ratified by act of Pailiament, of making
such acts and regulations as may contribute to promote the know-
ledge and practice of Medicine, and for the good government of the
Fellows of the said College, and of all others practising Physic with-
in the said City and its liberties : And also, considering that an in-
novation and abuse has been lately introduced into the manuer of
practising Physic within this City and its liberties, whereby some
Physicians, licensed and authorised by the said Royal College to
practise Physic, have also acted as Apothecaries, by keeping or set-
ting up Apothecary’s Shops, and thereby conjoining the professions
of Medicine and Pharmacy in one and the same person: And the
said Royal College, further considering that this innovation and
abuse tends.to hinder the advancement of the knowledge of Medi-
cine, and may prove dangerous to the health of the inhabitants of
this City, and of the liberties thereof, they, by these presents, enact
and ordain, That from and after the 11th day of April 1754 years,
no Member of the College, nor any Physician by them licensed and
authorised to practise Physic within the said City and its liberties,
shall take upon himself to use the employment of an Apothecary, or
to have or keep an Aputhe-::ars-'s shop, by himself, his partners or
his servants: And in case any such Physician shall do in the con-
trary, and shall thereof be lawfully convicted, he shall forfeit from
thenceforth his right of Fellowship, and his right and title to prac-
tise Physic within the City of Edinburgh and its liberties.

“ And for preventing the like abuse in time coming, it is hereby
enacted and ordained, That from and after the safl 11th day of
April 1754, all and every Physician, whether having received his
degrees in Scotland, or in any Foreign University, applying to the
said College for a licence to practise Physic in the City of Edin-
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burgh and libetties thereof, shall previously enact and oblige himself
not to set up an Apothecary’s Shop, nor to practise Pharmacy, by
himself, co-partners or servants; and with the condition, that if at
any time thereafter he shall contravene, by taking up an Apothe-
cary’s Shop, and practising Pharmacy, by himself, his partners or
servants, he shall, ipso facto, forfeit his licence aforesaid, and be
liable to be prosecuted for such practice, without licence from the
Royal College, in the same manner as he had never heen licensed ;
and that such condition shall be engrossed in all licences te be
granted after the said 11th day of April 1754 years.

“ And it is further enacted and ordained, That from and after the
said 11th day of April 1754 years, the said Royal College, and their
successors, shall not grant any licence to any Physician, whether
graduated in Scotland or elsewhere, to practise Medicine within the
said City or liberties, who, at the time of his application for such
licence, practises Pharmacy in manner above mentioned, until such
Physician give up the practice of Pharmacy, and become bound and
enacted not to practise the same in any time thereafter, in manner
aforesaid.

“ And the said Royal College ordain this act to be publicly read
to every Physician, who shall, after the said 11th day of April 1754,
apply to them for a licence to practise Physic within the said City
of Edinburgh and its liberties.”

The late Dr John Gregory, who, on his admission into the Col-
lege of Physicians, March 5. 17635, signed this enactment, did, in
his Lectures during the year 1767, and some subsequent years, de-
liver the following opinion respecting the best mode of practising
Medicine with most advantage to the sick, and to the community :

“ If Surgery was to be confined to a set of men who were to be
mercly operators, it might justly be expected, that the art would be
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more quickly brought to perfection by such men, than by those
who follow a more complicated business, and practise all the
branches of Medicine. The same advantage would accrue to Phar-
macy, if Apothecaries were to be confined to the mere business of
preparing Medicines. DBut, in reality, this is not the case. In some
parts of Europe, Surgeons act as Physicians in ordinary. In others,
the Apothecaries do their duty, without a medical education. The
consequence is, that, in many places, Physic is practised by low 1illi-
terate men, who are a disgrace to the profession.

“ In regard to Pharmacy, it were much to be wished, that those
men who make it their business should have no connection with the -
practice of Physic; or that the Physicians should dispense their
own Medicines, and either not charge the expence of them to their
patients at all, or charge it at prime-cost. It is only in one or other
of these ways, that we can ever hope to see that simplicity of pre-
scription take place in the practice of Medicine, which all who un-
derstand its real interests so ardently wish for; and it is only from
such an arrangement, that we can expect to see Physicians placed
in that honourable independence which subjects them to no atten-
tions, but such as tend to the advancement of their art. DBut it is
a known fact, that in many parts of Europe, Physicians, who have
the best parts, and the best education, must frequently depend for
their success upon Apothecaries, who have no pretensions either to
the one or the other; and that the obligation to Apothecaries is too
often repaid by what every one concerned for the honour of Medi-
cine must reflect on with indignation.”

The Opinion of Counsel is asked on the following Question :

If any Member of the College of Physicians were to furnish me-
dicines to his own patients, either from a medicine-chest kept by
F
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himself, or from the shop of an Apothecary, in whose integrity he
had confidence, would he or would he not be guilty of a transgres-
sion of the above Act of the College, although he made no charge
for these medicines, but was paid only for his advice and attend-

ance?

OPINION of Mr ErskinNeE.

“ I am of opinion, that were a Member of the College of Physi-
cians to furnish medicines to his patients, in the manner mentioned
in this Query, he would not be guilty of a transgression of the Act
of the College, unless it could be made appear, that, under cover of
advice and attendance, he received a consideration for the medi-
cines furnished, or for the medicines purchased by him from an

Apothecary.
: (Signed) “ Hexry ErskINE.”

Dated, “ NO. 66. Prince’'s Street,
od April 1806.

OPINION of Mr CLERK.

¢ 1 think that the Act would be violated by the practice here
mentioned. A Physician’s fee is an honorary, and may be less or
more, according to the liberality or means of the patient; from
which it seems to follow, that if he gives advice, attendance and
medicines, and receives money from his patient, it must be held,
that not the whole, but something less than the whole, is the hono-
rary ; and the whole being paid for his services without distinction,
some part of it is for the medicines. It is not conceivable, that the
patient should not recompense him for his medicines in one way or
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another; and I am not aware of any case in which they could be
said to have been given for nothing, unless it were where the Physi-
cian takes mo fees at all, even for attendance. To evade the act
against theatrical entertainments, the players used to advertise music
for so much, and the play gratis. But it was well understood that
the money was given for the play, without much regard to the
orchestra; and now nothing theatrical can be exhibited in places
where liquors are sold; as in paying for such liquors, the audience
is understood to pay for the exhibition. Though I highly respect
the honourable profession of Physic, yet I cannot shut my eyes to
the exact similarity of the two cases. The Physician who professes .
to give medicines gratis to those who employ him, is paid by his
fees both for his attendance and his medicines.
(Signed) “ Joun CLERk.”

Dated, *“ Edinburgh, 8th Adugust 1806.”

Onx the above Opinions, I shall offer no remarks whatever. But I
hope I shall be excused if I call the attention of my Fellow Members
and Readers to a very remarkable passage with which Dr Gregory
concludes his sarcastical edition of the last Opinion. That passage
seems to me to apply much more strongly to his own Father than to
any one of the present Members of the College. The passage is ex-
pressed in such forcible language, that I think it deserves to be
printed in capitals ; and I shall subjoin a few words of my own in

Italics.

“ To THAT MISERABLE—THAT INFAMOUS STATE OF DEGRADA-
TioN HAS THIS RovaL CoLLEGE AND THE Proression of Puaysic
F9
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¥ THE City oF EDINBURGH BEEN REDUCED BY THE MISCONDUCT
OF SOME OF OUR MEMBERS ;"—or rather of one Member, who has da-
red to ask the Opinion of Counsel learned in the law, Whether such of
our number as might choose to furnish medicines to their own patients,
would be prohibited, by the act 1754, from practising Pharmacy, as
well as Physic, to that extent which was so strongly recommended by
the late Dr Jokn Gregory, as ome of the most effectual methods of
“ placing Physicians in that honourable independence which subjects them
““ to no attentions but such as tend to the improvement of their art.”

EXTRACT from Dr GrEcory’s Defence. Vide Documents,
Part 2d, Page 25.

Arrerwarps I heard, but very inaccurately, that some of my
brethren had been consulting lawyers, nay, several different lawyers,
about the best means of accomplishing that favourite purpose, and
also of punishing me, and expelling me from this College, as having
forfeited the character of an honest man, by divulging their secrets.
I could not learn the names of e/l the lawyers whom they consulted,
but I was assured that the Lord-Advocate, (The Hon. Henry Er-
skine), and the Solicitor-General, (John Clerk, Esq;), were two of
them. At first, I understood, that those lawyers had been consulted
together, with a view to obtain their joint opinion and counsel on the
weighty matter submitted to their consideration; but afterwards I
was told, that they had been consulted separately, and in succession ;
the opinions of some of them having been very unsatisfactory to
those who consulted them.
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I could not learn how many queries, and what kind of queries, had
been proposed to the lawyers; but I heard of the ¢hree relating to
myself, which Dr Duncan senior has thought proper to print and
distribute privately . 1 also heard of some other queries proposed to
the lawyers; which queries, as well as the answers of the lawyers to
all the queries proposed to them, Dr Duncan senior at that time very
wisely suppressed.

I am truly sorry, that it is not in my power to supply, fully, the
hiatus, with respect either to the gueries propesed, or the answers re-
turned ; but, as far as I can, I will do it. I heard, in general, that
the answers of some of the Lawyers amounted to a reprimand, or ad- .
monition to my brethren, on the impropriety of their conduct, almost
as severe as what I had given them in my Censorian Letter. I was
assured, that, in answer to their Queries about the expediency of
their taking the law into their own hands, and punishing me by fine,
reprimand, or expulsion, for having published a false and scandalous
libel upon them, they were told, very dryly, by one or more of their
own lawyers, that 1r I had libelled any of them, the persons libelled
would have a good action against me; a most important and oracu-
lar truth, which I shall never dispute, and which the coachmen and
chambermaids of those great lawyers could have told them as well
as the lawyers themselves.

None of my brethren can fail to perceive the import and the se-
verity of the hypothetical monosyllable 1¥; which converts into a
bitter sarcasm on them, and a strong condemnation of their pro-
ceedings, a proposition so nearly self-evident, that, in point of law
and common sense, it cannot admit of any reasonable dispute ; and

* I distributed my Printed Papers only to the Members of the College of
Physicians, who were on the roll of attendance. Dr Gregory’s were distri-
buted in a very different manner,.——A. D.



46

that the formally declaring of it as a legal opinion, and as an answer
to a question, which had no¢ been put, has the appearance of childish
simplicity. The question proposed to the learned and witty counsel
was not, whether persons libelled would have a good action against
the person who had libelled them; but whether this College, by its
own power and authority, might punish me for publishing my Review,
and my Censorian Letter. :

The doubt * expressed so emphatically by that unlucky monosyllable
1¥, could not relate to my having published those pretended libels ; nor
yet to the severity of my animadversions on the conduct of some of
my brethren : for these things were notorious, and openly avowed by
myself; and I had declared myself ready to answer for them, and to
vindicate my conduct in a court of justice.

The doubt, therefore, expressed by the witty counsel, learned in the
law, must have related to something else, and to something which their
clients could not fail to understand at once, without the help of any
elaborate explanation or commentary. The doubt of the learned coun-
sel could be only about the ¢ruth or falsehood of what 1 had asserted,
which their clients could not fail to know.

As one 1¥ is as good as another, it would have been just as easy
for the Lawyers to have said explicitly, 1 * If what Dr G. has said of
you be false, you will have a good action against him: you will
easily prove him a liar and a knave, and make him infamous in a

* To any impartial reader, who peruses Mr Clerk’s opinion, it must be ob-
vious, that the doubt which he expressed by the monesyllable 1¥ was the con-
sequence, of his not having a distinet recollection of Dr Gregory's Censorian
Letter, which I did not put into his hands, although I had put it into the hands
of Mr Erskine.——A. D.

+ This is the ingenious romance, which Dr Gregory has written for my
Lawyers, and to which I have formerly alluded,——A. D.

e ————
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court of justice ; especially as all those passages, which he professes
to give as faithful quotations from your Records, and from the Re-
port of your Committee, must be forgeries; and as soon as you shall
have fairly convicted him of such falsehood, and knavery, and for-
gery, you will be well entitled to obtain swinging damages from
him, and to eapel him from your College, as a pest and a disgrace
to it.”

But such an explicit 1F, though very easy, and abundantly effec-
tual for all the good purposes intended, would have been very un-
civil; forasmuch as it would have conveyed too strongly, by irresist-
ible implication, some other 1¥’s of a most unpleasant and embarras-
sing kind ; such as,—* Ir what Dr G. has said of you be true, you
are in a very bad scrape ; and the sooner you get out of it, and, in
the mean time, the quieter you keep, the better it will be for you."
“ Ir you attempt to expel him from your College, as having forfeit-
ed the character of an honest man, by divulging your secrets, you must
consider his plea ; that your ebligation of secrecy does mot evtend to
things morally wrong and dishonourable done deliberately; you must 'be
prepared to join issue with him on that point, which will be thought
a strong thing with the common sense and common honesty of man-
kind staring you in the face ;—perhaps you will not succeed in it ;—
and 1F you shall succeed in it, perhaps it will be little to the advan-
tage, and still less to the konour, of your College, as it will be equi-
valent to proclaiming to the world, that you wish to have the power
of doing things morally wrong and dishonourable, and obliging your
brethren, who disapprove of them, to keep them secret; nay, that
you have actually been attempting some such things, and are very
angry with Dr G. for baving divulged them. But, at any rate, be-
ware how you take the law into your own hands, and act as judges
in your own cause. There can be no doubt what your decision will
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be; but that will not save you the #rouble, and expence, and veration,
and disgrace of a law-suit ; for you may be sure that Dr G. will im-
mediately bring you and your proceedings under the revision of the
Court of Session. Ir you wish to proceed effectually against Dr G.
and eapel him from your College, be sure, in the first place, that you
have the law on your side. Ir you wish to prosecute him for a libel
on you, consider what kis plea may be, and on what points of law or
Sact it may be advisable for you to rest your cause, and join issue
with him. He will probably invite you to say, whether you dispute
those general principles of what is honourable and right in human
conduct, which principles he has asserted so explicitly and strongly ;
or, whether you dispute the truth of what he has asserted so precise-
ly with respeet to your own conduct, with exact references to your
own record ¥, and the report of your Committee, in proof of what he
asserts. Ir you will not choose one or other of those pleas, he will, of
course, consider both of them. It will not be advisable for you
to try the former and more general plea : for to dispute those general
principles, which Dr G. has asserted, would be equivalent to a for-
mal renunciation of all pretensions to probity, veracity, and to the
use of reason. Ir you choose to dispute the fruth of those parti-
culars, which Dr G. has asserted as matters of fact, with respect to
your own conduct, you may have an excellent action against him,
for such a scandalous libel, as his Censorian Letter, and his Review
of your Proceedings from 1754 to 1804. He can have no excuse for
telling such infamous lies of his own brethren; and there can be no
mistake, either on his part, or on yours. Either he, or you, must
stand convicted of deliberate falsehood, and determined knavery.

* It will not surely be contended, even by Dr Gregory himself, that either
in the Records, or in the Report of the Committee, there is the most distant
shadow of proof, that Dr Spens appointed a packed Committee, ———A. D.
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Ir you are surc that what ke has said of you is false, prosecute him,
without mercy, for a libel. We will undertake your cause, and carry
you through triumphantly ; but 1r you are not sure that what he has
said of you is false, do not meddle with him : for, 1 you do, you
will certainly catch a Tartar. In short, 1r you wish to be judges in
your own cause, we shall allow you to be so in this first stage of it;
in which, if your judgment shall be erroneous, we can easily rectify
it; but, as all the facts, and all the principles, according to which you
ought to judge, are well known to yourselves, we have no doubt that
you will judge wisely and honestly *.”

All this, and much more of the same kind of good, sound, legal ad-
wice, as Dr Duncan senior, emphatically called it, I firmly believe to
have been intended by the learned and witty counsel, to have been un-
derstood by their clients, and to be bond _jide implied in, and logically de-
ducible from, the monosyllable 1¥, so dexterously introduced into the
opinion, given in answer to Dr Duncan’s Queries, about the best mode
of proceeding against. me. I am sure the Author of it must have
been very proud of his apophthegm, which, in its laconic brevity,
contains a whale bushel of pure Attic salt, more pungent than the
strongest spirit of hartshorn, and almost as agreeable to his clients.

The answer of the learned and witty counsel to another of the
Queries proposed by Dr Duncan senior, I have been assured, was al-
most as strongly seasoned with a new hyperoxygenated salt, till
then unknown to any Member of this College. The Query, as I un-
derstand, was, in substance, and almost in words, the same that Dr
Duncan senior, hath printed in his circular letter, (December 18035,)
but which he hath very dexterously suppressed in his last printed
paper, wherein he publishes, privately, three of the Queries proposed

* The reader has here an ample specimen of the groundless assertions, which
a wild imagination may deduce from the emphatic particle 1F, A. D,

G
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by him to his Counsel,—something about “ whether any of our num-
ber would transgress the act 1754, by furnishing medicines to his own
patients, without making any charge for them #*

I have been told, that the answer was very unfavourable ;—some-
thing to this purpose, that * if they chose to practise gratis, with-
out being paid at all, either for their advice, or for their medicines,
they might do so; but that, if they were to be paid for their advice
and attendance, their furnishing medicines to their own patients,
without making any charge for them, would be regarded, in a court
of justice, as a wiolation or evasion of their own act of 1754 ; that it
would be understood in law, that something more was given them by
their patients, than would have been given merely for their advice and
attendance ; that something less than what they received would have
been given them, if they had sot furnished medicines to their pa-
tients; that the difference between that more and less, in their pay-
ment, would be understood to be the price which they received for
their medicines ; and that the attempt would be reprobated as mere
chicane, just of the same kind with the stale tricks of strolling play-
ers, who profess to sell ale, and to be paid only for it, while they treat
their good customers with a stage-play, gratis ; or who advertise, at a
certain price, a concert of musie, between the acts of which will be
presented, gratis, a tragedy, or a comedy.”

To that miserable, that infamous, state of degradation has this Royal
College, and the profession of a physician in the city of Edinburgh, been
reduced by the misconduct of some of our members.

e

EXTRACT from Dr Grrcory’s Defence, P. 98.

As Dr Duncan senior, professes not to believe or to feel that this
opinion of Mr Clerk amounts to an admenition or reprimand, which
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I bond fide think it, nay, a very severe reprimand, and says he does
not suppose that any honest man of common sense will agree with
me in my opinion, I shall not attempt to convert him to it. He has
before him the very words of his own lawyer, one of the ablest that
ever this country produced. His words amply testify his acute rea-
soning, his keen wit, his strong, clear, common sense; and his tho-
rough contempt for the chicane and trick which he was expected to
sanction. Though he highly respected the honourable profession of
Physic, he could not shut his eyes to the exact similarity of the two
cases,—Dr Duncan’s proposal*, that Physicians should furnish Me-
dicines to their Patients, without making any charge for them, and -
the stale tricks of strolling players, to evade the law against thea-
trical entertainments. 1f Dr Duncan will not believe this, neither
will he believe though five hundred of his own patients should rise
from the dead.

Copy of a LETTER, sent by Dr Duncax to Mr ErsgiNe,
and also to Mr CLERK.

DEear Sig, Adam’s Square, 25th August 1808,

ABoUT two years ago, you favoured me with signed opinions, in
answer to some Queries respecting the business of the College of
Physicians.

* Tke proposal was mot mine, Every candid reader must see from the
Memorial, that it was a proposal made by Dr Gregory's own Father. What
must they think of a Som, who could thus wilify the memory of a venerable Pa-

vemt F—ee I,
G2
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Dr Gregory has introduced some observations on these opinions,
into a Defence which he has presented to the College, on certain
charges brought against him by Dr Hope.

Dr Gregory in that Defence has affirmed, that the opinions of my
Lawyers were in reality a severe reprimand, and bitter sarcasm on
me.

Permit me to request the favour, that vou will inform me, in wri-
ting, whether the account which he has given of your opinion be
just or not; and whether your words warrant Dr Gregory to say,
“ that they demonstrate your thorough contempt of the chicane
“ and trick which you was expected to sanction.”

To enable you to judge how far he has given a fair representation
of your opinion, I send you, with this letter, a copy of my two Me-
morials ; of your Answers to the Queries subjoined to these Memo-
rials ; and also a copy of Dr Gregory’s remarks upon your Answers.

I have the honour to be, your most obedient servant,

(Signed) AxprEw Duwcan.

Copy of a LETTER from Mr Erskine to Dr Duxcax.

My Dear Siw, Ammondel Lodge, August 29. 1808.

I nave endeavoured, in vain, to discover from Dr Gregory's ob-
servations, on what he grounds the supposition, that it was my in-
tention to convey any reprimand or sarcasm, in the opinions I gave
on the two Memorials laid before me by you.

Had any thing in the case required from me any animadversion
disapprobatory of your conduct, you know me too well to doubt
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that I should have expressed it with that freedom which became my
professional character, as well as my private regard for you,

I answered the Queries submitted for my opinion, to the best of
my judgment, and in the clearest and most direct terms. No ob-
servations, therefore, founded on the supposition of the opinions be-
ing hypothetical, car at all apply to mine. And nothing could be
farther from my mind, than to express or imply either reprimand or

sarcasm. ;
I remain, with the greatest regard, my Dear Sir, yours faithfully,

(Signed) Hevry EnskixNk.

Copy of a LETTER from Mr Crerx to Dr Duncax.

Dear Sir, Edinburgh, 5tb September 1808.

I am sorry to find, that the professional opinion which I gave
- you two years ago, upon the legal construction of an act of the Col-
lege of Physicians, should have been misconstrued.

You will observe, that my opinion was not asked upon the expe-
diency of altering the act 1754 ; and if it had, I should have decli-
ned giving any opinion upon that important question, as it is not a
question of law.

But I understood, that it was or had been a question, among the
Gentlemen of the College, whether it would be proper to alter or
modify the practice, as it had been followed under the act; and
that the object of the Memorial, in relation to it, was to be advised,
whether an alteration of the practice might legally be introduced,
without altering the act itself. In this, I did not suppose that there
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was any intention of resorting to chicane. Although, as I thought
the variation of the practice, suggested in your Memorial, was not
permitted by the law as it stood, it was my duty to give you that
opinion.

[t seems to me a great mistake to suppose, that the words of my
opinion contain a reprimand or sarcasm on you.

You consulted me upon a difficulty in law, and, if it be said, that
my opinion is strongly or decidedly expressed, I hope a Lawyer may
give his opinion in a strong or decided manner, without being thought
to reprimand his Client, or to answer him with sarcasms, and to de-
monstrate a thorough contempt of him.

It may be inferred, from my opinion, that I should have disap-
proved of practising Pharmacy in the way proposed, without direct-
ly repealing the act of the College 1754. But I do not see how
that opinion can be construed into reprimands or sarcasms, or con-
tempt of you.

So far as I recollect, you did not state to me your own sentiments,
or particular views in the business, but left me to form my opinion
upon the facts contained in the Memorial. Under these circum-
stances, I had no right to suppose, nor did I in fact suppose, that
you intended or approved of any chicane, trick, or disingenuous
proceeding ; and, so far as I can recollect my own intention in wri-
ting the opinions referred to in your Letter, it went no farther than
to express my poor judgment upon the different points stated in the
Queries, without stepping out of my way, cither to praise you or
censure you. I am, Dear Sir, your most obedient servant,

(Signed)  Jomy CLERK.



DECISION of the CoLLEcE of PHYSICIANS, on the 13th
of September 1808.

Tue College met at one o'clock afternoon, and almost every
Member present delivered his opinion at considerable length. Some
Members spoke at great length repeatedly. About midnight a vote
was put, Approve of the Resolutions proposed, or Not. It carried Ap-
prove, by seven to three. One Member having some doubts, with '

regard to the propriety and legality of the mode of procedure, decli-
ned to vote.

The sentence of the College, - therefore, found, That Dr James

Grecory had been guilty of a wilful and deliberate Violation of
Truth.






Copy of MINUTE of an Extraordinary Meecting of
the Rovar CorLrLece of Prysicians, held upon the
13th of September 1808.

BiRE S, E.NT

Dr StuarT, Prefident, Dr Tromas Seens, Dr Dumcan, Dr WricHT,
Dr James Home, Dr Yure, Dr Hamivton junior, Dr Horg, Dr Dux-
CAN junior, Dr Broww and Dr Barcray.

Roll called.— Absents fined —Minutes read.

YHE Prefident flated, that the Council tranfmiteed the Refolutions
moved by Dr Hope, and Dr Gregory’s Defence, fimpliciter, to
be decided by the College. But whatever the judgment on thele
might be, they could not avoid recommending, that the College thould
exprefs their difapprobation of the manner in which Dr Gregory had
endeavoured to obicure the queftion, by involving it in an immenfe
mafs of irrelevant matter, containing mifreprefentations of wvarious
fa@ls and circumftances well known to the members individually, un-
founded infinuations and calumnies, and coarfe and grofsly indecent
language, unknown in the intercourfe of polithed fociety.
Dr Hope was then heard at length in fupport of the refolutions
moved by him, when he read and lodged with the Clerk, an amend-
ment, which it became neceflary to make upon thefe Refolutions, in

confequence of Dr Wright having departed from the declaration fign-
ed by him.
H
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Follows Copy of the Refolutions moved by Dr Hope, as read
5th December 1807.

¢ Dr Hope moved, that the Royal College of Phyficians {hould de-
clare and refolve as follows :

1{t, That at a Quarterly Meeting of the College, on the 5th of Fel-
ruary 1805, when every Member on the roll, except Dr Gregory, was
prefent, the following Refelutions, tranfmitted from the Council, were
palled. :

¢ The College taking into confideration the concern which the Pre-
fident has had in the late revifal of the Laws, and the great trouble
and attention he has beftowed on it, are-of opinion, however differ-
ent the fentiments of the different members may be on that fubjed,
that he has acted from the pureft motives and in the moft honour-
able manner, and that he well deferves the thanks of the College,
which they requeft the Vice Prefident to give him; and they ap-
soint this Refolution to be engroffed in the Minutes.

¢ The Clerk having then called the roll, the whole members ap-
proved of the motion of the Council, with the exception of one mem-
ber, who obje@ted merely to the form of the motion, but who agreed
with all the other members, that the Prefident had aéted in an ho-
nourable manner.

¢ Thereafter a motion refpecting the Committee for revifing the
“ laws, the fame with tha preceding, mutatis mutandis, was read, put
¢ to the vote, and carried in the {fame manner.’ And the {ame were
regularly fanctioned, when the minutes were read at the fubfequent
meeting of the College in May.

2d, That Dr Gregory, in a letter addre(led to the Prefident, dated
November 2. 1807, referring to a meeting of the College in Auguft
1806, from which he had been abfent, ufes the following words: *1
“+abfented mylfelf from that meeting purpofely; and went abour my
ordinary bufinefs at the time of it, becaufe I confidently expeted that
Jome wery. flrong meafure, with refpect to me, was to be propofed in
the College: and 1 thought it more delicate, towards my brethren, to
leave them at full liberty ro exprefs, without referve, their fenti-
ments, and take their refolution with refpeét to me, than to lay them
under any reftraint by being prefent at their meeting; and alfo more
prudent, with refpect to myfelf, to avoid, than to engage in, an un-
availing debate, or, perhaps an angry and difgraceful altercation.

* On that occafion, I alled exallly in the fame manner, and from the
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Jfame liberal and bonourable motives, that I had acted from, on a fimilar

“ occafion, at the quarterly meeting of the College in February 1805.

3d, That Dr Gregory, in the fame letter, ules the following lan-

guage, in regard to his ignorance of their proceedings on the faid gth
February 1805.
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“ From this detail of the nature, and tendency, and purpofe, of my
reafons of diffent, you may eafily perceive that they involve fome
plain confiderations of reafon, or' rather of common fenfe, about
which I can hardly conceive that my brethren and I fhould differ,
even for a quarter of an hour. They are at leaft totally different
from, and independent of, thofe principles of moral conduét about
which we differ totally, and, I much fear, irreconcileably. This
ftrange difference of opinion, with refpect to the principles of moral
condudt, I difcovered only about a year ago, and that, as you know
by mere aceident ;. for though it had been ftrongly exprefled, by my
brethren, in an unanimous refolution, in my abfence, at their meet-
ing in February 1805, and had even been recorded in our minute-
book, nay had been printed and diftributed very freely, for a year
and a half, it fomehow happened that 1 had not the leqf intimation
of it, till our meeting in November laft. From this I infer that
neither the Royal College at large, nor any individual member
of it, not even yourfelf, who, if T am rightly informed, firft propo-
fed that declaration of your moral fentiments, wifhed me to know
it, or to make it a {ubject of difcuflion: for if you had withed this,
you would certainly have informed me of it without delay.

¢ The fir/l intimation that I had of it was, by Dr Duncan fenior de-
claring, vehemently, after hearing me read my queries; that the Col-
lege muft affert its own dignity; that it had fhown too great lenity to
great offenders (or offences), that my printed paper was a fcanda-
lous libel, and that the College had already decided that point. This
he repeated ; and on my telling him, repeatedly, that I did not under-
ftand him, or know to what be alluded, he turmed up the minute-
book, and fthewed me the record of the proceedings of the College
in February 18c5. As that difcovery of it was evidently acciden-
tal, and as the proceeding of the Royal College was moft deliberate,
I judge that it was not intended, by my brethren, that I fhould ever
know of our great difference about morals ; which I muft own was
the moft likely way to prevent any difputing about them. T judge
alfo that their deliberate proceeding, on that occafion, was ftrictly
confonant with their principles of moral condu¢t: But T muft take
the liberty to fay, that it was altogether repugnant to mine ; which,
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as my brethren well knew, were explicitly flated in my Cenforian
Letter.
¢ As their fentiments of moral right and wrong were fo differ-
ent from mine that they all thought thofe proceedings moft ho-
nourable, which 1 thought juft the contrary ; they muft have thought
mine cumpleu:ly erroneous, and probably dangerous, or Penucmus in
their confequences. They could not furely diftruft my fincerity in
the fentiments which I profeffed, and the affertions, with refpect to
many plain matters of fact, which I had flated. But if they had
thought fo unfavourably and unjuftly of me, they ought to have pro-
ceeded againft me as a eriminal; and no doubt they would have
done fo, for their own fakes individually, as well as for the honour
and intereft of the Royal College.
‘ If they believed me fincere in what T had profefled, but mifera-
bly miftaken in my notions, and principles, of moral conduct, it
would have been rational, and highly proper, nay it would have
been a humane and Chriftian duty, on their part, to have endea-
voured to inftru@ me, and fet me right, or at leaft to have admo-
nifhed me of the nature and danger of my errors ; provided always,
and {uppofing, that they thought me not abfolutely infane, but ca-
pable of being reafoned with.
¢ But if they thought me abfolutely infane, incapable of inftruc-
tion, and unfit to be reafoned with, and were themfelves {incere in
thofe fentiments, fo different from mine, which they profefied, then,
certainly, they ought to have taken meafures to get me confined,
and treated, as a lunatic. ;
¢ If now, on hearing my reafons of proteft, they fhall differ from
me with refpect to the principles of reafoning and common fenfe,
as much as, on reading my Cenforian Letter, they did with refpect
to morals, they cannot hefitate what to do with me.
* You know, Sir, that more than three months ago Dr Duncan
fenior diftributed among us a printed paper, purporting to be a Me-
morial and Queries fubmitted by him to counfel, including a query
about the expelling of me from this College for having divulged their
fecrets; and containing in his own hand writing a very ftrong hinc
or intmation that pmbabl}r he would make a motion to that pur-
pofe. He is heartily welcome to try the experiment whenever he
leafes.
P:'B::r he is not welcome to Jay, or to infinuate, as be bas done in
that printed paper, that I knew of the College baving paffed that
refolution, or declaration, of February 1805, virtually deciding, (as be
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catls it) 1hat ‘my Cenforian Letter was a falfe and feandalous hbel;
implying that I h:td fbrunk from any inquiry into my conduct i in
that bufinefs, that T had not chofen, or had not dared, to vindicate
what I had done ; but had in a manner pleaded guiley, by allowing
judgment to go againft me, by default, in my abfence : for the di-
reét contrary of all thefe infinnations and .wpf:mrmm is the truth.

¢ It is poflible however that Dr Duncan fenior may not be to
blame; but only dona fide miftaken, when he faid it could not be
doubted that I knew of that proceeding.

© Ar to the fall, I muf} repeat my folemn declaration, and oath before
God, that I neither knew nor fufpected any thing of it, nay, that I conld
not even have thought it poffible, till the moment when Dr Duncan
fenior told me of it, and thewed me the record of ivin our minute
book laft November, juft one year and mine-months after the refo-
lution had been paffed. But meafures, which I never heard of, yet
avell known to Dr Duncan, may have been taken to inform me of
it, even from-the firft ; and thefe meafures may have been fruf-
trated by.circumftances, of which I have no knowledge or {ufp:-
cion. His words feem to imply fome {fuch meaning: and the fud
ought to be afcertained for his vindication and creditc. If the
College, as a body, exprefled any wifh, or gave any erder, to inform
me of it; if any individual member of our College exprefled fuch
a wifh, or undertook to give me fuch intimation ; if any individual of
our College, or not of it, fays be gave me fuch imttwation, or fays he
ever heard me exprefs any knowledge or fufpicion of fuch a pro-
ceeding, before it was announced to me by Dr D. in that firange -
manner, of which you were a witnefs, at our meeting in November
laft, I wifh it to be declared explicitly, and publicly : for, in cafe of
need, I have a very different tale to tell, and to eftablith, as far as
a negative propofition can be eftablifhed, by very competent evi-
dence.’

4th, That on the 24th November 1807, the College met for the

purpofe of confidering that letter from Dr Gregory, and when Dr
Hope, in the courfe of delivering his opinion refpeding that letter,
and refpecting various parts alfo of Dr Gregory’s conduét towards the
College, himfelf, and other members, did ftrongly reprefent the im-
probability of the ignorance, which Dr Gregory profefled, of the pro-
ceeding of the College in February 1805 ; and the little reafon the
College, or its members, had to believe, that he could have continued
ignorant of it, or could have entertained no fufpicion of it, for one
year and nine meonths ; and added, that in fpite of all fuch improba-
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bility, be did, in confequence of Dr Gregory's folemn declaration and oath
before God, exprefs bis belicf, that Dr Gregory was really ignorant of
that proceeding ; Dr Gregory did, in fpite of that folemn oath, baving been
mueh profed upon the fulject, acknoroledge and confefs, that be bad recei-
ved information from two of the me m.ﬂw: that the College bad, on the faid
sth February, come to a refolution, returning their thanks to the Prefident
and Committee for their trouble in revifing the lazes, and declaring that
they bad acled from the purefl motives ; but denied bis being informed that
the College bad expreffed their opinion, that the Committee had acled in an
bonourable manner ;- and that Dr Gregory did publicly repeat this ac-
knowledgment more than once, at the defire of fome members of the
College, and did afterwards acquiefce in it, when repeated as above
by Dr Hope in the fame meeting ; and did exprefs his intention to
fend the fame in writing to Dr Hope the next day, which he did not
do, and has not {ince done.

5th, That Dr James Hamilton {fenior, one of the Fellows, has de-
clared, that on the morning of the sth February 1805, he had in-
formed Dr Gregory, that a vote in fupport, or in favour of the Com-
mittee for revifing the laws, was to be moved in the College that day,
and that he meant to fupport it; and that Dr Wright, another of
the Fellows, has declared, that he had informed Dr Gregory of the-
faid refolutions, and that the College had completely acquitted the
Committee, and had declared that they had acted quite honourably.

6¢h, That the College taking into confideration the foregoing ftate-
ment by Dr Gregory, of the reafon of his abfence from the meeting
of sth February 1805 ; the folemn declaration and cath before God
of his ignorance of thar proceeding, and of his having no fufpicion
of it; the fubfequent acknowledgment or confeflion of Dr Gregory,
{o inconfiftent with that declaration; and the teftimony of Dr Ha-
milton, and of Dr Wright, contradictory both of that oath and ‘de-
claration, and of the avowal which Dr Gregory made on the faid
24th November—Do, in refpeét that thefe ftatements were delibe-
rately made within their own walls, or in writings addrefled officially
to their Prefident, and in the courfe of difcuflion relating to the pri-
vate bufinefs of the College, feel themfelves called upon to declare,
that they confider fuch wiolation of truth, on the part of Dr Gre-
gory, to be highly immoral, and deferving the reprobation of the Col-
lege ; and they do accordingly exprefs their reprobation of the fame,
along with their regret and mortification, that any one of their body
fhould have aéted fo as to call forth an animadverfion and cenfure of
this nature.
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Follows Copy of the Refolutions moved by Dr Hope, with
amendment, as lodged with the Clerk this day.

The fame as the preceding, the length of the 5th refolution.

5th, That Dr James Hamilton fenior, one of the Fellows, has decla-
red, that on the morning of the sth February 1803, he had informed
Dr Gregory, that a vote in fupport, or in favour of the Committee for
revifing the laws, was to be moved that day in the College, and that
he meant to fupport it.

6¢h, That Dr Wright, another of the Fellows, declared to Dr Stuart
the Prefident, Dr Spens and Dr Hope, on the 1t of December 1807,
that he had told Dr Gregory, that the College had, on the 5th of Febru-
ary 1805, completely acquitted the Committee, and had declared that
they had acted quite honourably. That Dr Wright, on the 3d of De-
cember, in prefence of Dr Spens, and Dr Hope, did fubfcribe and
certify as corredt, a copy of the faid declaration, which is now lodged
with the clerk®*. That Dr Wright, on the 1gth December laft, declared
to the College, that after he had figned the above flatement on the 3d
December, he had found notes of the communication he had made to
Dr Gregory on the 4th and 5th of February 1803, from which he dif-
covered, that he had informed Dr Gregory, that the College had voted
their thanks to the Committee for their trouble in revifing the laws,
and had declared their conviction that they had acted from the pureft
motives, but that he had not informed Dr Gregory of any thing more.

That Dr Wright, when queftioned by the Prefident, at the meeting
of the College on the 1gth December laft, declared, that the faid
notes were not legible by any perfon but himfelf; refufed to produce
them ; and declined engaging to preferve them in exiftence.

=th, That the College, taking into confideration the foregoing ftate-
ment of Dr Gregory, of the reafon of his abfence from the meeting
of the sth of February 1805 ; the folemn declaration and oath be-
fore God of his ignorance of ¢ that proceeding,” and of his having no
fufpicion of it ; the fubfequent acknowledgment or confeffion of Dr
Gregory, fo inconfiftent with that declaration and oath ; and the tef-

* The statement and declaration ave in the following terms :
¢ On the 15t of December 1807, Drs Stuart, Thomas Spens, and Hope, waited upon Dr Wiright
* at his own house.
¢ Dr Stuart asked Dr Wright, if he had not informed Dr Gregory of the Resolutions of the
¢ College of the 5th of February 1805,
¢ Dr Wright replied, that he had, and that he had told Dr Gregory, that the College had com-
* pletely acquitted the Committee, and had declared that they had acted quite honourably.?

* Ldeclare ihat the above statement is, to the best of my recollection, correct.

Signed) * WireM, Wricut.’
¢ Dec. 3. 1807, e
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timony of Dr Hamilton, and the different {tatements of Dr Wright,
all perfectly contradictory of that {olemn declaration and oath, Do, in
refpect that thefe ftatements by Dr Gregory were deliberately made
within their own walls, or in writings addrefled officially to their Pre-
fident, and in the courfe of difcuffion relating to the private bufinefs
of the College, feel themf{elves called upon to declare, that they con-
fider fuch violation.of truth, on the part of Dr Gregory, to be highly
immoral, and deferving the reprobation of the College ; and they do
accordingly exprels their reprobation .of the fame, along with their re-
gret and mortification, that any one of their body fhould have acted
{0 as to call forth an animadverfion and cenfure of this nature.

e — R R ——

The College then deliberated maturely upon thefe refolutions, each
-member delivering his opinion in the order of f{eniority, and in ge-
neral at confiderable length.

Dr Barclay, though he held many of the arguments in the defence
as unfatisfactory and futile, did not however think it competent to
enter into the queftion whether the charges were proved or not.

All the other mentbers, with the exception of Drs Wright, Yule,
and Brown, who regarded the charges as wholly unfounded, concurred
in the fentiments exprefled in the refolutiens, and in the opinion, that
the defence prefented by Dr Gregory, was altogether unfatisfactory.

Dr Hope was again heard in reply. The vote was then put, © Adopt
the refolutions moved by Dr Hope, or not 2’ when it was carried, {even
to three, Adopt ; Dr Barclay declining to vote, having fome doubts re-
{pecting the propriety of taking the refolutions into confideration, and
of the right of the College to decide upon them.

Dr Wright, Dr Yule, and Dr Brown, protefted in the Clerk’s hands
againft the adoption of the refolutions, and defired it to be marked in
the minutes.

Dr Hope then ftated, that as the College had refolved to pafs a
vote of cenfure upon Dr James Gregory, on account of a deliberate
violation of truth, in a folemn declaration and oath before God, com-
mitted within their walls, and in the courfe of the bulinefs of the Col-
lege, it appeared to him highly right and proper, that the College
{hould infert in their records a f{tatement of the grounds upon which
they founded their decifion ; in order that their fucceflors in the Col-
lege may fee, that they have not pafled a vote, of fo ferious a nature,
refpecting one of their members, without having the moft clear, cer-
tain, and complete evidence of the delinquency.
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The College approved of this meafure, and thereupon Dr Hope fub-
mitted to them a draught of fuch a deliverance, as he thought, the
College fhould infert in their records.

This draught was approved of by the College, and was lodged with
the Clerk. The fame has fince then been carefully revifed by the
Prefident and Council, and the tenor of it 15 as follows:

“ The College have confidered very maturely the {ubject of the re-
{olutions, as moved by Dr Hope on the sth of December 1857, and
as altered, in confequence of Dr Wright having given a different
teftimony to the College on the 1gth, from what he had given to the
Prefident, Dr Spens, and Dr Hope, on the 1it, and figned on the 3d,
all of the fame month.

The College have alfo confidered attentively the printed defence of
Dr Gregory, and have maturely deliberated upon the whole of this
ferious and momentous bufinefs.

It appears to the College,

1/, That Dr Gregory, in his letter addrefled to the Prefident on
the 2d of November 1807, as quoted in the 3d refolution moved by
Dr Hope, does, in the moft general, broad and comprehenfive terms
aver, that he knew nothing of the refolution or declaration of the
College of the sth February 1803, implying, as Dr Gregory alleges
in various parts of it, a difference of opinion between the College and
himfelf, refpecting the principles of moral conduét, moral fentiments,
morals, fentiments of moral right and wrong, until the record of it
was fhewn to him in November 1806, one year and nine months af-
ter it was pafled.

2dly, That Dr Gregory has in the faid letter, afferted, in a folemn
declaration and oath before God, that he had no knowledge or ful-
picion of what Dr Duncan {enior, in a printed paper diftributed to
the members of the College in May 180c7, has reprefented as a virtual
decifion of the College againft him, Dr Gregory; which virtual decifion
Dr Duncan defcribes, as confifting in an unanimous refolution of the
College, on the 5th of February 1805, declaring, that the Prefident and
Committee had acted from the pureft motives, and in the moft ho-
nourable manner ; nay, that he, Dr Gregory, could not even have
thought it poffible, till the record of it was fhewn him, a year and
nine months after the refolution had been pafled.

But it appears to the College,

3dly, That Dr Gregory has, in his letter already referred to, and
as quoted in the 2d refolution m?{ved by Dr Hope, ftated as a rea-
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fon for purpofely abfenting himfelf from the meeting of the sth of
February 1805, that he confidently expected fome very ftrong mea-
fure with refpect to himfelf was to be propofed in the College, and
that he thought it more delicate towards his brethren, to leave them
at full liberty to exprefs their fentiments, and to take their refolution
with refpect to him, than to lay them under any reftraint by being
prefent, and alio more prudent with regard to himfelf, to avoid than
to engage in an unavailing debate, or perhaps an angry and difgrace-
ful altercation. _

4thly, That Dr James Hamilton fenior had, previoufly to the faid
meeting of the 5th of February, informed Dr Gregory, that a vote
was that day to be propofed in the College, in favour or in fupport of
the Committee for reviling the laws, and that he, Dr Hamilton,
meant to {upport it.

s5thly, That Dr Gregory did on the 24th of November 1807, as
ftated in the 4th refolution moved by Dr Hope, acknowledge and ad-
mit, that he had received information from two of the members,
that the College had, on the faid 5th of February, come to a refolu-
tion, returning their thanks to the Prefident and Committee for
their trouble in revifing the laws, and declaring that they had acted
from the purelt motives ; which admiflion has fince been corrobora-
ted by the teftimony of Dr Wright.

G6thly, That the grounds on which Dr Gregory has, in his defence,
attempted to confine his denial of knowledge to one part of the faid
refolution of the sth of February, and to reconcile the inconfiftency
between his declaration upon cath, and the matter of fact in regard
to the information which he had received, are altogether unfatisfac-
tory. .

]‘?Irl his defence, he maintains, that his denial could rationally be ap-
plicd only to fuch part of the faid refolution of 5th February 1805,
as implied a difference of opinion between him and the College, re-
{pecting the principles of moral conduct, or imported a contradiction
of what he had aflerted in his printed papers; that the only part of
the faid refolution which implied fuch difference or contradiction,
was that claule, declaring that the Prefident and Committee had a&t-
ed in the mofl honourable manner ; and that the claufe relative to
their motives, did not imply any fuch difference or contradiction, as
he had never difputed the motives of the Committee being good, but
if prefent at the meeting, fhould have moft cheerfully concurred in
the declaration, that the Committee had acted from the pureft or beft

motives, adding, that this was, dona fide, his opinion,
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But the College muft obferve, that Dr Gregory’s affertion, that he
had never difputed the purity of the motives of the Commitree, is
notorioufly contrary to truth ; as Dr Gregory, in his printed papers,
did, at great length, labour to calumniate the Committee, and degrade
them in the opinion of the public, by reprefenting them as having
been actuated by motives and confiderations, to which be applied the
reproachful epithets of felfith, fordid, unworthy, illiberal, mean, bafe,
odious and difgufting.

That Dr Gregory’s {folemn cath and declaration refer directly and
immediately to the refolution of 5th February, as defcribed by Dr
Duncan fenior, without any explanation, that they were intended to
apply to one part of that refolution only, and not to the other; and
there is not a fingle expreflion in the courfe of Dr Gregory’s very
long letter, from which fuch an inference could be drawvn. And they
muft farther remark, that as the declaration of the College refpecting
the motives of the Committee, was a dire¢t contradiftion of many ai-
{ertions made by Dr Gregory in his printed papers; as it implied as
wide a difference, between him and the College, refpecting the prin-
ciples of moral conduct, and as it was as much a virtual decifion
againft him, as the other claufe, refpecting the honourable conduét of
the Committee, it was, even according to Dr Gregory’s own princi-
ples, included in his denial of knowledge, which muft therefore be
confidered as extending to dozh parts of the refolution of the sth
February 1805.

=thly, From all thefe confiderations, it appears to the College, that
Dr Gregory’s Defence is completely unfatisfactory ; that the informa-
tion which Dr Gregory received from Dr Hamilton, refpecting what
was to be done at the meeting of 5th February; the reafons which
Dr Gregory has ftated for his abfence from that meeting, and the
knowledge which he admits that he pofleffed refpecting that refolu-
tion, as well as thofe parts of it called by Dr Duncan fenior the vir-
tual decifion, are completely inconfiftent with, and contradiétory of,
his broad and comprehenfive denial of knowledge, and his folemn
declaration and oath above referred to, and that Dr Gregory has of
courfe been guilty of a dire& and deliberate violation of truth.

The College have therefore adopted the whole of the Refolutions
moved by Dr Hope, altered as above mentioned, and feel themfelves
called upon to declare, that they confider fuch condudt, on the part of
Dr Gregory, to be highly immoral, and deferving the reprobation of
the College ; and they do accordingly exprefs their reprobation of the
fame, along with their regret and mortification, that any one of their
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body fhould have acted fo as to call forth an animadverfion and cen-
fure of this nature. ;

The College alfo adopt the recommendation of the Council, and
do hereby exprefs their ftrongeft difapprobation, of the manner
in which Dr Gregory has endeavoured in his Defence to obfcure the
{ubject, by involving it in an immenfe mafs of irrelevant matter, of
the numerous mifreprefentations of various faéts and circumftances
well known to the members individually, of the unfounded in-
finnations and calummes contained in that Defence, and of the
coarfe, rude, and even fometimes grofsly indecent language in which:
it is/ written.

Several members then exprefled their opinion, that as the various
long papers which Dr Gregory had printed, relative to the affairs of
the College, contain a very great number of grofs mifreprefentations,
tending to affect the reputation of the College as a body, and the
chara&er of many members individually, it appeared indifpenfably
neceflary, that the College fhould take fome ftep to contradict the
ftatements of Dr Gregory, and to prevent the public from being mif~
led by them.

The College, after deliberating upon this matter, were of opinion,
that a narrative of the tranfactions alluded to by Dr Gregory, and of
the conduét of Dr Gregory in particular, laid before the public, would
anfwer the above purpofe. It was therefore refolved, that fuch a nar-
rative fhould be drawn up, with all convenient {fpeed, and they ap-
pointed the Council, as a Committee for that purpofe, with power to
confult and employ Counfel, whenever fuch afliftance {hould feem re-
quifite, and to report thereon to the College.

A true Copy.
ALrx. BoSwELL.

. 5. 1808
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ADVERTISEMENT.

THE following Narrative was drawn up in consequence of the
Royal College of Physicians having reason to expect, from repeat-
ed assurances on the part of Drf Gregory, that the voluminous
printed papers which he presented to them in autumn 1808, un-
der the titles of Defence and Relative Documents, would be cir-
culated as extensively as his Review and Censorian Letter. But as
the “war” which he began, and has waged for some years, against
thein and among them, so far from being, as he in express terinhs
threatened it should be, “ not secret, but open,” has been hitherto
carried on by him in a great measure in the dark,—as his calum-
hies have been dispersed chiefly among his patients, his depen-
déhté, and fiiends, and circulated where the College cannot trace
or follow them, though he has hitherto abstained, and seems
now to shrink from any opeh act of publication, imperious neces-
sity-at length compels the College to place this Narrative in the

| 22 Booksellers
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Booksellers shops, where every person who feels an interest in
these affairs may obtain it. Those who have listened to Dr Gre-
zory’s misrepresentations, and who are impressed with a sense of
the sacred obligation of justice, will doubtless read this Narrative
with the same attention which they have bestowed on his papers.
Others who have not met with these, who have no concern with
the subject, or who have disregarded his slanders, which amuse
the idle and gratify the malicious alene, have no occasion to
trouble themselves with perusing these pages, They are address-

ed to those only who have listened to partial and false representa-
tions of their affairs.

The College wish it to be clearly understood, that this Narrative
was not intended to precede the general distribution of Dr Grego-
ry’s Defence and Relative Documents ; and when itis remembered
that these were printed, and partially circulated, above a year ago,
the College will not be accused of having acted precipitately. From
what motives Dr Gregory has so long abstained from giving the
most open currency to these performances, the College will not
pretend to say. They are certain it is not from delicacy and jus-
tice towards the College.

[n finully resolving on this publication, the College acted with
the greatest deliberation. By ithe; standmg Regulations of the
College, no publication, excepting the Phannacﬂpccm, can appeas‘
in name of the College, but-on the following conditions.
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% 1, It must be voted in three several meetings of the College,
and approved.

2. Eight days shall intervene between each meeting.

3. If a third part of those present shall dissent, the publica-
tion shall not take place'in name of the College. )

4. All the Members of the College who reside in town must be

summoned to every one of those meetings.”

Not only were all these Regulations complied with, but, in
order that every Member might have full opportunity of deli~ -
berately considering the detail of the Narrative, chiefly with the
view of securing accuracy in matters of fact, a copy in proof-
sheets was delivered to each Member on the 14th September
1809. Its publicationr was afterwards voted at three several meet-
ings, viz. on the 29th September, the 10th and 31st October 1809 -
at each of which. meetings the President earnestly requested the
Members to point out any error or misapprehension respecting mat-
ters of fact contained in it, that, if any such existed, they might
be corrected and amended. None, however, were pointed out,
Drs Yule and Brown alone objected to the Narrative being publish-
ed in name of the College,

CON
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NARRATIVE.

SECT. L

IT is with great pain, that the Royal College of Physicians—not
a numerous, but hitherto, they trust, a very respectable Society,
find themselves compelled to come before the Public with the narra-
tive of theit internal dissensions, The intemperate and injurious
conduct of one of their Members, however, has now made this a
matter of necessity. Like other collections of individuals, they have
had their discussions and disagreements; but till very lately these
were always conducted with the temper, and in the language of
gentlemen ; and were begun and ended within the walls of the
College. Dr James Gregory has introduced a new style and a new
jurisdiction. He has resorted to the unprecedented measure of
addressing the Public respecting the private affairs of the College.
Nearly five years ago he printed and distributed two pamphlets, in
which he unjustly arraigned, in the harshest terms, the conduct of
the President and a Committee of the College; and he has lately
distributed a huge quarto volume, in which he repeats his calum-
nies, and extends his abuse to the whole College.

In these volumes he has given so incorrect and so distorted an
account of the proceedings of the College, and of the conduct of in-
dividual Members, that it has become absolutely necessary to pub-
lish a true and correct narrative of all those proceedings, and an
exposition of the improper and injurious conduct of Dr Gregory to-
wards his brethren. From this narrative itself, the reader will be
best able to judge, both of the forbearance of the College in hav-
ing so long abstained from such a measure, and of the necessity
which has now led them to have recourse to it.

A The
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The College consists of two descriptions of Members, Fellows
and Licentiates. By its charter of foundation in 1681, it is en-
joined to admit as Licentiate every person who may present
a diploma of M. D. from any University in Scotland, and that
without any examination, or other condition than payment of the
fees. From the Licentiates, the Fellows are chosen by ballot.

In 1750, a By-law was made, prohibiting any of the Felloos
from practising either Surgery or Pharmacy. in general. In 1754,
another By-law was passed, prohibiting Members who reside in
Edinburgh, Licentiates as well as Fellows, from keeping Apotheca-
ries Shops or practising Pharmacy, and enacting, that every person
shall accede to this restriction as a eondition of his being admitted.
As this Law had not yet been rendered effectual, the College, in
1761, had recourse to a public advertisement for that purpose.
In 1765, a third By-law was made, specially prohibiting any of
the Fellvwes from practising Surgery in general, or Midwifery, Li-
thotomy, Inoculation, or any other branch thereof. In 1769, the
same prohibition was extended to the Licentiates of the Colle

Some of these regulations were the subject of much discussion,
and were disapproved of by many of the Members. The last had
been carried by the casting vote of the President, and was rescind-.
ed, in the close of the same year, on the motion of Dr William
Cullen, when Licentiates were permitted to practise Surgery as for-
merly. In 1770, an attempt was made by the same distinguished
Physician to repeal the prohibition imposed on the Fellows by the
act 1765; butthis was not successful. In 1772, a second attempt
was made to repeal the same act, in consequence of which it was
amended ; but the prohibition against the practice of Surgery,
Midwifery, or any other branch of Surgery, by the Fellows, was
continued. In 1787, a motion was brought forward for the re-
peal of the act of 1772, so far as related to the practice of Mid-
wifery, and, after much debate, was adopted ; in consequence of
which, the Fellows of this College may now practise Midwifery.
It deserves to be remarked, that Dr James Gregory was one of
the most strenuous advocates for this relaxation of the acts 1750,
1765, and 1772

These facts are thus generally stated, merely to shew that the
regulations of the College relative to the participation of its Mem-
bers in the other branches of the medical profession, are compara-
sively of recent date ;—that the College has all along been divided
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in opinion with regard to the expediency of them j—and that ma-
ny of the most distinguished Members have thought, that the pro-
hibitions which had been enacted were too rigorous and exten-
sive,

The act 1754, prohibiting the Members resident in Edinburgh
from keeping Aputhecanes Sheps or practising Pharmacy, was ge-
nerally understood to be so comprehensive, as to prevent them
even from preparing and dispensing medicines in any case to their
own patients. About the year 1796, it occurred to several of the
Fellows, that it might be of advantage both to the College and to
the Public, if this prohibition were so far repealed, as to autho-
rise the Members, when they saw cause, to furnish the medicines
which they judged proper for their own patients ; and in February
1796, Dr Thomas Spens did accordingly move for a repeal of thr.,
act 1754 to that limited extent.

The College was very much divided as to the expediency and
propriety of this motion; and it was debated with considerable
keenness, though without any personality or breach of decorum.
At last Dr Spens, finding that the proposal, though supported by
a majority of his Brethren, was disapproved of by some indivi-
duals for whom he had great respect, allowed the consideration of
it to be adjourned sine dic ; and the matter was dropt for the time.

In the beginning of 1804, a discussion accidentally arose, respect-
1ing the power which the College possessed by thelaws to alienate its
property, in the course of which, several of the said laws were found
to be very obscure and defective. A Committee was in consequence
appointed, with general instructions, to revise and consider them,
and to report to the College what additions and alterations should
appear to them to be advisable. This Committee was named, ac-
cording to the invariable custom of the College, by the President,
who happened at that time to be Dr Thomas Spens, and who
nominated Dr Duncan senior, Dr Buchan, Dr Hope, and Dr
Duncan junior, to co-operate with himself in this Committee.

Those Gentlemen accordingly considered the laws with much
attention, and found it necessary to propose various additions
and alterations. When, in the course of this review, the act
1754 came under their notice, to some of the Committee, the re-
strictions imposed by that act, appeared too extensive, and even
contrary to the spirit of the Charter, while others approved of
them, and were at first adverse to any alteration or modification.
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But they came at length to concur in thinking, that it might be
expedient to permit the members, when they thought fit, to pre-
pare and dispense medicines to their own patients, and also in
doubting, whether the terms of this By-law, did actually debar
them from so doing. Instead of altering and repealing the whole
“law therefore, they thought it more correct and expedient, to en-
gross it in their repert, with the following proposed addition or
cxplanation, viz. * As doubts have been entertained respecting
the purport and extent of the act of the College, of date 11th April

1754, it is hereby declared, that the restrictions therein mention-
ed appl}r solely to such persons as keep or may set up public apo-
thecaries or druggists shops, for the purpose of selling medicines
by retail.”

The Report, containing this, and various other additions and
alterations of the laws, was brought up and laid on the table in
August 1804. At the next quarterly meeting in November, Dr
Spens, the President, read all the parts of it which contained any
novelty, and among others, the preceding explanation of the act
1754, As this was evidently the same in substance and effect
with the proposal of Dr Spens in 1796, it encountered a pretty
warm opposition, and the consideration of it was postponed till
the ensuing quarterly meeting, in February 1805. In point of
fact, however, it was never afterwards submitted to the College.

The Committee having learnt, that the proposed measure of
permitting the resident Members to furnish medicines to their own
patients, was much disapproved of by several of their breth-
ren, did finally resolve, about the middle of December 1804, or
rather earlier, to ask leave to reconsider their report, for the pur-
pose of withdrawing both that part which related to the act 1754,
and any other part of it, which they had reason to think might
divide the~College. This resolution they immediately communi-
cated to some of those Fellows who had opposed the measure ; and
as Dr Gregory had expressed his disapprobation of it in very deci-
ded terms, they took particular care to notify o Aim, that that part
of the report was to be withdrawn. For this purpose, although
they knew that Dr James Home, who attended the Committee
when the resolution was formed, had communicated it to Dr Gre-
gory in general terms, Dr Spens, the President, in order that there
might be no possibility of mistake, afterwards requested Dr J. Ha-
milton senior to make the same communication to him, which he

accordingly did, Notwithstanding this intimation, at the distance
of

|



o5

of six weeks after this period, viz. about the 27th or 28th of January
1805,Dr Gregory distributed two printed quarto pamphlets, entitled,
the one, “ Review of the Proceedings of the Royal College of Physi-
cians in Edinburgh, from 1753 to 1804, &ec. the other, * Censorian
Letter,” &c. The professed object of these publications was, to
prove the inexpediency and impropriety of allowing Physicians to
prepare and dispense medicines to their own patients ; but their real
purpose was, if we may judge from their tendency and effect, to
traduce and calumniate Dr Spens and the other Gentlemen of the
Committee, by holding them up to “ the contempt and ridicule, the
indignation and the reproaches of their fellow-citizens,” (Cens. Lett.
p. 69.) as men who were aftuated by the most sordid and the basest mo-
tives, and who were endeavouring to accemplish a most dishonourable
and illegal object, by fraud, falsebood, and other disgraceful and unbal-
lowed means.

These papers were not sent officially to the College, nor indivi-
dually to every one of the Members, but they were distributed by
Dr Gregory, very profusely among his friends, pupils, and ac-
quaintances, not only in this city, but over the whole of Great
~ Britain and her remotest colonies. Never was defamation, it is
believed, more unprovoked or malignant; and rarely has it been
disseminated with greater zeal and activity.

The College felt itself insulted by this unprecedented publication,
and the feelings of many of its individual Members were extremely
hurt byit. As it had not however been officially presented to them,
the former was not directly called upen to take notice of it; and
the latter felt too secure of the estimation of their friends and fel-
low citizens, to think it necessary to seck protection from this outra-

_geous attack, in a disagreeable lawsuit, or an irritating controversy.
To neither of them was it desirable to enter the lists of disputa-
tion with an antagonist of Dr Gregory's temper and dispositions,
They felt, and they still feel, that there 1s something degrading even
in answering such base and disgraceful imputations; and they chose
rather to despise the calumny, than, by a formal confutation, to
give it a degree of importance to which it was not entitled. The
-accumulated and repeated injuries of the same turbulent indi-
vidual (to be afterwards more fully narrated) having at last com-
pelled the College to depart from this resolution of silence, it has
now become necessary, however painful and irksome the task may
be, to expose the leading falsehoods, misrepresentations, and slan-
ders which fill the pages of Dr Gregory's Review and Censorian
Letter
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Letter, and by which he has endeavoured to ruin the reputation
-of so many of his Brethren.
They must preface these remarks, however, by observing, that
- Dr Gregory has subjected himself to the severest censure for the
manner in which his sentiments, whatever these had been, were
communicated.

The subject of the partial repeal or explanation of the act 1754,
was at that very period under the consideration of the College.
If Dr Gregory chose to disbelieve or to forget the intimation which
he had received in the middle of December, of the measure havi
been abandoned by its movers, it was his duty to have come for-
ward at the quarterly meeting in February, and to have urged
every thing he had to say against it. If his zeal was too impatient
to brook that delay, he might have put his arguments in writing,
and sent them to the President and the Members. But, without
any such preparation,—without waiting to hear the arguments with
which the Committee might support their proposal,—without ask-
ing any explanation of what might seem to him unaccountable,—
without even waiting to see whether the Committee persisted in
their proposal, or whether the College was disposed to sanction
it,—to rush into the presence of the public, with two Quarto
Pamphlets, of nearly 200 pages, full of the most gross and unme-
rited abuse of his brethren, and in which he pronounced them
guilty of the most infamous conduct, was a proceeding that can
admit of no defence or palliation, even if the bona fides and good
intentions of the author were liable to no suspicion.

“ The quarrels of Physicians,” says the late Dr Gregory, “ when
they end in appeals to the public, generally hurt the contending
pariies ; but, what is of more consequence, they discredit the pro-
fession, and expose the Faculty itself to ridicule and contempt.”

And Dr James Gregory himself has, in the strongest terms,
and in several of his publications, expressed his reprobation of
such conduct in others, even in the case of injury, or where the
proofs against the accused or condemned person were clear and
incontrovertible.

“ When a man, who (says he) is injured, instead of seeking that
effectual redress which the impartial laws of his country would
certainly afford him, tries the inadequate, precarious, disgraceful
expedient of an appeal to the public, he must no doubt have some
very particular reasons for acting in a manner apparently so pre-
posterous. It must certainly be thought, either that he is not

S0
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so much injured as he would have the public believe, or at least,
that there are circumstances of his story not quite fit for strict
judicial enquiry. When a man, who makes such an appeal, and
wishes the public to decide in his cause, instead of telling the
whole tale, tells but a very little of it, and that little very erro-
neously, stating only what is in his own favour, suppressing
whatever can make against him, and misrepresenting the words,
the meaning, and the conduct of his adversary, it must be sup-
posed, that he has the most substantial reasons for acting in a
manner so evidently disingenuous.”

In his Defence, p. 57. he says, “ In the mean time, it is
sufficient to point out, that such condemning of a person un-
tried, unheard, uncited, is an act of the most fagrant injustice :
such an act of injustice as could not be vindicated, even though

the evidence against the person so condemned were complete and
irrefragable.

Dur statuit aff?ﬂm‘ parle inauditi alterd,
Aquum licet statuerity baud equus fuit.”

But independent of the indelicacy, illiberality, and injustice

of bringing the Gentlemen of the Committee to the * bar of the
public, that dread tribunal, from which there is no appeal,” (Rel..
Poc. p. 50.) and the general demerit of such a praceeding, it
directly wviolated the following article of that solemn obligation,
which Dr Gregory, as well as every other Fellow of the College,,
subscribed on taking his seat, under the penalty of forfeiting the
character of an honest man, and a good Christian,
- “ I, A. B. one of the Fellows of the Royal College of Physicians
at Edinburgh, do, by subscribing these presents, solemnly de-
clare, and surely promise, That I shall never divulge any thing
that is acted or spoken in any meeting of the said College, or
Council or Court thereof, which I think may tend to the preju-
dice or defamation of the same, or any Member thereof,”

Now, although a fair and honest history of its proceedings
would be far from tending to the prejudice or defamation of the
College, or of its individual Members, yet the distorted and un-
fair account of them given in Dr Gregory’s publications, is calcu-
lated, and was intended, both to injure and to defame; and by
the strenuous, though fruitless attempts he has repeatedly made to

exculpate
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exculpate himself, Dr Gregory evidently betrays his conscious-
ness, that he has wantonly incurred the severe penalty annexed to
the forfeiture of the obligation.

The Censorian Letter opens, in the very first sentence, with a
wilful misrepresentation. It begins with saying, That * he loses
no time in beginning to discharge some part of that painful and
laborious duty, which the Royal College of Physicians had done-
him the honour of imposing on him, by appointing him one of
their Censors.” From this it might be supposed, that the Royal Col--
lege of Physicians had actually among them an office corresponding,
in substance as well as in name, with that of the Censors in the
Roman Republic. The truth is, however, and Dr Gregory knew it to
be so, that the office of Censor in the Royal College imports no sort of
inspection or controul over the moral conduct either of the Society
er its Members. The limited business of this Officer, as described
in the Charter, is to take care that no person practise Medicine in
Edinburgh, without a licence from the College, and, along with
the President, to constitute a Court for the trial of such offenders.
It is as absurd in Dr Gregory to pretend, that it gave him any right
to rebuke or arraign the College itself, or the Members, as it would
be for the commercial Consuls of modern times to think of com-
manding armies, or of parading with lictors and fasces, because
these were the privileges of their namesakes in ancient Rome. The
College saw clearly, that Dr Gregory, in thus assuming to him-
self a false character, wished to palliate to the world the publi-
cation ﬂ]fjgnis calumnies, and at the same time to add weight to
them. t they equally condemn the imposition and the motive
which prompted it. '

Having urged this false pretext as one of his reasons for publish-
ing his Review and Censorian Letter, Dr Gregory proceeds to ani-
madvert upon the nature and merits of the measure proposed by
the Committee,—the motives and considerations which led to the
proposal,—and the general conduct of the Committee in bringing
forward their proposed alteration of the By-law. :

As to the first of those points, he is pleased to maintain,
1mo, That the removal of the restriction, which prevents the re-
sident Fellows and Licentiates from furnishing medicines to their
own patients, is inexpedient, both in regard to the Royal Col-
lege and to the Members individually ; 2do, That the measure
itself was * immoral and base,—disgraceful to our College and to

- our
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out Profession ;”’ 3tio, That the Act, or By-law, of 1754 “is a
fundamental and indefeasible part of the Constitution of our
College,’—that any encroachment upon it is a flagrant breach
of faith,—and that the proposal of the Committee fell under that
denomination ; and 4/s, That to repeal the Act 1754, or any
part of it, was a proceeding * contrary to thelaw of the country.”

Upon the general point of Expediency, the first of those topics,
the College, as they have been for a long time divided with regard
to it, will refrain from expressing any opinion.

Upon the second position, that the proposal to remove the re-
striction is disgraceful, base, and immoral, meriting the strong
reprobation of the College, and entailing dishonour on those who
brought it forward, the College are so far from agreeing with
Dr Gregory, that they are filled with astonishment at the
terms in which he presumes to speak of it. They considered the
question from the beginning merely as a question of expedien-
cy. They knew that medical men of the first eminence have
differed in opinion upon the propriety of allowing Physicians
to furnish medicines to their own patients; and they remem-
bered, in particular, that this plan had been recommended by
Dr John Gregory, the father of TneirR CeEnsor, in his Lec-
tures on the Duties and Qualifications of a Physician, as one
of the modes by which the practice of Physic might be improved
and purified *. They had seen, in 1768, some of the most cele-
brated men of whom their profession could ever boast, Drs
William Cullen, John Gregory, Alexander Monro, Thomas
Young, Joseph Black, &c. strenuously and successfully con-
tending for permission to the Licentiates of this College resi-
dent in Edinburgh to practise Surgery in general, or any of
its branches. They had seen, that some of the most eminent
men had also attempted, in 1769, and 1770, and 1772, though
not with equal success, to extend that permission to the resi-

dent

* ¢ In regard to Pharmacy, it were much to be wished, that those who make it their
business should have ne connection with the practice of Physic, or that Plysicians
should ditpense their enun medicines, and either not charge the expence of them to their
‘patients at all, or charge it at the prime cost. It is only in one or ether of these ways
that we can ever hope to see that simplicity of prescription take place in the practice
of Medicine ; and it is only from such an arrangement that we can expect to sec
Physicians placed in that honourable independence which subjeéts them to no attep-
tions but such as tend to the advancement of their art,” p. 48. Edit. 1772,

B
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dent Fellows. Yet they never heard these Members accused of be-
ing advocates for measures degrading to the College, or disho-
nourable to those who moved them, theugh all the arguments ur-
ged by Dr James Gregory against the proposal of the Committee
of 1804, would apply with equal or greater force against those
supported by his own father and the other eminent men above
mentioned. What Dr Cullen and others cotld not effect in1769, &c.
they saw in part accomplished in 1788, in a great measure by the
exertions of Dr James Gregory himself. In that year a proposal
was made to repeal the acts 1750, 1765, and 1772, (which en-
ticely prohibited the resident Fellows from practising any branch
of Surgery), so far as they regarded the particular branch of Mid-
wifery. Dr James Gregory espoused the cause of Midwifery
with ardour and keenness, and succeeded, in spite of a strong op-
position, in carrying the repeal in favour of this branch of Sur-
gery. Though, from the year 1750, the date of the original
statute, the sentiments of the majority of the College had been
constant and uniform, with respect to the propriety of the separa-
tion of the profession of the Physician from that of every branch
of Surgery; and though the acts of 1765 and 1772 had specially
interdicted the practice of Midwifery ; yet the College never heard
that Dr James Gregory, or those who, along with him, carried
the above proposal, were accused of having disgraced themselves,
or the College, by that measure, or of having employed the force
of numbers to accomplish an unworthy or unlawful object. On
the contrary, at least one publication of Dr Gregory’s might be
referred to, in which he makes a boast of the liberality of sentiment
and aversion to corporation spirit which induced him to become
the champion of Midwifery, though he, in the same publication,
expresses the greatest contempt for that art, and avows his utter
ignorance of it

If Dr Gregory, therefore, in 1788, thought it liberal, proper,
and honourable for the Royal College to permit the resident Fellows
to practise Midwifery, which had always been held as a branch
of Surgery, and which, as he chooses to allege, * many wise and
good men, and women too, of all ages, and many Physicians, consi-
der an abomination, which degrades the character of the one sex,
and sullies the purity of the other;” if, notwithstanding this, he
thought it praise-worthy in himself to promote the measure with

all his might ; it was scarcely to have been expected that the,sage
r




11

Dr Gregory should, in 1804, have reprobated the measure of per~
mitting the resident Members to practise so much Pharmacy, as
might be requisite for furnishing medicines to their own patents,
and should have represented it as degrading to the College, or dis-
graceful to the Committee, the Members of which he knew had
no more intention of following that mode of practice, than he
had of engaging in the practice of Midwifery.

It is only necessary to add, that the proposal of the Committee,
to permit Members residing in Edinburgh to supply their pa-
tients with medicines, appeared to be one abour which the most
candid and honourable men might differ in opinion, and might
maintain either side of the question, without incurring the smal-
Jest reproach ; and this indeed. is the more evident, when it is con-
sidered, that this permission is, in fact, possessed by all Fellows
and Licentiates who do not practise iz bis city, some of whom ac--
tually are, and always have been, in the habit of furnishing medi-
«cines in the way proposed. |

‘The third position of Dr Gregory is a very remarkable one,
‘He maintains, that the act 1754 is “ a fundamental and inde-
feasible part of the constitution of the College ;" and because
every Member residing in Edinburgh; before admission, must
have subscribed it, that any attempt to- repeal or alter this By~
daw 1s ipso fadlo a flagrant breach of faith! Upon these extraor-
dinary grounds, he brings against the President and Committee
the harsh charge of deliberate and determined breach of faith ; he
repeats it numberless times in his: printed papers, and urges it
with great warmth and earnestness. This position, and the ac-
cusation founded on it, are too preposterous and absurd for any

~man of sound understanding seriously to suppert them. To the
College it certainly appears to be the height of folly, to call the
By-law, or enactment, of 1754, “ a fundamental and indefeasible
part of its constitution,” seeing that this By-law was not passed
till the College had already existed for more than half a century ;
and it seems consummate absurdity to maintain, that the same
power which framed and enacted that By-law, can neither alter
nor repeal it, when it shall be found expedient so to do.

The circumstance of every person being required to subscribe
this By-law before he be admitted a Licentiate, no doubt was to
make it more obligatory, and to secure more effectually the obser--

“vance of its injunctions, But that obligation does and can only
B2 bind
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bind subscribers, so long as it remains a By-law of the College.
Repeal the law, and the obligation to obey it is annulled in the
same moment.

The College thus hold it perfectly absurd to denominate the
repeal of this By-law, whether partial or total, a breach of faith ;
and consequently the charge of deliberate and determined breach
of faith, 1s as groundless as it is injurious and malignant,

The last of these general positions, viz. * That it is an unlaw-
ful deed, an act contrary to the law of the country,” to repeal
or alter the said By-law of 1754, even surpasses in absurdity
that respecting the breach of faith. For though it is easy to
conceive, that there may be many By-laws which it would  be ille-
-gal to frame, and still more improper to enforce, it probably would
be found a little difficult to devise one, which it would be contrary
to law to repeal.  Certain it is, at least, that the law in question
is not of this description, and that it is competent for the College
to repeal it, in the same way as, with Dr Gregory’'s concurrence,
they repealed in 1788 that part of their By-laws of 1750, 1765,
-and 1772, which interdicted their Fellows from the practice of
Midwifery. _ :

This analysis of Dr Gregory’s reasoning on the nature and me-
rits of the proposal for altering the By-law of 1754, affords at least
unequivocal evidence of the most perverted judgment; but if his
Review and Censorian Letter had erred only in that respect, the
College could not have deemed them fit objects of censure and
reprobation. His account of the motives and conduct of the
Committee, evinces the most deliberate determination to ruin, per

Jas aut nefas, the character of several.of his Brethren, of Gentle-
.men with whom he had lived in terms, not merely of friendly,
but of the most familiar intercourse.

The first object of his abuse 1s Dr Spens, of whom the College
may at least say, that his manners and dispositions are little calcu-
lated to provoke so gross an outrage. Of lis conduct, in 1796, Dr
Gregory has given (Review, p. 14, &c.) a most unfair and incorrect
account. He represents him as having * persisted in his motion with
unexampled perseverance and obstinacy for nine months,” though,
by the laws of the College, this motion could not have been final-
ly discussed before the close of six months; and the debate was
adjourned to the Meeting completing the nine months, selely at the

reguest of those who opposed the motion. He further represents,
what
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what is absolutely contrary to truth, that the Members who op-
posed the motion constituted a majority of two to one, and out of
tenderness to Dr Spens, permitted the motion to be dropped with-
out a vote. -
The motion of Dr Spens was altogether in the spirit of
many of those which had been brought forward and supported
in the College by the most distinguished of its Fellows; and the
whole of his conduct in 1796, so far from meriting the obloquy
and reproach cast upon it by Dr Gregory, was blameless in every
respect ; and in relinquishing the measure, with a majority in fa-
vour of it, he acted in the most liberal manner, and shewed, in-
disputably, his ardent desire to preserve union and harmony in
the College. :
Dr Gregory is then pleased to state, that Dr Spens, eager to
carry through his favourite measure upon any terms, and disre-
gan}i'ng the humiliating repulse which he had experienced in 1796,
no sooner arrived atthe President’s Chair, than he resolved to avail
himself of his situation, to renew his efforts for its accomplish-
ment ; and therefore, at the very first meeting after his election,
proposed the appointment of a Committee to revise the laws, that
under this cloak he might accomplish his sinister purposes: and
that with this intention he packed a Committee, naming those
members only whose sentiments he knew to accord with his own.
It is necessary here to quote Dr Gregory’s own account of the
appointment of the Committee in 1804 for the revisal of the laws.
His words are: * 1s¢ December 1803, Dr Spens was elected
President of our College. At that our Anniversary Meeting, no
business is allowed to be done, except the election of our of-
fice-bearers, and the customary vote of thanks to the former
President when a new one is elected; which vote of thanks
is always moved by the new President as a matter of course,
and was that day, in the usual form, moved by Dr Spens to
Dr Wright, and unanimously agreed to. This being a matter
of common form and course, can scarce be regarded as any
eculiar act of his; but at the first ordinary Quarterly Meeting,
\Tth February 1804), being the first opportunity he had to make
such an attempt after he came into office, the wery first adl of
bis administration, was to suggest to the College the propriety
of having their laws reprinted with alterations.” Fide Review,
pages 23 & 24. ¢ : dar
pil ) 3 < I
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"This statement, short as it is, contains no less than three wilful
and deliberate falsehoods ; for, 1me, The suggestion of the
priety of revising the laws did not originate with Dr Spens; 24b,
The appointment of a Committee for that purpose was not the first
act of his administration; 3tie, That appointment was not made
at the first meeting for transacting business after his election.

Dr Gregory, who seems to  consider his memory as infallible,
and who here pretends to so much accuracy, as to except specially
the election meeting, as not inconsistent with his assertions, can-
not have forgotten, that two meetings of the College were held in
January 1804, both of them of course previous te the appointment
of that Committee. He himself was present at both of those
meetings, and took an active share in the business of them ; and,
what merits particular notice, it was at those very meetings that
the propriety and necessicy of revising the laws was publicly sug-
gested by different Members, though net by Dr Spens, in conse-
quence of considerable perplexity arising from the ambiguous im-
port of that one respecting alienation of property, a point then un-
der discussion.

The insinuation, that the President packed the Committee, is to~

tally destitute of foundation ; the College have reason to know, that
no Committee was ever named by a chairman in a more fair and
impartial manner. Dr Spens, 1t 1s true, must have foreseen, that
among the other laws, the act 1754 necessarily would come under
review. But how did he arrange the Commitree with a view to
that object? In the selection of the fowr gentlemen who were to
act along with him, he named one, (Dr Duncan junior), whose senti-
ments respecting the By-law of 1754 concurred with his own; tewo,
(Dr Duncan senior, and Dr Hope), whose sentiments he believed
to be different; and the fowrth, (Dr Buchan), of whose senti-
ments he was totally ignorant. Such was the Committee said to
be packed by the President for the purpose of carrying through
this object!

To aggravate his charges against Dr Spens, Dr Gregory asserts,
Review, page 24th, that “ In that Committee, one of the earliest,
if not the very first things he (Dr Spens) did, as I was informed
by Dr Duncan senior, (Sunday 25th November), was to propose
this most wonderful and unheard-of interpretation of that law of
11th April 1754, which, but eight years before, he wanted to have
repealed, as having almost an opposite meaning.” 4

e
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'The assertions in this paragraph are in every particular contra-
ry to truth, Dr Spens did not propose this interpretation—he ob-
jected toit. This interpretation was not one of the first things
proposed in the Committee; and Dr Duncan authorises the Col-
lege to say, that he never gave Dr Gregory such information.

Equally inconsistent with truth is another account which he has
given in his Defence, p. 28. of the reason which induced the Col-
lege to appoint -the Committee. “ All the copies of the former
edition of our laws being exhausted, it would have been absurd
to object to having them reprinted, (according to the President’s
suggestion Tth February 1804), for that would have been to in-
sist, that we should be governed by laws which we could not
know, ot could learn only by a tedious and laborious search in-
to our old records.”

It is scarcely possible to conceive how Dr Gregory could ven-
ture to assert a falsehood so palpable, that it could not for an in-
stant escape detection. The fact is, that the Librarian has at this
moment in his custody more than 100 copies of that edition, a
number sufficient to have served the College for fifty years.

With regard to the Committee in general, Dr Gregory asserts,
that in suggesting to the consideration of the College, the expedien-
cy of so far removing the said restriction, they were guilty of a
breach of the solemn obligation which they had subscribed on taking
their seats in the College, to preserve unity, amity, and good order
among its Members ; they exceeded the powers intended to be
given them by the College, and were actuated solely by the sor-
did, unworthy, and disgusting motives of pecuniary advantage;
that, urged on by these disgraceful considerations, the awri sacra
Sfames, and without even the pretence of any honourable motive or
liberal purpose, they smuggled their report into the College, en-
deavouring, by chicane, fraud, deceit, falsechood, and other un-
hallowed means, to carry it through; and that when detected, -
they had resolved, (having secured a majority of the Members to
support them), to carry the measure by a vote, in opposition to
every consideration of what is true, and lawful, and right, and
honourable, and candid, and liberal.

As this account is, in every essential respect, a complete fiction,
it is difficult to find words to express the sentiments of indigna-
tion which must arise in every liberal mind against the author of
such calumnious accusations,

The
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The Committee was appointed to revise the laws of the College,
and to suggest such alterations as might seem proper. Every law
consequently came under their consideration, and was open to
their suggestions for change., The Committee was named, ac-
cording to the common usage of the College, and they executed the
task imposed upon them to the best of their judgment, and suggest-
ed various important alterations on other parts of the laws, as well
as the act 1754. Their report was drawn up in the usual style,
and was presented, in every respect according to the ordinary form
and usage of the College, first to the Council, and then to the Col-
lege. Dr Spens, at the time he presented it, announced, both to
the Council and to the College, that very important changes were
suggeqtcd and he proposed, that it should lie (ard accorthngl}* ;
it did lie) on the Library table, till next quarterly meeting, for the
perusal of the Members. At the next quarterly meeting, he fairly
read out all those parts which contained the material changes;
and no determination could possibly be formed respecting d1em,,
till the third meeting, at the distance of three months.

In all this procedure every thing was correct and proper, lmw-r
ever much Dr Gregory has attempted to distort and misrepresent
it. He had not therefore the slightest grounds for alleging thas
the Report was smuggled into the College, and was concealed,
or for complaining that he, or any one else, was kept ignorant of
its contents.

Dr Gregory’s account of the duty of the Committee, in regard
to what they ought to have done, and what they ought not to have
done, is not a little extraordinary. In his Review, he has laboured
to prove that the Committee was proposed and packed by the Pre-
sident, in order to carry through a favourite project. But in his
Defence, he says, that the appointment of that Committee to revise
the former edition of the laws, and to make such alterations as
might seem necessary to be laid before the College for their con-
sideration, * was unanimous.” And he adds, * It was impossible it
could be otherwise. All the copies of the former edition of our
laws being exhausted,” (whu:h as has already been stated, was
by no means the case], it would have been absurd to ub]ect to
having them reprinted ; it would have been equally absurd to
have objected to our laws being reprinted with alterations ; it was
evidently necessary, in good faith, that all those alterations aﬁl.-

ready




17

ready made in our laws should be attended to in reprinting
them.” Both these allegations cannot be true; but this is of little
comparative importance to what follows. He remarks, “ It cer-
tainly was not necessary for that Committee to make, or to pro-
pose for the consideration of the College, any other allerations in
our laws. If they, of their own accord, chose to propose any
others to the consideration of the College, as what they thought
expedient, they were entitled to do so. But, in good faith this
ought to have been done in conformity to the general spirit and
tenor of our laws, and ought to have been /imited to such alte-
rations as they expected their Brethren, who wwanimously ap-
pointed them to revise and reprint the laws, would wnanimously
approve and adept. 'To suppose a - society of men of reputed good
sense, and probity, and liberal education, wnanimously to authorise
five of their own number to do what many of them thought
highly wrong, and never would consent to, is a kind of absur-
dity, and at least an incongruity of thought, absolutely incon-
sistent with the belief of good faith in those who chose to un-
derstand their own commission, as having a meaning that could
not have been meant by those who gave it them.” Defence, p. 29.
~ The idea, that a Committee, because it was appointed unani-
mously, was bound to propose no other measure than' what would
be unanimously assented to, and the assumption, that proposing
was actually establishing alterations, which could not be agreed to,
expressed so unequivocally in the preceding quotations, afford spe-
cimens of sound reason and of logical precision, for which no one
can object to giving Dr Gregory full credit.
- He has also repeatedly charged the President and Commit-
tee with disregarding, and wilfully and deliberately violating,
that most solemn engagement and obligation, by which every
Member of the College is bound to do as much as he can to
*“ advance and preserve unity, ‘amity, and good order among
all the Fellows, Candidates, and Licentiates thercof.” Censor.
Let. p. 8. & 122, *“ A more gross and illiberal violation of the
obligation of preserving unity, amity, and good order among
the Fellows of this College cannot be conceived,” says Dr Gre-
gory, (Rel Doc. p. 19.), “ than that of which they were guilty
in their attempt to falsify and subvert our old and wholesome
law against any of our Members practising Pharmacy.” For
‘which he afterwards declares his opinion, in his usual style,
that
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that they ought to have been “ ij.‘r:fk.d from the College as
knaves ; nay, more, that they should have been excommuni-
cated as heretics or infidels; for by the express words of our law
and promissory engagenmnt, as they stood in 1804, the time
when the offence was committed, by their misconduct in exci-
ting dissension in this College, they forfeited the character, not

only of bonest men, but of good Christians.” :

The College do not think it necessary to make any comments
on the language in which this charge is preferred; but with re-
gard to the charge itself, they must state, that the Committee,
instead of violating the c:-bllgatmn in question, did every thing in
their power to maintain it, having smnt:aneuusljr resolved to, Te-
linquish their proposal, for the express purpose of preserving peace
and harmony in the College. It is true indeed, that this article of
thie solemn obligation has been violated, and sh:;une’.ﬁ.ﬂlyr nola:ed
but Dr Gregory is the guilty person, and tries to avert the charge
arraigning others. They can with confidence declare, that until the
Review and Censorian Letter appeared, the unity, and amity, and
good order of the Society were not disturbed. The measure of a
relaxation of act 1754, with regard to Pharmacj, proposed by the
Committee, like the measure of the relaxation of acts 1750, 1"."65,
and 1772, respecting Surgery, supported and carried through the
Cullege by the exertions of Dr James Gregory in 1788, met
with keen opposition in the College ; but neither of them was cal-
culated to affect, ner did they affect the harmony and good under-
standing among the lfellows Nay, upon the latter occasion, viz.
in 1804, Dr Gregory himself maintained, to all outward appear-
ance, his usual friendship and intimacy with the Members of the
Committee, whose ruin he was secretly meditating, till the very
day that he distributed among them his printed abuse.

The charge of falsehood in regard to the Report, and in par-
ticular respecting the manner in which the Committee proposed to
remove the restriction often mentioned, is, peculiarly absurd and
malevolent. It is couched in terms the most harsh, -rude, and of-
fensive, and it is repeated and pressed by Dr Gregory in almost
every page of his papers. An accusation of such a nature against
five of his Brethren, possessing in itself not the smallest shadow of
jumm’ﬂfmu must appear Lo every one an act of no -::rdmary atro-
city. The known integrity of the gentlemen concerned, and the
absence of every inducement which could have pmmpted them

to
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to commit so base and pitiful an offence, might sufhice with all
who know them for its confutation. But the charge fortunately
contains in itself the evidence of its own absurdity.

When speaking of the Report, (Censor. Let. p. 19.), he says,
“ If that Report be false from end to end, which I firmly believe it
is; if the preamble of it, that doubts have arisen about the pur-
pose and extent of our law, be neloriously false, for as much as no
doubts ever were or could be entertained on that point,” &c.

_ The assertion in the first clause affords a true and striking pic-
ture of the malevolent spirit in which these papers were written,
as well as of the uncontrouled freedom with which the most in-
jurious charges are preferred by their author.

The Report actually contained a draught of the whole laws and
regulations of the College ; and Dr Gregory does not scruple to de-
clare his firm belief that it is false from end to end !

‘The charge of notorions falsebood, contained in the second. clause,
is direct and pointed, but it is totally groundless. The College
know that doubts did actually arise in the minds of the Commit-
tee respecting the purport and application of the By-law of 1754,
and they are not unacquainted with the circumstances and consi-
derations which created them. It would be improper to detail them
in this place, but a statement of them is given in the paper N° IL
of the Appendix.

It is of no moment as to the present question, whether the Col-
lege deem those doubts valid and well founded or not. They ab-
stain from giving any opinion on that subject. The acrual existence
of doubts, however, sufficiently shews the calumnious nature of
the charge. It must appear very extraordinary, and not very con-
sistent with the romantic sense of honour of which Dr Gregory so
frequently boasts, that he should have preferred a charge of so se-
rious a nature, without waiting till the business should be discus-
sed in the College, without making any enquiry, which it was easy
for him to have done, concerning the existence of such doubts, and
the grounds of them, and without affording the Committee any
opportunity of explaining their sentiments upon the subject, or of
supporting their assertion. :

Dr Gregory has also accused the Committee of chicane and fal-
sification. As this charge, like the former, is a favourite calum-
ny, frequently repeated and strongly insisted on, it may be right

to
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to state the particulars, to shew that it is equally malevolent and
groundless as the rest.

The Committee, as formerly mentioned, when engaged in revi-
sing and considering the different By-laws, became satisfied that
it would be expedient for the College to allow such of its resident
Members as were inclined, to furnish medicines to their own pa-
tients, and therefore determined to suggest, that the prohibition
supposed to be enjoined by the act 1754 should be removed.
The simplest way of effecting this would have been, to have omit-
ted in their draught of the laws the act 1754, and to have pro-
posed another law to be adopted in its place.

The Commirttee, however, on examining the history of the
origin of that act, and particularly on considering the report
of a Committee in 1753, in consequence of which the act was
afterwards passed, with the statement of its object and purpose’
given in the preamble itself, and the wvarious other circumstan-
ces detailed in the Appendix, were led to entertain doubts, whe-
ther the act really and truly had the broad and comprehensive
meaning, in which the College had been in the practice of inter-
preting it., There was, and there could be no question as to the
sense in which the College. did at this time understand it; the
only doubt was, whether it ought to be so understood, and on
this point the Committee among themselves were not altogether
of one mind. The doubts, however, upon the whole, respec-,
ting the true purport and extent of the act 1754, were so strong,
as to induce the Committee to resolve to submit them to the Col-
lege, and to suggest, for the consideration of their Brethren, a
mode of removing the restriction in question, by which the repeal
of the act would become unnecessary. '

In the idea, that the same arguments which had weighed with
them, would make a similar impression on the College, they pro-
posed, instead of repealing the act, to prefix or add a clause, de-
claratory of its purport and extent, as then understood by them.
In adopting this method, they followed a practice sanctioned by
the Legislature itself, which frequently passes acts for the pur-
pose of explaining the purport m}d extent of preceding acts; and"
they submitted to the consideration of the College j:he declaratory
clause above quoted, page 4. But correct as this procedure of

the Committee certainly was, Dr Gregory has thought fit to pro-
: nounce
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nounce it, w:th his habitual coarseness, an act of fraud, chicane,
and falsification.

If, in place of the declaratnrjr clause, the Committee had in-
terpnIated any words of their own ; if they had substituted one
expression for another, or omitted an}r part of the original law,
and had then endeavoured to pass such a fabrication as the
act 1754, there would have been grounds for reprehension.
But the Committee proposed nothing but what was fair and

n, and sanctioned by the highest authority; and the Col-
lege have understood, that their only reason for preferring this
method to- a partial repeal and a new enactment, was, that the
act 1754 might continue as an old established law, to prevent
the conjunction of the profession of Physic and of the com-
mon Apothecary in the same person. The charge of chicane,
falsification, fraud, &oc. then, is utterly groundless, or, to
speak more correctly, is quite absurd. If doubts had not really
arisen in the Committee respecting the true meaning of the act
1754, for what imaginable reason could they have said so?
Their explanation was just as public, as intelligible, and as easy to
be combated, as a motion for repeal. They could not possibly
gain any thing as to secrecy, management, or authority, by the
one mode of proceeding more than by the other. Unless Dr
Gregory, therefore, can persuade his readers, that the Members
of the Committee chose to tell a gratuitous falsehood, out of pure
love of lying, it is impossible that his charge of falsification, even
if it were not directly refuted, could ever be listened to by any
person of common understanding,.

There 1s another charge, of a less serious nature, though
equally groundless and illiberal. Dr Gregory boldly asserts
his conviction, that the Committee had resolved to carry through
their favourite measure, by a majority of votes, (which he calls
furce}, in defiance of reason and argument, and of all considera-
tions of what was honourable and just; and he publishes this
assertion, long affer he had received positive information, that
the Committee had come to a formal resolution to relmqulsh
the proposal, first from Dr James Home, in general terms,
and afterwards specially and particularly from Dr Hamilton se-
nior, at the express desire of Dr Spens. The threat, that in case
the alteration of the By-law should be carried in the College, * he
would bring the question under the review of the Court of Ses-

sion,”
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sion,” after he had been thus apprised that the measure was to
be withdrawn, must have been thrown out with- the intention of
impressing a belief, that all he had done in this subject had been
regulated by a sense of duty. } .

For the purpose of making this account of the conduct of
Dr Spens and the Committee appear credible, he has accused
them of having been influenced by the most unworthy consi-
derations. In many parts of his Censorian Letter he asserts,
that they had been actuated by a sordid regard to their
own pecuniary interest; and that they had been led by the
love of money to depart from those honourable and liberal views
which had induced their predecessors to enact the By-law which
they had attempred to repeal. The College trusts that such an |
imputation can obtain no credit against any one of that Commit- -
tee ; but it happens fortunately for the gentlemen in question,
that their views and situations were noforiously such as to preclude
the possibility, either of their having any regard to their own
emolument in the business, or of Dr Gregory believing that th
had any. :

The Committee consisted of five Members. Dr Spens, the Pre-
sident, has uniformly declared, and on one remarkable occasion to
Dr Gregory himself, (for the circumstance is recorded by Dr Gre-
gory, Censor. Letter, p. 6.) that he had no intentions of altering
his mode of practice. Dr Duncan senior had in 1796 opposed
the partial repeal of the act 1754, and was not more desirous at
this than at the former period, of engaging in the practice of
furnishing medicines. Dr Hope was indifferent about practice of
any description, and certainly had no idea of availing himself of
the praposed permission : and Dr Gregory was thoroughly acquainted
with his sentiments upon this subject. Dr Buchan was not engaged
at all in the practice of Physic in Edinburgh. He was in Scotland by
chance, at the time of the revisal of the laws, as one of the Physicians
to his Majesty’s forces ; and had actually left " Edinburgh, and gone
abroad on foreign service, several weeks before the appearance of
the Review and Censorian Letter. Dr Duncan junior was the only
Member who it was possible to conceive could avail himself of
- the permission; but whatever might have been his intentions, no
one could doubt, that he was influenced by the same honourable
feelings, which actuated the other Members of the Committee,

It is impossible that any man possessed of the smallest share of
candour and liberality, or even of an ordinary regard for trui}:lh

could,
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could, in the knowledge of these circumstances, maintain, that
the Committee had acted from the selfish and unworthy considera-
tions of personal advantage.

But even if Dr Gregory had been ignorant of them, it cer-
tainly would have been no very extraordinary exertion-of charity
on his part, to have supposed, that the Members of the Committee
might be actuated by motives, of the same liberal description with
those which, he says, influenced himself in 1788, when he espoused
the cause of Midwifery, and when he assisted so much in carry-
ing the measure of permirtting the Fellows to practise that branch
of Surgery.

There 1s indeed one very obvious reason why he should
maintain that the Committee had yielded to the influence of the
sordid love of gain, and regarded only their own pecuniary advan-
tage, in opposition to what was true and liberal. It was absolute-
ly necessary to the consistency of his charges, that he should as-
sign some motive, of great and irresistible power, which should
prove sufficient to induce five most respectable and Imnﬂurable
men to quit the paths of truth and rectitude, and resort to * crook-
ed ways, unballowed means, chicane, decmt fraud,” &ec. It re-
quired no great penetration to dismver, that if he had done justice
to the metives of the Committee, and had allowed that these were
pure and disinterested, as was truly the case, his accusations of
dishonourable conduct could gain no credit, and that his labour-
‘ed defamation would have appeared, as it must now appear, not.
less extravagant than malevolent.

Although the Committee, in consequence of the Report being-
withdrawn, without any debate upon the subject, had no opportu--
nity of stating the reasons which weighed with them, in propesing
the removal of -that restriction, the College was perfectly satisfied,
that they had acted solely from the most honourable and disinter-
ested motives, and from a belief that that change would tend to
promote the future well-being of the College, and the advancement
of Medicine in general. Whether that opinion was well or ill:
founded, it is altogether unnecessary to discuss ; but whatever sen--
timent may be entertained upon the subject, and it is one which
certainly admits of different opinions, every candid and liberal mind
must be satisfied, that there is no ground for attributing to these -
gentlemen the mean, corrupt, and ilhiberal motives which Dr Gre-
gory has thought proper to assign.

That the misrepresentations thus exposed cannot have ori-

ginated
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ginated from inadvertency, is evident from this, that many of
them are so deliberately contrived, that Dr Gregory himself must
have been fully aware of their atrociousness, Even in his history
of the earlier proceedings of the College, relative to act 1754,
he appears to have indulged designedly in falsification, Thus
he has mutlated, for his own purposes, the extract of the
Minute printed p. 4. and 5. of his Review. In p. 13. of
the same work, he says, “ In 1759 a Committee was appoint-
ed to revise the act in question. Their Report, fully approv-
ing of ir, was adopted 6th November 1759.” But in contra-
dictiﬂn to this, the College positively declare, that neither was
such a Committee appointed, nor such a Report made. And he
has also suppressed a great part of the proceedings of 1761, al-
though those proceedings related to the act 1754, and in fact fur-
nish part of the grounds, upon which the doubts, expressed by
the Committee, with regard to the purport and extent of that
By-law, are founded. It is not to be credited that he could have
been insensible of having committed such falsifications ; on the
contrary, it is probable, that the consciousness of what he had
done, suggested those invectives against falsehood and chicanery,
contained in his Censorian Letter. They are apparently for the
purpose of persuading his readers, that he held such nefarious
practices in detestation.

Dr Gregory, by way of justifying in some degree the m;-
warrantable measure of appealing to the public, mentions, in
the Censorian Letter, p. 6. that he had not recourse to it, tll
he had made an attempt to discuss the business of the Re-

port in private, with those Members of the Committee with

whom he was in intimacy and friendship, to make them a-
ware of its impropriety,—to tell them plainly his opinion, both
of the measure itself, and of the manner in which it had been
conducted,—and to warn them of the probable or certain conse-
quences of persevering in such a plan. Had he really performed
what he thus professes, though it cuuld never justify such publi-

cations, it would have entitled him to claim the merit of having

exerted himself to prevent a proposal from being carried through
the College, which he considered as highly inexpedient. Let the
public judge of his claim to this merit.

Some days after the meeting of the College in November 1804
Dr Gregory waited on Dr Spens, -whom he found in extreme pain

and distress from the toothach, A real friend, anxious to aveid the
violent

T
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violent measure of a public attack, might have mentioned the pur-
pose of his visit, but would have postponed to another and more
suitable opportunity the discussion of so important a subject. Dr
Gregory, however, persisted ; and he draws the most ungenerous
inferences from what he calls the cold and forbidding reception he
met with ; although he at last, with apparent reluctance, admuits,
that Dr Spens “ was at that time embarrassed and in pain from the
toothach.” The detail of this conversation, as given by Dr
Gregory, is in many respects erroneous, and artfully contrived
to represent Dr Spens as if conscious of having acted impro-
perly.

“ I hinted to him, that if he persevered in that measure, and
carried it through, it would probably make an irreparable breach
or secession among us. My words were, If you persist in this

lan, it must be a matter of consideration with some of us, whe-
ther we shall not withdraw from the College altogether. This
intimatien he received very coolly, telling me only he did not
see it in that light, and that the College must decide upon it.
As he expressed no surprise or uneasiness at my strong intima-
tion, I could not help thinking that he expected and was prepa-
red for such a consequence of his perseverance. As a last effort,
I begged leave to call his attention to the manner in which this
business had been conducted, particularly to the strange inter-
pretation of our old law of 1754, Of all that I said, this was
the only thing that seemed to make any impression on him. He
remained silent for some time, but at last said, with some hesi-
tation, To be sure, it 1s a strong thing, with the preamble of the
law staring us in the face.” Cens. Lett. p. 7.

The fact is nearly the reverse in every respect of what is here
stated. 'The allusion of Dr Gregory to the manner in which this
business had been conducted, made no impression whatever on
Dr Spens, because, being conscious of having acted throughout
with perfect integrity and disinterestedness, he had no conception
of the meaning or object of Dr Gregory’s allusion. On the other
hand, he received his threat to withdraw from the College both with
surprise and displeasure; and it was in reply to that threat, that
Dr Spens used the expression, * That would be a strong mea-
sure;” which Dr Gregory has chosen, by the addition of other
words, and the misapplication of it, to convert into an acknow-
ledgment on the part of Dr Spens that his condyct had been high-
ly improper,

D Dr
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Dr Gregory has not béen more faithful in his report of the en-
deavours he made to convince Dr Hope that be was wrong. The
greatest intimacy and friendship had subsisted between Dr Gre-
gory and the father of Dr Hope, and they appeared to be transfer-
red to the son, who, Dr Gregory states, possessed his “ esteem, con-
Sidence, and friendship,” (Cens. Lett. p. 106.) to such a degree
indeed, that he was about to give both him and his brother “ the
strongest proof of esteem and confidence that one man can give
to another.” No coolness or interruption had ever taken place
in the friendship which subsisted between them, and Dr Hope re-
posed the most implicit confidence in Dr Gregory's openness and .
candour. It was to be expected, that in those circumstances
he should have fully communicated to Dr Hope all his ob-
jections to the measure, and his views with regard toit*. He
called once on Dr Hope: he found himon the point of setting out
for the country, and extremely hurried with a great deal of busi-
fiess, which he was obliged to arrange before he left town, Of
this, which was the only conversation between them on the sub-
ject, Dr Gregory has given the following account.

* Presuming still more on the strict friendship and confidence
that had long subsisted between Dr Hope and me, I waited on
him, after my interview with the President, to tell him my senti-
ments with respect to the plan in agitation, and especially the Re-
port of that Committee, of which he was a member. My con-
versation with him was much shorter, and, if possible, less sa-
tisfactory, than that with the President. He seemed much hur-
ried with other business, and 'impatient to have done with the.
conversation. All I could learn from the little that he said, was,
that his opinion, and that of several other Members of the College,
with respect to the measure proposed, was totally different from
mine ; and that the College must determine it. Before I left him,
I took the liberty to call his attention to the manner in which the
business had been conducted, and the Report of the Committee

with respect to the import of our law in 1754, and received for
’ answer,

# Such at least are the notions which the College, in common with the bulk of man-
kind, entertain of the duties of friendship. The lofty mind of Dr Gregory scems to-
pride itself on being above those weaknesses, and will no doubt redouble its contempt
for his Brethren when he is told, that no part of his conduct has filled them with great-
er disgust, than the heartless promptitude with which he violated the bonds of fﬂm:jd-
ship that subsisted between him and Dr Hope, and the unfeeling levity with whn_:h
he talks of changing his friend, as he would change his shoemaker or his dog. Fid,
Cens. Lett. page 107.
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answer,  If it is only the manner you object to, we shan’t daffer
about that.”” He never was more mistaken in his life; for [
think the manner just as bad as the measure; and worse it can-
not be. The sentiment expressed, and the manner in which it
was expressed, left me no doubt of his determined resolution to
carry through the measure, in any manner, or by any possible
means ; and no inclination to make any reply. I could not be
mistaken, either as to the sentument expressed, or as to the very
striking manner of expressing it; for a gentleman who accidental-
ly heard the conclusion of our conversation, immediately inter-
posed, saying, with peculiar emphasis, “ Oh no, let every thing
be done openly and fairly.” Censor. Lett. p. 8 %,

Short as this conversation necessarily was, Dr Gregory has sup-
pressed a most material part of it. He began by acknowledging, that
he was aware that Dr Hope could have no interested motive, no per-.
sonal advantage in view, when he supported the plan of allowing
the resident Members of the College to furnish medicines to their
own patients. Dr Hope’s answer to this remark was so pointed,
that it could not have escaped Dr Gregory’s recollection : He said,
 That he (Dr Hope) certainly could have no interested motive,—
he had already one Laboratory, (alluding to his situation as Pro-
fessor of Chemistry in the University), a great deal too good to
permit him ever to think of another.”

This part of the conversation Dr Gregory has thought proper to
suppress; for if he had stated 1t, it would have shewn how little
reason there was to accuse Dr Hope of being influenced by sordid
or selfish considerations on this occasion. Dr Gregory has not
contented himself with suppressing one part of the conversation ;
but he has misapplied and perverted the expressions used by
Dr Hope towards the conclusion of it in the most unfair
and disingenuous manner. He alluded to the manner in which
the business was brought forward, but did not explain himself
particularly respecting it. Dr Hope, who was not conscious
that there was any thing objectionable in the manner in which

* In the Defence, p. 82. Dr Gregory gives the following falfe and ludicrous ac-
count of this reception by Dr Hope. <« The other received me with the most trinmph-
ant exultation, in a manner that might be called either sneering or laughing in my
face, for it was something between the twe, and withal connected with such unequi-
vocal signs of impatience to have done with the conversation, that it was impossible
for me to continue it.”

D 2 the
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the business had been conducted, said, “ If it is only the
manner you object to, we shan’t differ about that;” meaning,
as these words plainly and clearly import, that if Dr Gregory ob-
jected to the manner in which the measure was brought forward, Dr
Hope would agree that it should be brought forward in any manner
which his friend would approve of*. Dr Gregory says, * he
never was more mistaken in his life; for I think the manner as
bad as the measure, and worse it cannot be. The sentiment ex-
pressed, and the manner in which it was expressed, left me no
déubt of his determined resolution to carry through the measure,
in any manner, or by any possible means.”

The means, he soon after points out to be, fraud, chicane, de-
ceit, falsehood, &c.

He adds, “ I could not be mistaken, either as to the senti-
ment expressed, or as to the very striking manner of expressing
it; for a gentleman, who accidentally heard the conclusion of
our conversation, immediately interposed, saying, with a pecu-
liar emphasis, “ Ob no, let every thing be done openly and fairly.”
Upon this perversion of these few words used in a hurried con-
versation, Dr Gregory has not hesitated to attribute sentiments
to Dr Hope, which none but the most unprincipled outcasts of
society have ever avowed. He has acknowledged, Cens. Let. p. 8.
105, 106, 107. that he knew Dr Hope from his earliest youth, and
that he thought him worthy of his esteem, his confidence, and his
friendship ; was it credible, that Dr Hope should at once, with-
out any motive whatever, avow, and to him too, principles dia-
metrically opposite to those upon which he had uniformly acted
throughout life? There cannot be a more striking proof of the
strange turn of Dr Gregory’s mind, than that he has perverted the
most innocent expressions, used for the purpose of concession and
conciliation, into a barefaced avowal of the most profligate and
unprincipled sentiments, so totally inconsistent with the uniform
tenor of Dr Hope’s character and conduct, even as represented by
Dr Gregory himself.

The gentleman to whom Dr Gregory has thought proper to allude
on this occasion, as confirming his interpretation of what Dr Hope

had

* In the Defence, p. 151, with the same disregard to truth, this expression is twisted
into the only instance Dr Gregory knew of a person avowing as his principle of action
the immoral principle, that the end sanctifies the means; and adds, ¢« But that was
gaid in an unguarded moment of great cxultation in the supposed success of a stratagem

that he had employed.”

i
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had said, is no other than Mr James Hope, whom he has intro-
duced as a witness against his brother. The College, however,
are in possession of a solemn declaration from that gentleman,
from which it appears, that the part of the statement wbhich refers
to bim is absolutely false; that he did not imierpose, as stated by Dr
Gregory; and that he did not utter even a single word which bore
any relation to, far less imported any condemnation of the senti-
ments of his brother, or of his manner of expressing them. Fide
App. N° VL

Dr Gregory says, that this was the last friendly conversation
he ever could have with Dr Hope ; and so it should have been, as he
immediately began, in secret, to prepare his abusive papers for the
press. But itis to be particularly noticed, that after this, for nearly
three months, during which time he was meditating a foul blow at
the fame and reputation of his friend, he continued in the usual ha-
bits of friendly intercourse with both Dr Hope and his brother;
indeed he acted with such hypocrisy, that neither of them enter-
tained the smallest suspicion, that this conversation had in any
way disturbed their mutual esteem and regard. He cannot have
forgotten, that but a few days before his publication appeared, he
received a most unquestionable proof, that both Dr Hope and his
brother reposed in him the same confidence, and felt the same
sentiments of regard and respect for him, which they had al-
ways done. Under those circumstances, it will easily be conceived,
how great was their astonishment; when the Review and Cen-
sorian Letter were put into their hands. :

The third attempt was made on Dr Duncan senior. Though
Dr Gregory calls ir a feeble one, yet it was of a most extraordi-
nary nature, So far from being by way of arguing and remonstra-
ting, it was a deliberate stratagem, to obtain from Dr Duncan, by
premeditated cunning and address, an unguarded answer, which
might furnish matter for reprehension and accusation against
himself, and his colleague Dr Spens.

Dr Gregory (Cens. Let. p. 9.) does not blush to state, that he
had prepared a dilemma for Dr Duncan; and Dr Duncan has in-
formed the College, that he sprung it upon him in his own car-
riage, while perfectly unaware of his purpose, and while reposing
confidence in his openness and apparent cordiality.

Stratagems in war are practised by all nations, but stratagems,
while nations are at peace, would be deemed transgressions even a-
gainst the law of nations. To contrive questions or dilemmas, for the

purpose
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purpose of entrapping an unwary friend, to propose these, as if by
chance, with the view of obtaimng a reply, to be afterwards em-
ployed against the unsuspecting victim or his friends, cannot
surely fail to excite the indignation of mankind.

The dilemma related to the exact period, in which Dr Duncan chan-
ged his opinion, respecting the propriety of the resident Members
furnishing medicines to their patients, and was intended to discover,
whether this change had taken place, before or after, he was named
a Member of the Committee by Dr Spens, in the hopes, that by
his answer, Dr Gregory might be able to support his charge a-
gainst the President, of having packed the Committee. Dr Dun-
can mentioned, that he had changed his opinion at the time that
the business was discussed in the Committee. _

He thus learned, that Dr Duncan had not changed his sentiments
in regard to the act 1754, tll some time aficr the appointment of the
Committee by Dr Spens. Nothing, therefore, can afford a strong-
er proof of Dr Gregory’s want of candour, than his not drawing
the fair and only possible inference from the information which
he received, viz. that Dr Spens had not packed the Committee ; and
nothing better ascertains his disregard to truth, than his persist-
ing, in the face of this information, to accuse Dr Spens of having
packed the Committee, by naming those Members only whose
sentiments he knew to concur with his own. It is therefore nota
little extraordinary that he should have boasted of a stratagem,
which not only failed in its aim on the person against whom it
was intended, but also marks so strongly the value he sets on this
act of sinister wisdom.

He was not in the same habits of intimacy with Dr James
Buchan, and he says, *“ I felt too great respect for him,
on account of certain circumstances to be mentioned afterwards,
to allow me to enter on so painful a discussion with him.” Cens.
Lett. p. 10. 'These circumstances relate to the meritorious conduct
of that gentleman in Egypt, which displayed his intrepid and ho-
nourable humanity in the performance of his professional duty,
and exhibited an instance of disinterestedness seldom equalled.
Dr Gregory pourtrays his conduct on this occasion in terms of
just panegyric; and yet has not scrupled to charge the person,
(for whom he has thus expressed so much respect), as one of
the Committee, with the most dishonourable and unprincipled con-
duct, dictated by sordid, mean, and selfish considerationsg in the

USESS
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business of revising the laws; in which it is not immaterial to
observe, that from his having had most leisure, he was in fact the
principal labourer.

Dr Gregory has declaimed much on the purity of his own mo-
tives in writing his Review and Censorian Letter ; but it is difficult
to conceive, how the professed object, of preventing a measure of
which he greatly disapproved, could possibly be the real one, since
a very few pages only of the Censorian Letter were written, when
he was informed, from the most unquestionable authority,
that the measure was relinquished. The College has no dis-
position to investigate his motives minutely, though it appears
very certain that they deserve no praise. Many, indeed, might
be assigned, but it is perhaps not easy to ascertain the true
one. To those, however, who take delight in the task of ana-
lyzing human nature and human actions, it might be a mat-
ter of some curiosity to calculate, how far pride, wounded by
the want of that deference which it was in the habit of exac-
ting, operating on a mind unaccustomed to controul its pas-
sions ;—how far the unbounded wish of displaying superior
talents for controversial writing, and the earnest desire of
making a parade of sentiments of high and romantic honour;
—and how far the pleasing expectation of exalting his own
character for professional liberality and disinterestedness above
that of all his Brethren, may tend to explain the conduct of Dr
Gregory on this occasion.—* In vain (says he himself on another
occasion) shall the munificence of our Sovereign, the favour,
partial perhaps, yetnot, I trust, quite unmerited, of our country,
the grateful attachment of those who here first caught the flame
of virtue and of science, rear for our use buildings more splen-
did than the porticoes of Athens, if attempts are made to raise
the fame and fill the pockets of any of our number, by arts that
would disgrace an advertising or a circumforaneous mounte-
bank.”

There are two other parts of the Censorian Letter which it may
be proper to notice particularly, viz. his attempts to affix a stigma
on the character of the Committee, by the degrading comparison of
their conduct with that of the election-agents of a rotten borough,
and the stake of his own fame and fortune on the -truth of his
assertions, the validity of his reasonings, the openness of his con-

duct, &ec.

B =

In



32

In regard to the former of these, he says, “ In some great and
noble concerns, especially in election politics, there is a general and
complete dispensation from all those romantic principles, and I be-
lieve, from all principles whatever.” :

“ The steady adherence to his party, through thick and thin,
right and wrong, is more valuable to his friends, and more use-
ful to himself, than the high romantic virtues of integrity, vera-
city, and candour.”

“ But I never heard, nor do I believe, that the same dispensa-~
tions have been granted to men of our profession, in their in-
tercourse with one another, or with their fellow citizens. Un-
less our Brethren, who have favoured us with the report under
consideration, are very sure that the public will estimate their
merit by the same rule by which it estimates the merits of elec-
tion-agents in a rotten borough, they must, by their own con-
duct, in a matter of such public notoriety and concern, have
lost that state and estimation in sociely, which they will find it impos-
sible cver to regain.”’ :

“ All men of common sense must see, that they have an inte-
rest in their Physicians being men of the purest integrity and
liberality they can find ; for this plain reason, that men of our
profession have innumerable advantages, if theyare so base as
to avail themselves of them, in their intercourse with the rest
of mankind. If once they begin to give themselves a dispensation
from any restraint with respect to moral and liberal conduct,
it is impossible to guess where they will stop.” Cens. Let. p. 90.
91. 93.

The reader, it is more than probable, has already determined
in his own mind, to whom the stigma of having dispensed with
all restraints of moral and liberal conduct justly attaches.

Every man who has the feelings of a gentleman must observe
the truly malevolent spirit, the determined animus injuriandi,
evinced by Dr Gregory in these and many other passages, and
must regard with the highest indignation, so deliberate an attempt
to rob five of his Brethren, some of whom had been his most
intimate and confidential friends, of * their state and estimation
in saciety.” 1 ?

The pledge of his fame and fortune on the truth of his assertions
is expressed in the following words. “ In the mean time they wilk
please to observe, that I deliberately stake my fame and fortune

on
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on the truth of the assertions, the validity of the reasomings, and
the justness of the sentiments expressed in this Censorian Letter,
and in my Review of the Proceedings of our College with respect
to the same subject, from 1753 to 1804. I admit of the possibility
of there being some /little unimtended mistakes in what I have writ-
ten ; which mistakes I shall be happy to rectify, as soon as they
shall be pointed out to me. But on the truth, and validity, and
justness of the general tenor of my discourse, on the purity of
my motives, the uprightness of my intentions, and the candour
and openness of my conduct, in this very strong measure, I
chearfully stake my fame and fortune.”—Cens. Let. p. 120.

On this solemn and deliberate pledge it is necessary to offer a
short commentary; for it is expressed in such strong language,
that persons unacquainted with the circumstances of the case, -
might suppose Dr Gregory to have been sincere in staking it.

First, He has staked his fame and fortune on the truth of bis
assertions. Is it possible that he should have believed himseif
to have been asserting what was true, in saying, that when
he wrote his Censorian Letter, he was discharging * part of
the painful and laborious duty of Censor,” (Cens. Lett. p. 1.)7?
That the first act of Dr Spens’s administration was, under the cloak
of having the laws reprinted with alteradons, to pack a Com-
mittee, for the purpose of carrying through a sinister purpose,
(Rev. p. 24. & 25.)? That the report of the Committee was false
from end to end? That the assertion of the Committee, that
doubts had been entertained respecting the purport and extent of
the act 1754, was notoriously false, (Cens. Lett. p. 19.)? That
the Committee were actuated by the most sordid, selfish, and un-
worthy motives? That the same Commirttee had employed chicane,
deceit, and unhallowed means, to accomplish their favourite pro-
ject, (lbid. passim,)? And that he had attempted to explain in pri-
vate to some of the Members of the Committee his opinion of
the plan they had propesed,—of the manner in which it had
been conducted,—and had warned them of its probable, or certain
consequences ! The falsehood of all those, and of various other
assertions having been already pointed out, it is enly necessary
to recal to Dr Gregory’s recollection his own most apposite re-
mark, (Cens. Lett. p. 90.) *“ But I do not remember to have heard

even one instance, of a man who, after having once failed in
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probity and veracity, ever acquired or regained the character of z
gentleman, '

Secondly, Dr Gregory has staked his fame and fortune on the
validity of bis reasonings. But can it be believed, that he sup-
posed his reasonings valid, when he contended that the repeal
of a by-law, which was made above balf a century after the institution
of the College, would be immoral, base, and disgraceful, (Cens.
Lett. p. 8{}.{? That a by-law of that description is a fundamen-
tal and indefeasible part of the Constitution of the College, (Ibid.
p. 4.)? That any alteration of such a by-law would be a breach
of faith; and that an actual repeal of that by-law, which, it is
to be remembered is not binding upon the Members of the Col-
lege who do mot reside in Edinburgh, would be contrary to the
laws of the country ? It is impossible that any man in the posses-
sion of sound judgment could suppose, even for a moment, such
reasonings to be vahd.

Thirdiy, Dr Gregory has staked his fame and fortune on the gu-
rity of bis motives, the uprightness of bis intentions, and the candour
and openness of bis conduld. But can it be said, that a man has
been actuated by pure motives and upright intentions, who, in an
unwarrantable appeal to the public, loads his Brethren with in-
vective, upon the plea of their having continued to support a
measure (be that measure good or bad, it is of no consequence),
which he knows they had relinquished? Or will Dr Gregory
venture to declare that person to have acted with candour and
openness, who contrives dilemmas for his unsuspecting friends,.
with the design of taking advantage of their unguarded answers,
and who continues to deceive those friends by appearances of
frankness and intimacy, while meditating, and actually, but se-
cretly, engaged in preparing those poniards with which he in-
tended to stab them, in respects the most tender and dear to
man?

These circumstances were too well known to the Members of
the College, to permit any impression to be made on their minds
by his ostentatious stake of fame and fortune, which, they believe,,
was intended to impose upon the world at large,—not upon them:
and with regard to his boasts of liberality, sincerity, delicate at-
tention to the feelings and sentiments of others, romantic notions
of candour, probity, and veracity, &ec. they have indeed found
these very frequently repeated in his papers ; but of their existenc;
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and operation on his conduct towards his Brethren, they could
discover not a trace.

A man possessed of these qualities, faithfully reports matters
of fact—puts the most favourable construction upon every trans-
action and its motives—never indulges in groundless and injurious
insinuations—is slow to accuse—happy to acquit, and averse to
condemn. :

While the misrepresentations (the most remarkable only of which
have been thus pointed out) contained in the Review and Cen-
sorian Letter were fresh in the minds of the Members, they felt
themselves called upon to adopt some measure for the vindication
of the characters of their injured Brethren.

A resolution was drawn up by the Council, strongly expressing
their opinion of the honourable conduct and pure motives of the
President and Committee in the business of revising the laws.
This resolution was communicated to most of the Fellows; and
on the following day, the 5th February 1805, every Member then
on the roll # came to the Meeting, with the exception of Dr Gre-
gory alone, who absented himself intentionally, as he afterwards
informed the College, though cited in the same manner as the
rest. The following extract from the minutes will best shew the
proceedings on that occasion.

% The President intimated, that the next business which came
before the College, was a measure, recommended to them by the
Council, relating to himself, * and he requested the Vice-Presi-
dent to take the Chair.

“ The Clerk then read the motion of the Council, which is as
follows :—

.+ * The College, taking into consideration the concern which the
President has had in the late revisal of the laws, and the great
trouble and attention he has bestowed on this, are of opinion,
kowever different the sentiments of the different Members may be
upon that subject, that he has acted from the purest motives, and
in the most honourable manner; and that he well deserves the
thanks of the College, which they request the Vice-President to
give him ; and they appoint this resolution to be engrossed in the
Minutes.

* YViz. Dr Spens, Dr Wright, Dr Monro, Dr Duncan, Dr Hamilton senior, Dr ~
Rutherford, Dr Stuart, Dr Home, Dr Yule, Dr. Hamilton junior, Dr Hepe, Dr
Duncan junior, Dr Monro junior, and Dr Morifon. -
- E 2 “ The
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“ The Clerk having then called the roll, the whole Members
approved of the motion, with the exception of one Member, who
objected merely to the form of the motion, but who agreed with
all the other Members of the College, that the President had act-
ed in an honourable manner.

“ Thereafter a motion from the Council respecting the Com-
mittee for revising the laws, the same with the preceding, mu-
tatis mutandis, was read by the ‘Clerk, was put to the vote, and
carried in the same manner.—Which resolutions of the College
were accordingly intimated to the President and Committee by
the Vice-President.

“ The President having then resumed the Chair, represented
in name of the late Committee for revising the laws, that having
taken into consideration the wide difference of opinion which
subsisted among the Members of the College, relative to certain
alterations proposed in their Report, they had, about the middle
of December last, met together, and f@rmed the resolution of
moving for leave once more to revise the laws, in order to
withdraw those parts of their Report which were likely to divide
the College. He therefore moved, that the Report might be re-
committed,—that the Report, when so amended, with any other
alterations which might appear expedient, be again circulated
among the Members, and be cﬂnsldered by the College at next
quarterly meeting.

“ Which motion was unanimously agreed to, and the business
was recommitted to the same Committee.”

The College thus gave an undeniable proof of their confidence in
that Committee, in the very face of Dr Gregory’s laboured attempt
to represent the Members of it as totally unworthy of confidence,
by recommitung the Report to Dr Spens, Drs Duncan, senior
and junior, and Dr Hope, refusing, even at their earnest request,
to allow the place of Dr Buchan, who had gone abroad, to be
supplied, lest it might afford an opportunity for malevolent mis-~
€Onstructions.

In thus vindicating the Committee from the aspersions of Dr
Gregory, every Member cordially concurred. - Those who had
most strongly disapproved of the measure to which he ob-
jects, and would have opposed it keenly, joined in an unanimous
vote, that the conduct of the President and Committee had been
perfectly honourable; and the motion itself was introduced by

one
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one of those gentlemen who disapproved of the change. Further,

the College not only declined giving any opinion on the pmpmsed
alteration or interpretation of the enactment of 1754, but ex-
pressly stated, that the sentiments of the Members differed on
that subject.

The College upon that occasion acted from one common senti-
ment, in which they all equally participated, that of vindicating
the characters of their Brethren, which had been most unjustly at=
tacked. While they were unanimous on this subject, they thought
it unnecessary to take any notice of Dr Gregory, or of his publis
cations, which were not regularly before them, having neither
been sent to the College, nor to all the individual Members. The
minutes containing that resolution received the sanction of an-
other full meeting in May 1805, from which he, though again
regularly cited, again voluntarily absented himself.

The College took another occasion of marking their decided ap-
probation of the conduct of their President Dr Spens. The office
of President is annual, and no Member can be chosen oftener
than twice in succession, unless when, under particular circum-
stances, he is again called to the Chair by the unanimous voice of
the electors. In December 1805, after the expiration of the second
year of Dr Spens’s presidentship, the College, for the express pur-
pose of marking their complete disbelief of the calumnious im-
putations which had been published against him, elected him.
President for the third time; and when he quitted the chair in De-
cember 1806, the new President moved the thanks of the College
to his predecessor in the following terms, which were suggested
by the occurrences which had taken place: * That the thanks of
the College be returned to Dr Spens, the late worthy President,
for his great attention to the interests and affairs ~of the College,
and for his honourable conduct while in the chair.” This motion,
seconded in the warmest manner by Dr Yule, was unammﬂusl}r

ta.

At the quarterly meeting in May 1805, the amended Report of the,
Committee was taken into consideration. The Committee had with-
drawn, not only the part which related to the act 1754, but some-
other important parts, particularly several new regulations respec~
ting the admission of Fellows, which they thought might divide,
the College. After considerable discussion in repeated meetings,.
vespecting different alterations proposed, the Report was finally

adopted, 5th November 1805; upon which Dr Duncan junior
protested
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protested against the adoption and continuance of the act 1754, and
delivered his reasons of protest in writing. Fide Appendix, N°IIL.

S E @

After the quarterly meeting in May 1805, Dr Gregory attended
the Royal College as usual, and conducted himself at least quietly,
till towards the end of the year 1806, when he took advantage of
an accidental occurrence to make a most violent attack upon the
College at large.

Dr Stuart, the present President, happened, on his way to the
meeting of Council, August 4th 1806, to have a conversation
with a medical gentleman, who was not a member of the Col-
lege, but who talked of some of their proceedings, (not those
which had any reference to Dr Gregory), in a manner which con-
vinced Dr Stuart that the affairs of the College were unnecessarily
made the subject of conversation out of doors, and very much
misrepresented. The charter of the College of Physicians imposes
on them the duty of visiting Apothecaries shops, (as in London
and Dublin), for the purpose of examining the quality of drugs.
That practice had, however, been discontinued by the College.
It had been at different times proposed to revive it; but it appear-
ed to the College, that any visitation they could make might be so
casily evaded, and that it was not likely to be attended with any
material advantage to the public. '

At the meeting of the 4th of August 1806, a motion on this sub=-
ject was submitted to the Council; and as Dr Stuart had just
learned the misrepresentations circulated with regard to a measure
which he considered as rather of a delicate nature, he, without
any previous communication with any of the Members of the Col-
lege, indeed without any farther premeditation, suggested to the
Council, the propriety of an admenition from the College to the
Members, with regard to the expediency of their observing silence
cut of doors respecting the private business of the College.

This admonition was read to the College on the following day,
and was assented to without comment from any quarter. It was.
in the following words : * The President stated, That he had, by
desire of the Council, to mention a circumstance which the Coun-
cil considered of much importance to the College, but which was
not intended to have particular reference to what may have hap-
pened at any former period. - ‘The mention out of doors of what

passes
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passes in any of the meetings of the College, may be attended
with most unpleasant and even prejudicial consequences, both to
individual Members and to the College as a body. The Council
therefore take the liberty of recommending a strict observance of
secrecy with regard to all such proceedings; and as they are con-
vinced that every gentleman must be sensible of the propriety and
necessity of this measure, they trust that in future it will be rigid-
ly adhered to.”

Dr Gregory, who was not present on this occasion, having
heard of the admonition, immediately conceived, or affected to con-
ceive, that it was part of a plot against himself, contrived by the
Committee, whom he had formerly calumniated, and came to the
next meeting, November 5. 1806, deliberately prepared, and seem-
ingly resolved, to insult the College.

Under the pretence of asking information, he began to read, from
a large bundle of papers, a series of most extraordinary queries,
which struck every one present with astonishment. Vide App. N°IV.
Some discussion ensued, upon which Dr Stuart took the opportuni-
ty of assuring himin the most solemn manner, (as he has since re-
peated to himself, both in conversation and in writing), that the
origin of the admonition was altogether accidental, and bore no
reference to him or his conduct, and explained its real object.
The Members of the Committee, against whom his Censorian
Letter had been directed, also stated, that they were all totally ig-
norant of the admonition till it was proposed by Dr Stuart in the
Council, and some of them until it was read in the College.

Dr Gregory, probably impelled by a consciousness of guilt,
and aware that his secret and insidious hostilities were not very
consistent with his high pretensions to openness and candour,
insisted, that the admonition was levelled at him on account of
his publications, declaimed with great violence against ir, and then
in an impassioned tone, declared, “ Since the College will have
war, they shall have war, and that not secref but gpen war.”

He then proceeded to finish the reading of his queries, which
conveyed a gross insult to the College and its office-bearers, and
finally entered a protest against the admonition, reserving to him-
self the power of giving in his reasons at a future period.

This mode of proposing his queries was altogether irregular,
and though perpetually boasting of the openness of his conduct,
he has not scrupled to avow that it was adopted for the express pur-
pose of taking the College by surprise,

A
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A pretey sharp discussion now followed ; and, in consequence
of several allusions made by Dr Gregory to the subject of his Re-
view and Censorian Letter, Dr Duncan senior observed, that the
College had already given their opinion upon the misrepresenta-~
tions and injurious insinuations contained in these publications,
and had virtually decided that they were scandalous libels. Dr Gre-
gory immediately said, that he did not understand him, or know
to what he alluded. Dr Duncan then opened the Minute-book,
and showed him the resolution passed on the 5th of February
1805. Dr Gregory looked over the resolution, and then declared
publicly, that be knew wnothing of it, or never before bad beard
of it, or words to that effect. This declaration, as might well
be supposed, did not fail to excite much astonishment,

On the 26th November 1806, the College, after serious delibe-
ration, and after Dr Gregory had refused to retract the offensive
matter contained in his queries, found it necessary to pass a vote
of censure upon him in the following terms:

“ On this occasion the College find themselves called upon to
declare, and they do accordingly resolve, that the imputations
and accusations, which those queries seem to imply, are utterly
groundless and unwarranted, and they are sorry that they must
view the queries themselves as very disrespectful, if not a direct
insult to the College.

“ And they do farther resolve, that it is with much concern
they have seen any Member take a step which they must deem so
improper; and, however much the College are convinced that
their dignity and character can suffer no degradation from the in-
temperate expressions of any individual Member, whether spoken
within their courts or published abroad, they must nevertheless
declare with the deepest regret, yet in the strongest terms of dis-
approbation, their sense of the indecorous and improper con-
duct of Dr Gregory on this occasion, and that it merits very se-
vere censure from the College *.”

Against this vote of censure he protested; and six months
thereafter, atthe quarterly meeting in May 1807, read to the Col-

* At the above meeting, viz. on the 26th November 18c6, there were present,
Dr Spens, President, Drs Monro, Duncan, Rutherford, Gregory, Wright, Home,
Yule, Hamilton junior, Hope, Duncan junior, Monro junior, and Brown; all of
whom, with the cxception of Drs Gregory, Yule, and Brown, concurred in the above
wote of censure,

lege, .
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lege, under the name of Reasons of Protest, a very long paper,
including a variety of topics foreign to the subject.

As this paper was expressed in terms as insulting and disre-
spectful as the queries themselves, the College, with the advice of
eminent Counsel, resolved, on the 4th August 1807, that it should
not be entered on their records.

SECT. IIL

On the 2d of November 1807, Dr Gregory transmitted to the
President a letter, consisting of no less than sixty-four quarto
pages, in manuscript, which he requested might be communicated
to the Council, and, if necessary, to the College at large. The
professed object of it was, to explain his sentiments respecting the
nature of protests, and the right of protesting, which he consi-
dered to be an essential preliminary to his reading, on the follow-
ing day, his reasons of protest against the admonition.

In this letter he chose to advert to a variety of matters foreign
to its professed purpose, principally to the late occurrences in the
College, upon which he commented in his usual strain of violent
invective. He dwelt particularly upon the resolution of 5th Fe-
bruary 1805, in favour of the Committee, and demanded various
explanations respecting it. He maintained, that the College had,
by that resolution, declared him to be either * absolutely insane,
or the most impudent liar, and the greatest knave in the country,”
—peremptorily requiring that the College should give him the sa-
tisfaction of knowing in which of these lights they considered him
and to account for his silence with respect to ir, he thought fit to
declare, in the broadest terms, and in the most positive manner,
that he had remained perfectly ignorant of that resolution of the
College, till Dr Duncan senior showed him the record of it in No-
vember 1806.

It is necessary to mention, that Dr Duncan had distributed to
the Members of the College, in May 1807, a printed paper,
being a memorial and queries, submitted by him individually to
lawyers, respecting the conduct of Dr James Gregory, &c. In
this paper, which reached the Members about six months after
Dr Gregory's wiva woce declaration of ignorance already men-

tioned, Dr Duncan says, “ And so far were the sentiments of
F the
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the College, in general, different from those of Dr Gregory, that
after his two publications appeared, they passed, at a full and
regular meeting, an wrzanimous resolution, declaring that the Pre-
sident and Committee bad acted from the purest motives, and in
the most honourable manner. The vote was unanimously confirmed
at a subsequent quarterly meeting, from which, as well as the
former, Dr Gregory alone absented himself. But it can hardly
be supposed, that he remained ignorant of what was done at
these meetings; and it was his own fault only, if he did not
know that the College had thus virtually declared all his accusa-
tions of the President and Committee to be false and gruund—
less.”

That part of Dr Gregory’s Letter, in which he denies, in ge-
neral, all knowledge of the resolution of February 1805, will be
stated afterwards at full length; but the following is his solemn
declaration and oath, in reference to the passage now quoted from
Dr Duncan’s Memorial.

“ But he” (Dr Duncan) “ is not welcome to say, or to insinu-
ate, as he has done in that printed paper, that I knew of the Col-
lege having passed that resolution or declaration of February 1805,
virtually deciding, (as he calls it), that my Censorian Letter was a
false and scandalous libel; implying, that I had shrunk from any
enquiry into my conduct in that business; that I had not chosen,
or had not dared, to vindicate what I had done, but had in a man-
ner pleaded gmlt}f, by allowing judgment to go against me by de-
fault in my absence: jfor the direil contrary of all these insinuations
and implications is the truth,

“ It is possible, however, that Dr Duncan senior may not be
to blame, but only fona fide mistaken, when he said it could net
be doubted that I knew of that proceeding.

“ As to the fact, | must repeat my solemn declaration and ocath
before God, that I neither fknew nor suspected any thing of it, nay,
that I could not even bave thought it possible, till the moment
when Dr Duncan senior told me of it, and shewed me the record
of it in our minute-book last November, just one year and nine
months after the resolution had been passed.”

It was impossible for Dr Gregory to have denied all knowledge
of that resolution, in terms more strong or more explicit; and
this deliberate and solemn repetition of the denial in writing,
created still more astonishment than the wiva vece declaration of

ignorance
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ignorance in November 1806 had done, and was received with
much incredulity.

The College met on 24th November 1807, for the purpose of
taking Dr Gregory’s letter into consideration. In the course of
the discussion with respect to the answer to be given to it,
Dr Hope considered at great length, and commented with much
freedom upon all those parts of Dr Gregory's conduct which
were connected with the letter then before them. He said, he
could not refrain from this discussion, because Dr Gre-
gory had, in his letter, affirmed, that no attempt had been
made explicitly to contradict any one important particular of
what he had asserted in his Review and Censorian Letter,
and had, in the most provoking manner, urged this as a proof]
that none of his assertions could be disputed; because, too, in
the same letter, while Dr Gregory took the most unlimited credit
for the truth and accuracy of his own statements, many of
which the College knew to be erroneous, he professed his utter
disbelief of the solemn and repeated assurances of the President,
Dr Stuart, with regard to the accidental origin of the admoni-
tion of August 1806 ; and further, because the forbearance,
which both the College and individual Members had observed
towards Dr Gregory, had only encouraged him to fresh aggres-
sions *,

Dr Hope dwelt upon the great improbability, if not absolute
impossibility, of ‘Dr Gregory’'s having continued ignorant of the
resolution of February 1805 for any length of time. He stated, that
Dr Gregory had the most urgent reasons for being desirous of
knowing what had passed at the meeting in February 1805; he
had taken a keen interest relative to the report of the Committee ;
he had had recourse to the unprecedented step of a most intem-
perate publication, both in regard to the report and to the au-
thors of it; he expected, as he avowed in the same letter, that
“ some strong measure was to be taken against him,” at that
meeting, and for that very reason staid away from it; he had the

B2 utmost

_ It is proper to observe, that the College had hitherto interrupted every Mem-
ber whe, in the courze of any of their discussions, had alluded to the Review and
Censorian Letter, because these publications had never been regularly before the Col-
lege, and it was anxiously wished, that all such discussions should be avoided. DBut
as Dr Gregory in his Letter, then under consideration, had again pressed these papers,
in the most insulting manner, upon the notice of the College, it would have been
absurd and unjust to have continued this restraint any longer,
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utmost facility of obtaining full information of what passed in it;
and he was not, surely, deficient in curiosity, or remarkable for
indifference of temper. The resolution also had been a matter of
pretty general conversation; nay, it had been printed by those
whom it chiefly concerned, and was distributed and shown to ma-
ny persons, and to several of Dr Gregory’s most intimate friends.
Dr Hope, however, added, that the awful solemnity of Dr Grego-
ry’'s written declaration and oath before God, had overcome the in-
credulity which these circumstances had created, and expressed his
belief, notwithstanding these most strong and remarkable presump-
tions, that, some how or other, Dr Gregory had, as he professed,
remained ignorant of the said reseolution.

The observations of Dr Hope placed the' improbability of Dr
Gregory’s broad and ungualified denial of 2/ knowledge or sus-
picion of that resolution, in the strongest point of view. T
were made in the presence of Dr Wright, who, it afterwards ap-
peared, had informed Dr Gregory of that resolution; and they
seem to have made Dr Gregory fully aware, that it was more pru-
dent for him to confess some knowledge of the resolution of the
College, than to persist in his solemn and broad denial of all know-
ledge, and all suspicion, that any such resolution had been pass-
ed.

The reply which Dr Gregory made to Dr Hope filled the Col-
lege with surprise and astonishment. He admirtted, that be bad
reccived information from two of the Members, that the College bad pas-
sed a resolution on the 5bth February 1805, returning their thanks to
the President and Committee for their trouble in revising the laws, and
declaring that they bad acted from the best or purest motives, but de-
nied that he had been informed, that the College had expressed
their opinion, that the Committee had acted in an honourable
manner. '

This acknowledgment, so completely at variance with his so-
lemn assertions, made in the most deliberate manner in writing,
produced an exclamation of surprise and indignation from several
of the Members, which they could not restrain. The violation of
truth thus disclosed, did not refer to any minute or inconsiderable
circumstance, which Dr Gregory might have forgotten, but to one
which he had made personal to himself, and in which he had taken
the warmest interest. His denial had been deliberate, solemn, and
without any exceptions, leaving not the smallest room for subter-
fuge or casuistry.

A
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A short discussion then followed; in the course of which Dr
Gregory, by way of explaining the glaring inconsistency, asserted,
that he had considered those parts of the resolution respecting
thanks and motives, with which alone, he said, he was acquainted,
as conveying a delicate censure on the President and Committee,
and that the expression, purest motives, might mean, the pure love
of gold, and insisted that, consequently, his knowledge did not
extend to the spirit of the resolution. Some of the Members, on
the contrary, maintained, that he must have known, if not the
words, at least the spirit, of the whole resolution, as it would have
been grossly inconsistent in the College, to have borne testimony
to the perfect purity of the motives of the Committee, if their
conduct had been immoral and unprincipled, as imputed to them
by Dr Gregory. The discussion was closed by the College adop:-
ing the following short answer to Dr Gregory’s letter of 64 pages,
recommended by the Council.

“ The President then stated, that the Council having read Dr
Gregory’s Letter, were unanimously of opinion, that its length
and prolixity are such, that to enter into any minute considera-
tion of it, would be altogether inconsistent with the time which
the meetings of the College should occupy, and with the other
engagements of its Members. They thought, therefore, that Dr
Gregory should be desired in future to condense his arguments,
and to avoid the diffuse illustrations, and the redundant expres-
sions, with which his papers abound. Regarding the great ob-
Ject of the letter, it was the opinion of the Council, that the
College have never disputed the right of any individual Member
to protest against any act of the College of which he may disa
prove ; but, by the advice of counsel, the College have already
exercised, and it is their opinion that they should continue to ex-
ercise, the right of refusing to record in their Minutes any Rea-
sons of Protest, which to them shall appear disrespectful or im-
proper.

To a great part of the matter which Dr Gregory has intro-
duced, altogether irrelevant and foreign from the Admonition,
against which he has declared his purpose to read reasons for
his protest, it was the opinion of the Council, that it is not ne-
cessary for the College to return any answer. One member of
the Council was altogether against adverting to this, as in no
shape regularly before the College; but, as Dr Gregory had ur-

ged
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ged them on the subject of their vote of February 5. 1805, in
which they return thanks to the late President and Committee for
revising the laws, for their great trouble in this business, and de-
clare them to have acted from the purest motives, and in the most
bonourable manner, the rest of the Council present thought it
right that the College should declare their adherence to that vote,
and their regret that Dr Gregory should think himself brought
into the dilemma so strongly stated towards the conclusion of his
letter.” :

The violation of truth, of which it was evident Dr Gregory
had been guilty, gave rise to much conversation among the Mem-~
bers who witnessed its detection.

Although it was clear, from the facts which he admitted, that
his protestation of ignorance was a deliberate falsehood, there
was some curiosity to know what information he had actually
received from the two Members to whom he had alluded. Dr
Gregory, however, gave no hint who these were. Dr James
Hamilton senior was one of them; and the account which he gave
of his communication to Dr Gregory on the subject was, that pre-
vious to the meeting of 5th February 1805 he waited on Dr Gre-
gory, and informed him, “ that a vote in support, or in favour of
the Committee for revising the laws, was to be moved in the Col-
lege that day, and that he meant to support it.” This statement
was repeatedly given wiva wvoce to Dr Hope, with permission to
use it in the College. Dr Hope committed it to writing, and
showed it to Dr Hamilton, who, after altering one word, said it
was correct, but declined subscribing it.

Dr Wright was the other Member alluded tor He had been
present upon the 24th November, but he remained perfectly mute
during the whole discussion.

On the 1st December 1807, Drs Stuart, Thomas Spens, and
Hope waited on Dr Wright at his own house.

Dr Stuart asked Dr Wright, if he had not informed Dr Gre-
gory of the resolutions of ‘the College of the 5th February 1805.

Dr Wright “ replied, that he had, and that he had told Dr Gre-
gory, that the College had completely acquitted the Committee, and
had declared that they had acted quite honourably.”

It must be supposed, that Dr Wright had been pondering on
the nature and extent of the information he had given Dr Grego-
ry, in consequence of the previous striking occurrences in the

' . College
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College relative to that subject. These gentlemen, therefore,
could have no reason to doubt that the satement he had made to
them was correct. To prevent, however, all possibility of mis-
take on their part, they separately committed to writing the terms
of Dr Wright's communication ; and Drs Spens and Hope waited
upon him again on the forencon of the 3d December, and shewed
him the above statement which they had written, requesting
him, if he found it correct, to certify it. After having read it,
he acknowledged its accuracy, but asked leave to take a copy of
it before certifying it ; and having copied it, he added to the ori-
ginal with his own hand, and with the uwtmost readiness, the fol-
lowing declaration.

“ I declare that the above statement is, to the best of my recol-
lection, correct. (Signed) Wm WricHT.” -

The testimony of Dr Wright and of Dr Hamilton thus coin-
ciding with Dr Gregory’s admission, proved that Dr Gregory
was possessed of information respecting the resolution, alto-
gether inconsistent with his solemn declaration of total igno-
rance. Dr Wright's testimony went somewhat farther, as it tend-
ed to shew, that Dr Gregory had heard more than he, even at last,
thought proper to admit. But though this might be an additional
violation of truth, it could scarcely aggravate the falsehood, which
was ascertained by his own admission *.

With evidence so decided, the Members of the College felt it an
incumbent duty upon them, not to allow such conduct to pass
without notice and censure; and this duty appeared still more ur-

gent,

* Dr Gregory has been pleased to inveigh against Drs Spens and Hope (Defence,
p- 370 &c.) for having made thefe inquiries of Drs Hamilton and Wright ; and with
no small degree of art and ingenuity, has represented this step as taking cx parte evi-
dence, &c. The College cannot suppose that any one will adopt Dr Gregory's view
of this matter. To them it appears in a very different light; they conceive that
these gentlemen were called upon by every principle of justice, liberality, and can-
dour, with respeél to Dr Gregory, as well as of prudence in regard to themselves,
to make every possible inquiry relative to the subjelt, before preferring a charge
of so serious a nature. 'With regard to their having committed to writing what pass-
ed between them and Dr Wright, and afterwards fubmitting it to him for his cor-
rection and certification, before making use of it, instead of being censurable, the
College consider this procedure as having been not only commendable, but highly
proper and necessary. ow much more honourable is it than the oppofite plan pur-
sued by Dr Gmgﬂrﬂ. of taking notes of private and confidential conversations, and:
publishing these in his pamphlets, without giving the individuals concerned any oppor-
tunity of correcting their inaccuracy ¢
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gent, when they considered,—that Dr Gregory had preferred
groundless charges to calumniate several of his Brethren,—that to
add weight to these charges, he had staked his fame and for-
tune upon his own veracity, and upon the truth of his assertions,
and had continually boasted of the uprightness, candour, and li-
berality of his own conduct;—that he had insinuated, that none
of his assertions or reasonings could be contradicted, because
the College had hitherto forborn to notice them ;—that he had
repeatedly declared war, and open war, against the College, and
was in the press, to commence the attack, at the very time when
he uttered the falsechood in question ;—that the part of his let-
ter which contained this falsehood, was written avowedly to pro-
cure materials for his publication ;—and finally, that the for-
bearance of the College, in regard to his former deviations from
truth, had only, as it seemed, emboldened him to repeat his in-
sults. -

As the detection was the immediate consequence of the obser-
vations made upon Dr Gregory’s letter by Dr Hope, the duty of
bringing this business forward naturally devolved upon him.,

Accordingly, after having made various fruitless attempts to in-
terest several most respectable persons among Dr Gregory’s friends
to co-operate with him, in preventing the necessity of a public dis-
closure of this degrading offence, Dr Hope laid a series of re-
solutions before the Council on the 4th, and before the College on
the 5th December 1807, both meetings having been called express-
ly for the purpose. : :

While the President was taking the chair, on the 5th, Dr
Wright, without assigning any reason whatever for the request,
or without giving the smallest hint, that he meant to retract his tes-
timony, abruptly asked Dr Hope to give him back the paper which
he had signed on the 3d. This Dr Hope declined, as it had been
tabled at the meeting of the Council the preceding day, and as it
was included in the resolutions, to receive which the meeting of
the College was then convened.

The resolutions moved by Dr Hope were of so serious a nature,
and so important in their consequences, that nething but the
most weighty considerations could have induced the College te
receive and discuss them. The 19th of December (1807) was
appointed for this latter purpose, that Dr Gregory might have suf-

ficient time to prepare his defence,
i 9.0
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On that day, after Dr Hope had laid the resolutions be-
fore the College, with the evidence in support of them, Dr
Wright read a paper, in which he disavowed the declaration
which he himself had certified as correct on the jforemoon of
the 3d, alleging that he had discovered certain manuscript-
notes on the morning of the same day, which convinced him that
that declaration was inaccurate, and asserting, that he now knew
positively he had merely told Dr Gregory, * that a motion had
‘been made in the College agreeable to the recommendation of the
‘Council, which, after much discussion, had been agreed to; and
that the College had ordered the Vice-President (Dr Wright him-
self) to render their thanks, first to Dr Spens, and then to his
Committee, for the revisal of the laws; and that they were con-
vinced they had acted from the purest motives.” * Here I stopt,”
(adds Dr Wright); * more than this, I did not report to Dr
Gregory of the proceedings of the Royal College of Physicians on
that day, nor upon any other occasion whatsoever.”

Having read this paper, he refused to deliver it to the Col-
lege—but he has since given it to Dr Gregory, who has pub-
lished it among his Relauve Documents.

Dr Gregory then stated, that before entering on his defence,
he wished to put some questions to Dr Wright, to Dr Hamilton
senior, and to some other Members of the College ; and he produ-
ced a bundle of papers, from which he accordingly read inter-
rogatories, which he had previously written, and now put to
Dr Wright. Most of the questions might be called very detail-
ed leading ones, and some of them were very intricate and ab-
struse. They seemed to be put with the intention, not of obtain-
ing from Dr Wright information respecting facts, but to get him
to express publicly an opinion approving of the Censorian Let.
ter and Review. In general they were answered by Dr Wrighe
by a simple affirmative or negative.

As the statements given by Dr Wright in his written speech, and
in his replies td some of Dr Gregory’s questions, differed materially
from matter of fact, and from that statement which he had for-
‘merly ‘certified as correct, he was cross questioned, as was una-
voidably necessary, by several of the Members ; and on reading
‘the minutes of that examination, it must appear, that his answers
neither agreed with his own written speech, nor with the answers

he gave to Dr Gregory..
G As
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As a detailed account of the inconsistencies of Dr Wright is con-
tained in the Appendix, N®L it is unnecessary to mention in this
place all the circumstances which induced most of the Members
to regard this partial departure from his previous testimony, and
this accommeodation of it to the terms of Dr Gregory’s admission,
M a very suspicious point of view. It is sufficient to state, that the
account which he then gave of his conversation with Drs Stuart,
Spens, and Hope, was contradictory to the one which he had cer-
tified as correct, two days after it had taken place; that he assert-
ed, that he found the manuscript notes on the morning of the
‘8d of December, immediately after breakfast, though in fact it
was not tiil near the middle of that very day that he had cer-
tified the statement he gave to Drs Spens and Hope; that he
acknowledged, that he was not in the habit of keeping notes
of his conversations about the affairs of the College ; that he
refused to show the notes to any one, or even to preserve them
in existence; and that, after having declared that he had a perfect
recollection of what was contained in the Censorian Letter, he
affirmed, that Dr Gregory bad nst in that work Mamﬂf the motives
of the Committce [for the revisal of the lawes.

But this new testimony, even though it had been unquestion-
able, could not in any manner have exculpated Dr Gregory in the
‘essential point of the falsehood imputed to him, because it sull
left his unqualified denial of all knowledge of the resolution of
5th February 1805 absolutely inconsistent with truth.

When the examination of Br Wright was concluded, Dr Gre-
gory was called upon to make his defence. It was to have been ex-
‘pected, that as the charge against him was specific and pointed, his
defence would have been readyand explicit. Dr Gregory, how-
ever, declined making any wiva vece defence, and said he would
yet require several weeks to prepare it, and that he intended to de-
liver it in print. Some discussion then took place respecting the
length of time, in addition to the fortnight already elapsed, which
would be sufficient for preparing a defence against a charge ly-
ing in se narrow a compass. The time demanded by Dr Gre-
‘gory seemed to many of the Members much longer than neces-
sary, and, connected with his conduct that day and on some
recent occasions, had the appearance of a stratagem both to
gain time and opportunity of giving vent to his abuse against
the College. Upon this being suggested, Dr Gregory behaved

ir the most outrageous manner, while the conduct nf Dr Hope,
against
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against whom his violent and ungentleman-like language was di-
rected, merited the full approbation of the College.

Subsequent events, it may be here observed, have fully justified
the suspicions which then arose.

This discussion terminated, by the College agreeing to allow Dr
Gregory the whole time he asked to prepare his Defence, which he
then engaged should be ready before the next quarterly meeting
in February 1808.

Dr Gregory however by no means fulfilled this engagement;
for upon that and several subsequent meetings he transmitted por-
tions only of a printed paper, entitled, Dr Gregory’s Defence ; and
it was not till after many and repeated delays, continued during
seven months, that he, on the 2d of August, gave in the whole of
what he stiles his Defence, against this charge of falsehood, under
the form of a 4to volume of 494 pages, exclusive of a volume of
180 pages, entitled, Relative Documents. On that day the Col-
lege fixed the 13th of September for taking the Resclutions and
Defence into consideration. Dr Hope and some other Members
then requested that Dr Gregory’s friends would communicate to
him their most earnest wish that he should give his personal at-
tendance on that occasion. Dr Gregory however absented him-
self from the meeting; but a few days before it took place, he
enriched his Defence with a Postscript of 16 pages, and made con-
siderable additions to his Relative Documents.

Before the meeting of the 13th September, the Members of the
College perused with great attention the volume presented by Dr
Gregory. This however proved to be a task requiring no small
labour and patience, not so much on account of the extraordi-
nary length of the volume, as from its being in a great measure
made up of irrelevant and incoherent matter, calculated to obscure
and to disguise, not to elucidate the real point at issue.

The following extract from the Minutes of the College will
shew the nature of the charge bl‘l:mght against Dr Gregory, and,
at the same time, the proceedings of the College at the extraordi-
nary meeting held for the purpose of deciding upon it

“ On the 13th of September Dr Hope was first heard in support
~ of the Resolutions submitted by him and Dr Spens to the College.
He then read, and lodged with the clerk, an amendment, which
it became necessary to make upon these Resolutions, in conse-

G2 e : quence
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quence of Di Wright having departed from the da:?c]araﬂaf:-n signed.
b} him.

The ariginal Resolutions moved on the 5th December 1807 were
in the following words.

‘ Dr Hope moved, That the Royal College of Physicians should
declare and resolve as follows:

1s¢, Thatat a %ua‘rte::l}r Meeting of the College, on the 5th of
February 1805, when every Member on the roll, except Dr Gre-
gnrv, was present, the following Resolutions, transmitted from

the Council, were passed. .

¢ The College, talnng into consideration the concern which the
President has had in the late revisal of the Laws, and the great
trouble and attention he has bestowed on it, are of opinion, how-
ever different the sentiments of the different Members may be on
that subject, that he has acted from the purest motives and in the
most honourable manner, and that ke well deserves the thanks of
the College, which they request the Vice President to give him;
and they appoint this Resolution to be engrossed in the Minutes,

‘ The Clerk having then called the roll, the whele Members ap-
proved of the motion of the Council, with the exception of ene
Member, who objected merely to the form of the motion, but whe
agreed with all the other Members, that the President had acted in.
an honourable manner.

“ Thereafter, 4 motion respecting the Committee for revising
the Laws, the same with the preceding, matatis mutandis, was read,
put to the vote, and carried in the same manner.” And the same
were 1'egular]y sanctioned, when the minutes were read at thﬂ"
subsequent meeting of the College in May.

2d, That Dr Gregory, in a letter addréssed to the President,
dated November 2. 1807, referring to a meeting of the College in
August 1806, from which he had been absent, uses the following
words: “ I absented myself from that meeting purposely, and
went about my ordinary business at the time of it, because I confi-
dently expected that some very sirong measure. with respect to me, was
to be proposed in the College : and I thought it more delicate, to-
wards my Brethren, to leave them at full liberty to express, with-
out reserve, their sentiments, and take their resolution with re-
spect to me, than to lay them under any restraint by being pre-
sent at their meeting; and also more prudent, with: respect to mE.

self,
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self, to-avoid, than té engage in, an unavailing debate, or perhaps
an angry and disgraceful altercation.

% On that occasion, 1 acted exactly in the same manner, and from the
same liberal and bonourable motives, that I bad acled from on a me:'&?r
occasion, at the quarterly meeting of the College in February 1805.°

3d, That Dr Gregory, in the same letter, uses the following
langxlagL, in regard to his ignorance of their proceedings on the
said 5th February 1805.

“ From this detail of the nature, and tendency, and purpose, of
my reasons: of dissent, you may easily perceive that they involve
some plain considerations: of reason, or rather of common sense,
about which I can hardly conceive that my Brethren and I should
differ, even for a quarter of an hour. They are at least totally
different from, and independent of, those, principles of moral
conduct about which we differ totally, and, T much fear, irrecon-
cileably. This strange difference of opinion, with napcct to the
principles of moral conduct, I discovered only about a year ago, and
that, as you know, by mere accident; for though it had been
Stmngly expressed., by my Brethren, in an unanimous resolution,
in my absencc', at their meeting in February 1805, and had even
been recorded in our minute-book, nay had been pnntf::d and dis-
tributed very freely, for a year and a half, it somehow happened
that I had not 2be least intimation of #t, till our meeting in Novem-
ber last. From this I infer that neither the Royal College at large,
nor any individual Member of it, not even yourself, who, ifI am
rightly informed, first proposed that declaration of your moral
sentiments, wished me to know it, or to make it a.subject of dis-
cussion: for if you had wished this, you would certainly have in-
formed me of it without delay.

“ The first intimation that I had of it was, by Dr Duncan senior
declaring, vehemently, after hearing me read my queries, that the
College must assert its own dignit},r; that it had shown too great
lenity to great offenders (or offences), that my printed paper was
a scandalous libel, and that the College had already decided that
point.  This he repeate-:l and on my telling him, repeatedly, that I
did not understand him, or knoto to what be allided, he turned up
the minute-book, and shewed me the record of the proceedings of
the College in February 1805. As that discovery of it was evi-
dently accidental, and as the proceeding of the Royal College was

most deliberate, I judge thatit was not intended, by my Brethren,
that
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that 1 should ever know of our great difference about morals:
which I must own was the most likely way to prevent any dis:
puting about them. I judge also that their deliberate proceeding,
on that occasion, was strictly consonant with their principles of
moral conduct : But I must take the liberty to say, thatit was al-
together repugnant to mine; which, as my Brethren well knew,
were explicitly stated in my Censorian’ Letter. ; [

“ As their sentiments of moral right and wrong were so differ-
ent from mine, that they all thought those proceedings most ho-
nourable which I thought just the contrary, they must have
thought mine completely erroneous, and probably dangerous or
pernicious in their consequences. They could not surely distrust
my sincerity in the sentiments which I professed, and the asser-
tions, with respect to many plain matters of fact, which I had
stated.  But if they had thought so unfavourably and unjustly of
me, they ought to have proceeded against me as a criminal ; and
no doubt they would have done so, for their own sakes indivi-
dually, as well as for the honour and interest of the Royal College.

‘ If they believed me sincere in what I had professed, but mi-
serably mistaken in my notions and principles of moral conduct,
it would have been rational and highly proper, nay it would have
been a humane and Christian duty, on their part, to have endea-
voured to instruct me, and set me right, or at least to have admo-
nished me of the nature and danger of my errors; provided al-
ways, and supposing, that they thought me not absolutely insane,
but capable of being reasoned with.

“ But if they thought me absolutely insane, incapable of in-
struction, and unfit to be reasoned with, and were themselves sin-
cere in those sentiments, so different from mine, which they pro-
fessed, then, certainly, they ought to have taken measures to get
me confined, and treated, as a lunatic. .

“ If now, on hearing my reasons of protest, they shall differ
from me with respect to the principles of reasoning and common
sense, as much as, on reading my Censorian Letter, they did
with respect to morals, they cannot hesitate what to do with me.

“ You know, Sir, that more than three months ago Dr Dun-
can senior distributed among us a printed paper, purporting to
be a Memorial and Queries submitted by him to counsel, includ-
ing a query about the expelling of me from this College for having

divulged their secrets; and containing in his own hand writing a
'UE'I'J.'




55

very strong hint or intimation that probably he would make a
motion to that purpose. Heis heartily welcome to try the experi«
ment whenever he pleases.

“ But be is not welcome to say, or to insinuate, as he bas done in that
printed paper, that I knew of the College baving passed that resolution,
or declaration, of February 1805, virtually deciding, (as be calls it), that
my Censorian Lelter was a false and scandalous libel ; implying that I
had shrunk from any inquiry into my conduct in that business ;
that I had not chosen, or had not dared, to vindicate what I had
‘done ; but had in a manner pleaded guilty, by allowing judgment
to go against me, by default, in my absence: for the direct contrary
of all these insinuations and implications is the truth.

“ It is possible however that Dr Duncan senior may not be
to blame ; but only bona fide mistaken, when he said it could not
be doubted that I knew of that proceeding.

“ As to the fact, I must repeat my solemn declaration, and oath
before God, that I neither knew nor suspecied any thing of ity nay, that
I could not even have thought it possible, till the moment when Dr
Duncan senior told me of it, and shewed me the record of it in
our minute-book last November, just one year and nine months
after the resolution had been passed. But measures, which I
never heard of, yet well known to Dr Duncan, may have been
taken to inform me of it, even from the first; and these measures
may have been frustrated by circumstances, - of which I have
no knowledge or suspicion. His words seem to imply some
such meaning: and the fact ought to be ascertained, for his
vindication and credit. If the College, as a body, expressed any
wish, or gave any order, to inform me of it; if any individual
Member of our College expressed such a wish, or undertook to
give me such intimation ; if any individual of our College, or not of
i, says be gave me such inlimation, or says he ever heard me express
any knowledge or suspicion of such a proceeding, before it was
announced to me by Dr Duncan in that strange manner, of which
you were a witness, at our meeting in November last, I wish
it to be declared explicitly, and publicly: for, in case of need,
I have a very different tale to tell, and to establish, as far as a
negative proposition can be established, by very competent evi-
dence.”

4sb, That on the 24th November 1807, the College met for the
purpoese of considering that letter from Dr Gregory, and when Dr

Hope,
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‘Hope, in the course of delivering his opinien respecting that letter,
-and respecting various parts also of Dr Gregory’s .conduct towards
the College, himself, and other Members, did strongly represent
the improbability of the ignorance, which Dr Gregory professed,
of the proceeding of the College in February 1805; and the little
reason the College, or its Members, had to believe, that he could
have continued ignorant of it, or could have entertained no suspi-
cion of it, for one year and nine months; and added, that in
spite of all such improbability, e did, in consequence of Dr Gre-
&ory's solemn declaration and oath before God, express bis belicf, that
Dr Gregory was reglly ignorant of that procecding ; Dr Gregory did,
in spite of that solemn oath, baving been much pressed upon the subject,
acknowledge and confess, that be bad received iuformation from two of
the Members, that the College bad, on the said 5th February, come to
a resolution, returning their thanks to the President and Commitiee for
their trouble in revising the laws, and declaring that they bad acted
Jrom the purest motives; but denicd bis being informed that the College
bad expressed their opinion, that the Committee bad acted in an bonour-
able manner ; and ‘that Dr Gregory did publicly repeat this ac-
knowledgment more than once, at the desire of some Members
of the College, and did afterwards acquiesce in it, when repeated
as above by Dr Hope in the same meeting ; and did express his
intention to send the same in writing to Dr Hope the mnext day,
which he did not do, and has not since done.
5th, That Dr James Hamilton senior, one of the Fellows, has
declared, that on the morning of the 5th February 1805, he had
informed Dr Gregory, that a vote in support, or in favour of the
Committee for revising the laws, was to be moved in the College
that day, and that he meant to support it ; and that Dr Wright,
another of the Fellows, has declared, that he had informed Dr
Gregory of the said resolutions, and that the College had com-
pletely acquitted the Committee, and had declared that they had
acted guite honourably. .

6th, That the College taking into consideration the foregoing
statement by Dr Gregory, of the reason of his absence from the
meeting of 5th February 1805 ; the solemn declaration and oath
before God of his ignorance of that proceeding, and of his having
no suspicion of it; the subsequent acknowledgment or confession
of Dr Gregory, so inconsistent with that declaration ; and the
testimony of Dr Hamilton, and of Dr Wriglit, contradictery buﬂ}
C
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‘of that oath and declaration, and of the avowal which Dr Gregory
made on the said 24th November—Do, in respect that these
statements were deliberately made within their own walls, or in
writings addressed officially to their President, and in the course of
‘discussion relating to the private business of the College, feel
themselves called upon to declare, that they consider such viola-
tion of truth, on the part of Dr Gregory, to be highly immoral,
and deserving the reprobation of the College ; and they do accord-
mngly express their reprobation of the same, along with their re-
gret and mortification, that any one of their body should have
-acted so as to call forth an animadversion and censure of this na-
‘ture.’

The resolutions moved on the 13th September 1808, with the
amendment as lodged with the clerk on that day, were the same
-as the preceding, as far as the 5th resolution. The amendments
wWere,

5th, That Dr James Hamilton senior, one of the Fellows, has
-declared, that on the morning of the 5th February 1805, he had
informed Dr Gregory, that a vote in support, or in favour of the
Committee for revising the Laws, was to be moved that day 1n the
College, and that he meant to support it

6¢b, That Dr Wright, another of the Fellows, declared to Dr
‘Stuart, the President, Dr Spens, and Dr Hope, on the 1st 6f De-
cember 1807, that he had told Dr Gregory, that the College had,
on the 5th of February 1805, completely acquitted the Committee,
-and had declared that they had acted quite honourably : That Dr
Wright, on the 3d of December, in presence of Dr Spens and Dr
.Hope, did subscribe, and CETtlf}' as correct, a cu}w of the said de-
-claration, which 1s now lodged with the c1e1L ¥: That Dr Wnght,

H on

* The Statement and Declaratisn are in the fallowing tevms

# On the 1ft of December 1827, Drs Stuart, Thomas Sptns, and I-Eupe, waited up-

on Dr Wright st his own houfe.
« Dr Stuart asked Dr Wright, if he had not informed Dr Gregory of the resolus

tions of the College of the 5th of February 1805 ?

# 1r Wright replied, that he had ; and that he had told Dr Gregory, that the Col-
lege had mmpiateiyr acqulttr:d the Committee, and had declared that they had alled.
quite henourably.”

& I declare, that the alyve stafement is, to the Last of my recollection, correct.
(Signed) * WiLLy Wricnr.”

Dec. 3. 18c7.



58

on the 19th of December last, declared to the College, that after
he had signed the above statement on the 3d December, he had
found notes of the communication he had made to Dr Gregory on
the 4th and 5th of February 1805, from which he discovered, that
he had informed Dr Gregory, that the College had voted their
thanks to the Committee for their trouble in revising the laws,
and had declared their conviction that they had acted from the
purest motives ; but that he had not informed Dr Gregory of any
thing more : That Dr Wright, when questioned by the President,
at the meeting of the College on the 19th December last, declared,
that the said notes were not legible by any person but himself,—
refused to produce them,—and declined engaging to preserve them
in existence.

Tth, That the College, taking into consideration the foregoing
statement of Dr Gregory, of the reason of his absence from the
meeting of the 5th of February 1805,—the solemn declaration and
oath before God of his ignorance of “ that proceeding,” and of
his having no suspicion of it—the subsequent acknowledgment
or confession of Dr Gregory, so inconsistent with that declara-
tion and oath,—and the testimony of Dr Hamilton and the dif-
ferent statements of Dr Wright, all perfectly contradictory of that
solemn declaration and oath,—Do, in respect that these statements
by Dr Gregory were deliberately made within their own walls, or
in writings addressed officially to their President, and in the course
of discussion relating to the private business of the College, feel
themselves called upon to declare, that they consider such viola-
tion of truth on the part of Dr Gregory, to be highly immoral,
and deserving the reprobation of the College ; and they do accor-
dingly express their reprobation of the same, along with their re-
aret and mortification, that any one of their body should have
acted so as to call forth an animadversion and censure of this
nature.

“ The Cellege then deliberated maturely upon these resolutions,
each Member delivering his opinion in the order of seniority, and
in general at considerable length,

Dr Barclay, though he held many of the arguments in the de-
fence as unsatisfactory and futile, did not however think it com-
petent to cnter into the question whether the charges were proved
or not, .
All
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All the other Members, with the exception of Drs Wright, Yule,
and Brown, who regarded the charges as wholly unfounded, con-
curred in the sentiments expressed in the resolutions, and in the
opinion, that the Defence presented by Dr Gregory was altogether
unsatisfactory.

Dr Hope was again heard in reply. The vote was then put,
* Adopt the resolutions moved by Dr Hope, or not?”’ when it
was carried, seven to three, Adopt; Dr Barclay declining to vote,
having some doubts respecting the propriety of taking the resolu-
tions into consideration, and of the right of the College to decide
upon them.

Dr Wright, Dr Yule, and Dr Brown, protested in the clerk’s
hands against the adoption of the resolutions, and desired it to be
marked in the minutes. :

Dr Hope then stated, that as the College had resolved to pass a
vote of censure upon Dr James Gregory, on account of a deliberate
violation of truth, in a solemn declaration and oath before God,
committed within their walls, and in the course of the business
of the College, it appeared to him highly right and proper, that
the College should insert in their records a statement of the grounds
upon which they founded their decision, in order that their suc-
cessors in the College may see, that they have not passed a vote
of so serious a nature, 1espectmg one of their Members, without
having the most cluar, certain, and complete evidence of the de-
linguency. j

The College approved of this measure, and thereupon Dr Hope
submitted to them a draught of such a deli verance, as he thought
the College should insert in their records.

This draught was approved of by the College, and was lodged
with the clerk. - The same has since then been carefully revised
by the President and Council, and the tenor of it is as follows :

* The College have considered very maturely the subject of the
resolutions, as moved by Dr Hope on the 5th of December 1807,
and as altered, in consequence of Dr Wright having given a-diffe-
rent testimony to the College on the 19th from what he had given
to the President, Dr Spens, and Dr Hope, on the 1st, and signed
on the 3d, all of the same month.

The Cnllege have also considered attentively the printed Defence-
of Dr Gregory, and have maturely deliberated upon the whole of
this serious and momentous business.

H 2 Tt
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It appears to the College,

1s¢, That Dr (:mwuy, in his letter addressed to the President
on thr:: 2d of November 1807, as quoted in the third resolution
moved by Dr Hope, does, in the most general, broad, and com-
prehensive terms, aver, thathe knew nothing of the resolution or
declaration of the College of the 5th February 1805, implying, as
Dr Gregory alleges, in various parts of it, a difference of opinion
between the College and himself respecting the principles of mo-
ral conduct, moral sentiments, morals, sentiments of moral right
and wrong, until the record of it was shewn to him in November
1806, one year and nine months after it was passed.

E:f{y That Dr Gregory has, in the said letter, asserted in a so-
lemn declaration and oath before God, that he had no knowledge
or suspicion of what Dr Duncan senior, in a printed paper distri-
buted to the Members of the College in Ma}r 1807, has represent-
ed as a virtual decision of the College against ]:um, Dr Gregory ;
which virtual decision Dr Duncan describes, as consisting in an
unanimous resolution of the College on the 5th of February 1805,
declaring, that the President and Committee had acted from the
purest motives, and in the most honourable manner; nay, that
he, Dr Gregory, could not even have thought it possible, till the
record of it was shewn him, a year and nine months after the re-
solution had been passed.

But it appears to the College,

3dly, That Dr. Gregory has, in his letter already referred to,
and as quoted in the second resolution moved by Dr Hope, stated
as a reason for purposely absenting himself from the meeting of
the 5th of February 1805, that he confidently expected some very
strong measure with respect to himself was to be proposed in the
College, and that he thought it more delicate towards his Brethren,
to leave them at full liberty to express their sentiments, and to
take their resolution with respect to him, than to lay them under
any restraint by being present, and also more prudent with regard
to himself, to avoid than to engage in an unavailing debate, or
perhaps an angry and disgraceful altercation.

4thly, That Dr James Hamilton senior had, previously to the said
meeting of the 5th of February, informed Dr Gregory, thata vote
was that day to be proposed in the College, in favour or in sup-
port of the Commirttee for revising the laws, and that he, Dr Ha-
milton, meant to support it

5tbly,
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5thiy, That Dr Gregory did, on the 24th of November 1807,
as' stated in the fourth resolution moved by Dr Hope, acknowledge
and admit, that he had received information from two of the Mem-
bers, that the College had, on the said 5th of February, come to a
resolution, returning their thanks to the President and Committee
for their trouble in revising the laws, and declaring that they had
acted from the purest motives ; which admission has since been
corroborated by the testimony of Dr Wright.

6thly, That the grounds on which Dr Gregory has, in his De-
fence, attempted to confine his denial of knowledge to one part of
the said resolution of the 5th of February, and to reconcile the in-
consistency between his declaration upon oath, and the matter of
fact in regard to the information which he had received, are alto-
gether unsatisfactory.

In his Defence, he maintains, that his denial could rationally
be applied only to such part of the said resolution of 5th February
1805, asimplied a difference of opinion between him and the Col-
lege respecting the principles of moral conduct, or imported a con-
tradiction of what he had asserted in his printed papers ; that the
only part of the said resolution which implied such difference or
contradiction, was that clause, declaring that the President and
Committee had acted in the most honourable manner ; and that the
clause relative to their motives did not imply any such difference
or contradiction, as he had never disputed the motives of the Com-
mittee being good, but, if present at the meeting, should have most
cheerfully concurred in the declaration, that the Committee had
acted from the purest or best motives, adding, that this was, bona
Jide, his opinion.

But the College must observe, that Dr Gregory’s assertion, that
he had never disputed the purity of the motives of the Committee,
1s notoriously contrary to truth; as Dr Gregory, in his printed
papers, did, at great length, labour to calumniate the Committee,
and degrade them in the opinion of the public, by representing
them as having been actuated by motives and considerations, to
which he applied the reproachful epithets of selfish, sordid, unwor-
thy, illiberal, mean, base, odious, and disgusting. ;

That Dr Gregory’s solemn oath and declaration refer directly
and immediately to the resolution of 5th February, as described
by Dr Duncan senior, without any explanation, that they were
intended to apply to one part of that resolution only, and not to

the
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the other ; and there is not a single expression in the coui'se of Dr
Gregory's very long letter, from which such an inference could
be drawn.  And they must farcher remark, that as the declaration
of the College respecting the motives of the Committee, was a di-
rect contradiction of many assertions made by Dr Gregory in his
printed papers; as it xrnplled as wide a difference; between him
and the College, respecting the principles of moral conduct, and
as it was as much a virtual decision against him, as the other
clause, respecting the honourable conduct of the Committee, it
was, even according to Dr Gregory’s own principles, included in
his denial of knowledge, which must therefore be considered as ex-
tending to doth parts of the resolution of the 5th February 1805.

Tebly, From all these mnmderatmns, it appears to the College
that Dr Gregory’s Defence is completely unsatisfactory ; that the
information which Dr Gregory received from Dr Hamilton, re-
specting what was to be done at the meeting of 5th February, the
reasons which Dr Gregory has stated for his absence from that
meeting, and the knowledge which he admits that he possessed
respecting that resolution, as well as those parts of it called by
Dr Duncan senior the virtual decision, are completely inconsistent
‘with, and contradictory of, his broad and comprehensive denial of
knowledge, and his solemn declaration and oath above referred to,
and that Dr Gregory has of course been guilty of a direct and de-
liberate violation of truth.

The College have therefore adopted the whole of the Resolutions
moved by Dr Hope, altered as above mentioned, and feel them-
selves called upon to declare, that they consider such conduet, on
the part of Dr Gregory, to be highly immoral, and deserving the
reprobation of the College ; and they do accordingly express their
reprobation of the same, along with their regret and mortification,
that any one of their body should have acted so as to call torth
an animadversion and censure of this nature.

The College also adopt the recommendation of the Council, and
do hereby expressitheir strongest disapprobation of the manner in
which Dr Gregory has endeavoured in his Defence to obscure the
subject, by mvolvlng it in an immense mass of irrelevant matter ;
of the numerous misrepresentations of various facts and circum-
stances well known to the Members individually, of the un-
founded insinuations and calumnies contained in that Defence,
and of the coarse, rude, and even sometimes grossly indecent lan-
guage 1n which it is written, :
SECT.
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sl Gl IV,

The preceding Minute affords ample proof of the attention be-
stowed by the College upon the investigation of this charge against
Dr Gregory. Every indulgence with regard to time for preparing
his Defence had been allowed him, and every circumstance which
could be urged in his favour was p;!.tl&lltl}' listened to. When it
is known, that nearly twelve hours were occupied in the discussion
of the subject on the 13th of September; that each Member who
voted for the Resolutions gave a detailed statement of the reasons
for his particular vote, and that they were all aware that a vote of
censure for a deliberate violation of truth, in a solemn declaration

and oath before God, upon a person in Dr Gregory’s public situa-
tion, and who had lmpressed the world with a high opinion of his
veracity and his integrity, must be received by the public with a
very considerable degree of surprise, it cannot be doubted that every
one of them felt convinced, that not only the honour and dignity
of the College, but also his own individoal . char acter, were impli-
cated in the justice of the decision.

The inducement Dr Gregory had to commit so gross a violation
of truth was not at first very obvious ; but the proof of the fact
being clear, and totally independent of all circumstantial evidence,
it seemed unnecessary to enquire into his motives. As, however,
Dr Gregory has called upon the College to assign some motive for
such an offence, they may observe, that he himself has furnished
a key, which seems to fit pretty exactly.

He maintains, both in his long Letter and in his Defence, that
the College, by their resolution of February 1805 in favour of the
Committee, pronounced him to be either the greatest knave and
the most impudent liar in the country, or absolutely insane ; and
as his Brethren had not got him secured in a strait waistcoat,
he is-disposed to give the preference to the former of these inter-
pretations. In his Defence he asserts, that if he had known of
the resolution, and had remained silent respecting it, it must have
been considered, either as an acknowledgment that he was a
knave and a liar, or as a proof that he was guilty of base and con-
- temptible pusillanimity, unexampled in the history ef the human

mind. In order therefore to avert these very disagreeable and

degrading
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o brt.d?nr- constructions which he conceived might be put on his
silence, it seems not unlikely to suppose that he found it necessary
to account for that silence by solemnly denying that he had ever
heard of the resolution. _ .

1f it be objected to this explanation, that no other than a man
callous to all sense of shame could hazard a falsehood admit-
ting so readily of detection, the College might refer to the prece-
ding part of this Narrative for evidence, that Dr Gregory had
disregarded all considerations of this kind; but he has rendered
this reference unnecessary, for even in his "Defence he has indul-
ged in a variety of falsehoods, fully as gross as that for which
he has been thus censured, and which are of still more’ easy de-
tection. . : : :

Dr Gregory no dnubt makes strong, and frequent, and violent
-professions ot regard to truth and cand@ur, and every moral virtue.
But an examination of his late publications has confirmed the
‘College in the opinion, that the prejudices and the passions of the
man, have often proved too strong for the precepts of the phil-::iéru'-
pher and the moralist; in proof of which, they shall here give
some further examples of ‘the wide dlfference there i1s in this re-
spect between the Theory and Practice of Dr Gregory.

Of his more recent vmlatmns of truth, the most prommem is
“his positive and solemn denial of having, in the Censorian Letter,
in any degree blamed the motives which had led the Committee for
the revisal of the Laws to propose the alteration of the By-law of
1754. This denial is not expressed in doubtful language, nor in
rerms which can admit of being explained or frittered away. It
is repeated in various forms, and seems to be urged with extraor-
dinary earnestness. Thus, "he says, Defence, p. 25. * According
“to the declaration of the Cc-l]e ge, 5th I“Lbl‘ltar}' 1805, not only the
motives of the Committee, or the end which they had in view,
were good, which I believe no body ever disputed, and which, I
am sure, that [ at least never did dispute)” &e. * They could
not relate to the deelaration of the College, that Dr Spens and his
Committee had acted frem the best (or purest) motives; Jfor 7
bad never said or thonght otherwise; and if 1 had been present
at that Meeting of the College, I should have concurred in it ‘most
cheerfully,” &c. fbid. p. 101.——* I am sure, that with respect
to myself, the difference of the import of the two articles of the
virtual decision is so great, that only the latter can be understood
as any controdiction of what I had said of the Committee and their

proceedings,
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proceedings, as any condemnation of my conduct, or- as decading
that my printed papers were a false and scandalous libel. I am
sure that [ should most cheerfully bave concurred in the declaration,
that the Committee bad acted from the best (or purest) motives, for
this was fona fid: my opinion ; which opinion I remember dis-
tinctly to have expressed to two of my Brethren, who separately
informed me (4th and 5th February 1805) of that article of the
declaradon of the Royal College. I have never changed, nor do I
think I ever can change that opinion, being convinced that the
motives of the Committee were pure and good ; though I thought
then, and still think, that there were other motives, of much high-
er authority, according to which they ought to have acted.” Ibid.
P 1735 \

Now let the Censorian Letter bear witness, whether he has not
declaimed most vehemently against the motives of the Commit-
Lee. '

 If it shall appear that all these things are said and done, with-
out even the pretence of any bonourable motive or liberal purpose,
without the most distant view to the honour of our profession,
the improvement of our Science, or the good of mankind, but
purely in hopes of promoting the pecuniary interest of some of our
own number ;—What must be thought of us? Is it possible for
human genius to contrive an expedient that shall more surely and
effectually degrade us all?”* Cens. Lett. p. 19. and 20.

“ But when it is proposed to rescind such a law, notoriously and
avowedly to serve the private and pecuniary interest of a few indi-
viduals, the successors of those who, for-the most honourable and
public spirited purposes, had enacted that law, the measure must
be thought not only absurd and unjust, but illiberal and disgracefid.
It is still worse, when those who think the law unfavourable to
their pecuniary interest, and yet dare not propose openly to repeal
it, endeavour to evade it, or explain it away. There is in this case
a twofold meanness or turpitude ; fivst, i the end proposed ; se-
eondly, in the means employed to accomplish that end, OQur law
of 1754 was not enacted to promote the pecuniary interest of the
Fellows and Licentiates of our College, but for a totally differens,
and, in one respect, almost an gpposite purpose,~—to prevent our
Licentiates, as our Fellows had previously been prevented, from
promoting their own pecuniary interest, by means inconsistent
with the bosour of cur profession, the estimation of our individual

I Members,
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Members, the advancement of our Science, and the good of mankind.
And now it is seriously proposed, to disregard all those honourable
considerations,—to evade, or explain away, that is in fact to repeal
that law,—and to permit and authorise our Members to consult,
as they best can, their own pecuniary interest, even by those un-
worthy means, which their predecessors had most strongly repro-
bated.” Ibid. p. 14. and 15. ;

“ 1 shrewdly suspect also, that some of our younger Brethren,
who are the keenest in this’ business, have committed one or two
other oversights, from which a little more experience and know-
ledge of the world might have preserved them. They certainly
must all know, for it is an old observation of the wisest of men,
that * he that maketh haste to be rich shall not be innocent;” but
probably they are not all aware, that he that maketh most haste to
be rich, does not always become rich the soonest. Few, few, have
risen, and many have sunk, never to rise again, in public esteem,
by foo great and too early attention to their own pecuniary interest,
and by indulging, even in youth, the sordid selfish passions of un-
honoured age. 'This, odious as it must be in every profession, is
peculiarly disgusting in ours, in which the private interest of the
practitioner is totally different and distinct from that of mankind,
and may too easily be set in opposition to it, in a manner not fit
to be named.” Ibid. p. 6. and 37.

“ I'wish and hope to see the question decided by our College,
purely on the most liberal and bonourable principles ; and my inten-
tion in stating and discussing so minutely the illiberal considera-
tion of pecuniary interest, was only to withdraw that veil, or dis-
pel that mist, which alone, as T had reason to believe, prevented
some of my Brethren from perceiving the nature and force of
those honourable considerations which ought to determine their
judgment and regulate their conduct. "All of us are men, subject
to the common passions and infirmities of human nature, of which
the auri sacra fames is one of the greatest, and worst, and most
common. It 1s too often “ the beam in our own eye, which we
do not see,” but which does not prevent us from seeing, and
“ trying to pluck out the mote that is in our neighbour’s.”

“If I have done injustice to any of my Brethren by this sur-
mise, it was not intended, and I am heartily sorry for it ; but I
trust they will forgive me, or at least, if I am mistaken, that they

will have the goodness to set me right, when I solemnly decls;e,
at
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that it was impossible for me, after all the enquiries that I could
make, and all the attention I could bestow on the subject, to form
a different opinion or even conjecture,’ Ibid. p. 39, & 40.

Other passages of a similar tendency might be ‘quoted, but the
above sufficiently show the sentiments he has expressed on this
subject.

As Dr Gregory must have been fully aware that bis strong
reprobation of the motives of the Committee could not fail to be
well known, not only to his Brethren, but also to every one who
had even glanced at his Censorian Letter, he must have foreseen,
that so remarkable a falsehood, as that contained in his asseveration,
that be had never blamed the motives of the Committce, and that he
would cheerfully have joined his Brethren in declaring them to
have been the purest or best, aggravated by the pledge of his bona
Jides, could neither escape notice, nor be suffered to pass with-
out the severest reprehension. It must be admitted, indeed,
that he had a strong inducement to violate truth in this instance,
as the only attempt which he makes to show that his solemn de-
claration and oath before God was consistent with truth, funda-
mentally rests on his assertion, that he had never disputed the
motives of the Committee, and that he had always thought them
the purest or best.

The next instance of very gross violation of truth occurs
in page 5. of the Defence. He says, * I must add my most solemn
declaration with respect to two other propositions of some con-
sequence in this discussion ; which propositions, being nega-
tive, do not admit of direct proof, but which, I believe, will not
be disputed by any of my Brethren.

“ The first of these is, that with only one exception ¥, and
this one of no consequence in the great subject of discussion, no
attempt has been made to point out to me any error, either in
those things which in my Review and Censorian Letter I had

stated

* This single exception relates to a conversation with Dr Stuart, in which he
pointed out to Dr Gregory his mistake with respect to one circumstance ; and Dr
Gregory allows that he had expressed himself respecting this too confidently and rashly ;
* but that very rashness or confidence,” fays Dr Gregory,  is a proof that T spoke
and acted fona fide on that occasion I Fide Defence, page 6. If, however, the
conversation had not been interrupted by the presence of another person, it ‘was Dr
Stuart’s intention to have pointed out, had he been inclined to listen to him, other
errors besides this one, and these of much greater moment.

12
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stated as matters of fact, or in these sentiments which I had ex-
pressed with respect to the principles of moral conduct, or in my
mode of reasoning, and in the inferences which I had drawn
from those things which I had censidered and stated as matters. of
face.”

Though the proposition now quoted is supported by a most so-
lemn. declaration, 1t 1s nevertheless inconsistent with truth.. Dr
James. Buchan, who had gone abroad some weeks before the Re-
view and Censorian Letter were published, was in Edinburgh,
upon a short leave of absence, in May 1807. Upon the 23d of
that month he had a long interview with Dr Gregory, and on that
occasion pointed out to him various errors in point of fact, and
various. misconceptions, misrepresentations, and unfair inferences
contained in these Pamphlets. Dr Buchan had wished to state
those points to Dr Gregory at a meeting of the College on the
19ch of May 1807, but the President prevented him from proceed-
ing, as the College at that ume persisted in declining to hear any
gbservations upon the Review and Censorian. Letter. Dr Buchan
detailed the heads of the conversation he had with Dr Gregory to.
Dr Spens and to Dr Duncan junier, immediately after it took place,
and also to other Members of the College. Dr Spens, who had at
the time committed to writing the particulars thus communicated,
transmitted to Dr Buchan, then at Gibraltar, a copy of the above
solemn declaration, extracted from the portion of the Defence
delivered to. the College in February 1808, along with a memo~
randum. of the points in Dr Gregory’s. printed papers, with regard
to which. Dr Buchan, had attempted in that conversation. to. set
Dr Gregory right.. The College have before them. Dr Buchan’s
reply, in which he confirms the statement that he had that con-
versation, and that Dr Spens’s memorandum contained, to the best
of his recollection, the outlines of it. Fide App. N° IV.

The violation of truth to be next noticed, relates to Dr Wright.
It oecurs in p. 369. of Defence. Dr Gregory, in discoursing on
the evidence given by Dr Wright, in his examination on the
19¢h December 1807, prints severali questions which he had
put to Dr Wright, and in allusion to- them, observes, “ But T
was not quite so fortunate, in the contriving and expressing of.
those questions, as I had been with respect to some others, which:
[ proposed to Dr Wright.  He declined to answer them. Even this
M declining.
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declining seemed to me to imply a great deal, nay, almost all
that I wished him to have declared in presence of the College.”
Of these questions, five in number, which it is thus said he de-
clined to. answer, Dr Wright did actually answer four, and some
of them in a manner quite contrary to Dr Gregory’s wishes. One
of these, with its answer, it is worth while to insert. Question by
Dir Gregory :—* Was that part of the declaration of the College,
that Dr Spens and his Committee had acted in the most honour-
able manner, anderstood by Dr Wright to be only a temporary
expedient, to save the feelings of Dr Spens and his Committee,
and to restore peace to the College ! Answer by Dr Wright :—
“ I did nof understand it in that light.”

After asserting, ‘that Dr Wright declined to reply to a question
which he answered so explicitly, and imputing to him an opinion
directly the reverse of what he had actually expressed, and after
much sophistical reasoning upon this false foundation, Dr Gre-
gory adds, “ I firmly believe that these were, and to this bonr are,
the sentiments of many others of my Brethrén, who concurred in
the declaration ; nor can 1 believe otherwise of any of them; till
they shall' explicitly declare the contrary, viz. that the declsration
was 7ol a temporary expedient; employed on a very urgent occa-
sion, to serve that particular purpese which I supposed; and have
specified, Defence, p. 370.” And again, in page 572, “ I conceive
it therefore to- be, with respect to my Brethren, the most candid,
and favourable supposition; and, with respect to myself, the safest
course, to extend to all of them' that notion, wbhich [ firmly belicve
to be true with respect to Dr Hamilton and Dr Wright, viz. that
the declaration  was but a temperary expedient.”

Another of these is an allegation miuch insisted upon in the De-
fence. In pages 56, 102, 140, 452, &c. Dr Gregory, without ha-
zarding the direct assertion, falsely, though- cunningly, endeavours
to impress his readers with the belief, that the Committee withtrew’
that part of the report which relates to act 1754, in consequence of
his severe reprehension of their conduct, and of the measures pro-
posed by them, as if they were conscious that they had acted dis-
honourably, and merited the censure bestowed on them in his
printed papers. Defence, page 5. Dr Gregory says, * And lastly,
I can prove, that they two, Dr Spéns and Dr Hepe, in these very
remarkable circumstances, desisted from their project, at least

- ! ﬂ?"{.‘u
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pro tempore, and asked and obrained permission to withdraw their
report, and reconsider it; and withdrew it accordingly, and gave
it in again to the College, suppressing all those parts of it which
I had reprobated as breach of faith, chicane, and falsehood : which
proceeding on their part, I considered as explicitly retracting what
they had improperly declared, and tacitly a.dmlttmg the truth and
justice of what 1 had said of their proceedings.”

The fact, however, s, as has already been stated, that the Com-
mittee, about the rnuldle of December 1804, befﬁre Dr Buchan
left Scotland for foreign service, and long before they knew or
suspected that Dr Gregory was preparing for publication, formally
came to the determination of asking permission, at the next quar-
terly meeting, to withdraw those parts of their report which were
likely to divide the College.

It has been already stated, that Dr Gregory was informed of this
determination many weeks before his publications appeared, and
even before many pages of the Censorian Letter were written, (as
the date of the 13th December 1804, affixed to the 8th page, abun-
dantly proves), first, in general terms, by Dr James Home, who had
artended the meeting of the Committee when the determination was
entered nto, and afterwards by Dr Hamilton senior, at the express
request of Dr Spens, then President, The correctness of that infor-
mation has been fully confirmed to him since his Review and Cen-
sorian Letter were published, both in the minutes of the College of
the 5th of February 1805, and by Dr Buchan on the 23d of May
1807, in the long conversation already alluded to. His papers, there-
fore, had no concern, and could have no eftect on the determination
of the Committee ; and the credit which he takes to himself on this
account, as well as his assertions upon the subject, he must
have been .conscious, were all equally destitute of foundation,
It would be difficult to decide, whether the conduct of Dr Gre-
gory, in publishing his injurious papers after he knew that the
measure to which they related was relinquished, or in represent-
ing that relinquishment as the consequence of his publication, be
the more reprehensible.

Fad all the falsehoods already noticed been effaced from the
memory of his injured Brethren, the following must have sufficed
to have established the point now under illustration ; for it 1s mo-
rally impossible to suppose that Dr Gregory could flatter himself

: with
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with the expectation that this could escape due animadversion in
the Royal College. He accuses Dr Hope, p. 111. and 112. of De-
fence, of having substituted certain words of his own, instead
of the expressions of Dr Gregory, in the resolutions which he
moved on the 5th of December 1807.

“ I never could have supposed that any person would have at-
tempted, or pretended to extend the meaning of my solemn decla-
ration and oath, beyond what I had expressly said, or substitute,
as Dr Hope has done, for my precise expression, that preceeding,
(previously explained to mean the condemnation of me, and a
strange difference with respect to the principles of moral conduct),
the general vague comprehensive expression, those proceedings, in-
nuendo all the proceedings of the College on that occasion.”

This alleged substitution is, iz all its parts, an absolute and com-
plete fiction. 'The expression, these praceedings, which Dr Gregory
accuses Dr Hope of having interpolated, afually does not, and never
did exist in the resolutions moved, from beginning to end.

In other places, p. 134. he accuses Dr Hope of having substituted
the expression, their proceedings, instead of the precise words, that
%’mam’iug. This imputation 1s not better founded than the ocher.

r Hope has most faithfully and accurately transcribed the pre-
cise words of Dr Gregory’s letter, and has no where substituted
any expressions of his own. In the preamble to the third resolu-
tion moved by Dr Hope, the words, their proceedings, do occur as
follows. “ 34, That Dr Gregory, in the same letrer, uses the fol-
lowing language, in 'regard to his ignorance of their procecdings
on the said 5th of February 1805.”

In this passage the expression, their proceedings, is most correct-
ly used, and no other expression could have been used with equal
propriety. Itis not given as a quotation from Dr Gregory, or
as expressing to what extent he had professed to be ignorant
of their proceedings, but merely as introductory to the quotation
from Dr Gregory’s own letter, which is given wverbatim, and is
left to speak for itself. In the conclusion drawn from Dr Gre-
gory’s words, the term that procecding is invariably employed.

Such are the imaginary misquotation and substitution which Dr
Gregory, with the certainty of confutation staring him in the face,
has imputed to Dr Hope, and of which he speaks in the following
terms. “ I protest peremptorily against all such tricks, and all
proceedings founded on them, as deliberate falsehood, and deter-
mined knavery.

Can
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Can it be ecredited, that while incessantly boasting of his
own fidelity in quortation, and while thus indulging in ground-
less accusations agminst others, caleulated to greate distrust in
the extracts which had been quoted from his long letter of 2d
November, as containing the proofs of the violation of truth, of
which he was aceused, {and has been found guilty), he has him-
self printed in his Relative Documents an imperfect copy of that
letter ¢ Yet such is the case. He bas actwally left out the part
of it to avhich bis solemn declaration aud ocath referved, aud wpon
which the proof of lis baviag wviclated trath in that solemn oath
principally rests.

The passage thus omitted is: * But he is not welcome to say,
or to insinuate, as he has dene in that printed paper, that I knew
of the College having passed that Resolution, or Declaration, of
February 1805, virtually deciding, (as he calls it), that my Cen-
sorian Letter was a false and scandalous libel, implying, that I
had shrunk from any inquiry into my eonduct in thar business ;
that I had not chosen, or had not dared to vindicate what I had
done; but had in a manner pleaded guilty, by allowing judgment
to go against me, by default, in my absence; for the direct con-
trary of all these insinuations and implications is the truth.”
(Vide Rel. Doc. p. 98.) :

By this omission his solemn declaration and subsequent assez-
tions become unintelligible, and, at the same time, the evidence
of his violation of truth is rendered very imperfect. A few days
after the Defence had been given in to the College, Dr Gregory
sent a printed postscript, the professed object of which was, to cor-
rect a mistake, (not that misrepresentation neticed in p. 68. & 69.
of this paper), which he had committed in commenting on the
evidence of Dr Wright ; but in that pestscript he has made no al-
lusion to the omission of the above remarkable passage. His let-
ter, of which it formed a part, extended in manuscript to sixty-
four pages, and every word of it, excepting that essential part of
the evidence against himself, is accurately and faithfully printed.
Can it be supposed, even for a moment, that this circumstance
could have been accidental ? ;
~ These proofs, thus resting upon his own acts and writings, not
only establish, beyond the possibility of contradiction, the posi-
tion, that neither the facility of detection, nor the certainty of

exposure,
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exposure, have deterred Dr Gregory, when he had a purpose to serve,
from asserting what is contrary to truth, and from pledging his
bona fides in support of his assertion ; but must also remove all
surprise at his having been found guilty of a violation of truth in
a solemn and spontaneous declaration and oath.

When it is consideéred within what narrow bounds the charge
against Dr Gregory lies, it must appear at once to every reader,
that there could be no occasion for so enormously voluminous a
Defence as that which he has printed and distributed. Indeed,
the circumstance of its extraordinary size affords the strongest
presumptive evidence, that he found himself unable to bring for-
ward any clear and satisfactory arguments, to shew that he had
not been guilty of the deliberate violation of truth imputed to him,
and chose on that account to involve it in a cloud of words.

* Accordingly, as has been already stated, he has in that huge
volume kept the real question as much as possible out of view,
and has employed a variety of artifices to decoy the attention of
the reader from the point at issue ; so that, in fact, it is alinost
impossible for any one to discover, from a perusal of what he
calls his Defence, the real nature of the charge against which Dr
Gregory had to defend himself,

Under the pretence, too, of giving an accoynt of his whole con-
duct towards the Royal College, he has, in this new appeal to the
Public, taken the opportunity of repeating, in language of in-
creased virulence, the calummnies of his Censorian Letter ; of re-
presenting himself as the only Member of the College who has any
pretensions to talents, veracity, and honour; and of pouring forth
the most intemperate abuse on the whole College.

A detailed exposition of all these circumstances would fill a vo-
lume of equal size with his own, and on that account, and be-
cause the preceding Narrative must have brought into view so
much of Dr Gregory’s character, as to defeat his abuse and calum-
nies, the College deem it necessary to notice only a few of the
most striking parts of that enormous volume. They begin with
the misrepresentations of the nature of the charge,

The first of these occurs in page 2d of his Defence. He there
asserts, “ That he stands accused of tnorwing and acquiescing in the
resolution of February 5. 1805.” To refute this pretended accusa-
tion, he devotes by far the greater part of his defensive argu-
ments, the whole of his logical disquisitions, his dilemmas, syl-

logisms,
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logisms, and enthymems, &c. No such allegation, however, was
ever brought against him. No individual within the College, and
none without, so far as is known, has ever expressed any opi-
nion of his acquiescence or non-acquiescence ; and from the reso-
lutions themselves, it is evident that it formed no part of the charge
against him.

This misrepresentation of the question at issue 1s not only cal-
culated to mislead, but is also designed to impose upon the reader,
by furnishing grounds for a plausible argument of moral, inter-
nal, and circumstantial evidence in his favour. Thus in page 428,
he has founded upon it a dilemma, viz. That his Brethren, zobhen
they believed that be bad acquiesced in the resolution of February 5.
1805, must have supposed that he did so, * either believing and
knowing that their declaration was true, or else not believing it,
but knowing that it was false.” After shewing, as he alleges,
that the former of these propositions is i1mpossible, he asserts,
p- 431. & 433. that the latter is not only false, but utterly in-
credible 3 and adds, “ In the course of a long life, I have never
known any person actin such an absurd and disgraceful manner ;
I have never even heard or read of such conduct.” * Above all,
if, in my conduct through the whole course of my life, they have
known any instances, or even one instance of such baseness, and
folly, and pusillanimity, I heartily wish they would declare it, and
they ought to do so. It will tend greatly to convict me, and to
vindicate themselves.” Def. p. 432.

It is scarcely necessary to remark, that the premises of this di-
lemma are alfogether false ; for, as has been already positively de-
clared, his Brethren never alleged that he had acquicsced in the re-
solution of February 5. 1805.

With respect to the strong appeal to his own conduct through
life, contained in the preceding quotation, Dr Gregory has been
peculiarly unfortunate. He could not surely suppose, that his
Brethren were ignorant, that he had been found guilty of defama-
rion, highly injurious to the moral and professional character of
one of his late Brethren, and punished by damages, fine, and ex-
pences, by a verdict of the Commissary Court. An appeal was
open to the Court of Session and to the House of Lords, but
he acquiesced in that decision. Now, according to his own mode
of reasoning, he must have acquiesced in the decision of that

Court, either knowing it to be true, or knowing it to be f'alsﬁ_
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If he acquiesced in it, knowing it to be true, it was acknowled-
ging that he had been guilty of slander and defamation. If he ac-
quiesced in it, knowing it to. be false, he furnished that precise
“ instance of baseness, and folly, and pusillanimity,” which he
defied his Brethren to produce.

A second misrepresentation is, that he is accused of having de-
nied the knowledge of all and every part of the proceedings of the
College on the 5th of February 1805. The College, upon that day,
went through various other business besides passing the resolution
in vindication of the President and Committee ; but it was never
surmised, that he denied the knowledge of any other proceeding
than the resolution itself.

Another misrepresentation is, that he never denied his knowledge
of the resolution i foto, but had always been ready and willing
to acknowledge that he was acquainted with fwo parts of it.

So far, however, is this statement from according with the
fact, that when Dr Duncan senior, on the 5th November 1806,
turned up the Minute-book, and pointed out to him the re-
cord of the resolution, he showed no readiness to admit, and
did not intimate or express in any shape,’ that he knew any
part whatever of that resolution: on the contrary, to the re-
collection and understanding of the College, he then declared,
that he never before had heard any thing of it. Again, Dr Dun-
can senior, in the printed paper distributed six months thereafter,
contends, “ that it could not be supposed that Dr Gregory had
remained long ignorant of that unanimous resolution.” If he
had been willing to acknowledge how much he knew of it, his
observations on that paper afforded him the most favourable op-
portunity of doing so; but so far from admitting that he was ac-
quainted with two of its three articles, he actually, in the most
unqualified terms, deliberately, and in writing, denied all know-
ledge of that unanimous resolution. The admission was not
made till after he had been much pressed by Dr Hope’s strong
and keen observations on the extreme improbability, if not im-
possibility, of his remaining ignorant of that resolution for one
year and nine months, and not, as has been already mentioned,
till the danger from persevering in the protestation of complete
ignorance was greater even than that arising from the admission,
seeing that he sat next to Dr Wright, cne of ‘those Members
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from whom he had received information, and on whose discretion
he might not think it prudent to rely. ;

The admission, therefore, extorted from Dr Gregory, so far
from tending to his justification, 1s a principal part of the stron
and decisive evidence of the previous violation of truth. The loud
and involuntary exclamation of unfeigned surprise and indigna-
tion which burst from different Members, as soon as this extraor-
dinary admission, after being twice repeated, was distinctly heard
and understood, testified the instantaneous and strong conviction
of the deliberate violation of truth which that admission disclosed.

After this unfortunate disclosure, perceiving, it should seem,
no other way in which he could preserve even the appearance of
consistency, he artfully substitutes a part for a whole, and calls
the third article of the resolution, the resolution itself, trying, by
this quibble, to satisfy what he calls his honour and conscience,
in declaring that he had no Enowledge whatever of the resolution.
And he shall satisfy the College, when he has proved that the
whole and the third part of the resolution are precisely one and the
same thing,

Another misrepresentation is, that the question between him
and the College was altogether of a metaphysical nature ; and that
if they should find him guilty of falsehood, it must be upon meta-
physical grounds. This gives him an opportunity of schooling the
College, by introducing an episode on Metaphysics, m:cupymg not
fewer than threescore pages of his Defence, page 150,

In this long disquisition, his object is to make it appe:ar, that
the proof of his having violated truth rests entirely on the abstract
or metaphysical question, whether a declaration, that a person had
acted from the purest motives, be equivalent to a declaration,
that his conduct had been honourable.

But the real question, upon which the College have decided, has
nothing to do with any metaphysical argument or doctrine, however
industriously he may attempt thus to represent it. It is simply
this, whether Dr Gregory told a truth or a falsehood, when he so-
]Clnn]} denied afl knowledge whatever of the resolution of the Col--
lege for one year and nine months.

The metaphysical discussion is introduced in the hopeless ex-
pectation of getting rid of a most perplexing embarrassment, in
which even his own mis-statement of the case leaves him mvnlvcd

and which, to some of those who are fond of such dlsqmsltmns,
may
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may appear perhaps nearly as flagrant a violation of truth, as thae
which is the object of the censure and reprimand of the College.
This was forcibly urged in the meeting of the College, on the day
when the detection of the falsehood took place. In consequence
of his admitting, that he had actually been informed of the two
first articles, it was argued by some of the Members, that if he
had not heard the precise words, he had certainly been made ac-

uainted with the spirit of the whole resolution ; and knowing so
much as he did, that he could not, consistently with truth, have
taken a solemn oath, that he could never have suspected or ima-

ined, or even have believed it possible, that the College could
iave declared the conduct of the Committee to have been honour-
able,

The pitful subterfuges to which he at the moment resorted,
have already been mentioned. He averred, that he considered
the resolution, as he says it was reported to him, as a deficate cen-
sure ; and that the expression of the College, namely, that the Com-
mittee had acted from the purest motives, might mean the pure love
of money. :

In the Defence he enters more deeply into the argument; but he
is forced, in his own justification, to maintain doctrines of the most
extravagant nature, and from which the feelings and the common
sentiments of mankind equally revolt, The sum of this extraor-
dinary reasoning is, that the perfect purity of a man’s motives, in
no degree denotes his actions to be honourable: that the purest
motives may lead to the most dishonourable actions, or even to the
most atrocious crimes: and therefore, though he knew that the
College had declared the motives of the Committee to be the purest
(or best), he could, without violating truth, swear, that he could
never have suspected, or even have believed it possible, that the
College could have declared that they had acted in an honourable
manner ; nay more, that though he had reprobated the conduct
of the Committee, as highly immoral and dishonourable, he could,
without inconsistency, and actually would cheerfully have joined
in a vote of the College returning them thanks, and asserting the
perfect purity of their motives. On the soundness of these opini-
ons, and on their consistency with the general principles of morals,
he ventures to rest the merits of his Defence, and hesitates not
to affirm, that by this criterion it must be decided, whether or not
be shall stand convicted of falsehood and huavery.

Though
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Though there is little reason to suppose, that the utmost inge-
nuity can ever render such a doctrine plausible, yet Dr Gregory,
in a long dissertation, has, with the assistance of sophistry and
rhetorical finesse, had the boldness to make the attempt.

In prosecution of this attempt, he first endeavours to misrepre-
sent the sentiments which had been expressed in the College, and
to exhibit the sound moral doctrine conveyed by them, as an old
unhallowed maxim, to which it bears no resemblance, viz. that the
end sanctifies the means. Having done this, he declaims at great
length, with much violence, against this supposed heresy.

The doctrine maintained by some of the Members was, that it
1s the motive which stamps the character and gives the moral de-
nomination to the action : that the same action i1s honourable or
dishonourable, according to the purity or baseness of the motives
which dictate it, and consequently, that the College could not,
without being guilty of the grossest absurdity, have declared their
conviction that the Committee had acted from the purest motives,
if they had believed that they had acted in the dishenourable, im-
moral, and unprincipled manner alleged by Dr Gregory.

It is scarcely necessary to state, that this is the doctrine of the
world at large, and of every eminent writer on morals. It is the
only doctrine which accords with the general sentiments and feel-
ings of mankind. Dr Reid has expressed it well in a few words.
“ —In all moral estimation, every action takes its denomination
from the motive that produces it ;—no action can be properly de-
nominated an act of justice, unless it be done from a regard to jus-
tice.” (Essays on the Active Powers of Man, Ess. V. Ch. V.) How
astonished would this venerable writer have been, had he lived to
have seen this axiom in morals treated as the unhallowed and ro-
guish maxim, “ That the end justifies the means;” a maxim which
no Member of the College ever supported or thought of, and which.
probably can be found no where but in systems of jesuitical mo-
ralicy !

Iis next device, is to alter the terms of the question. When
discussing the point, whether that part of the declaration of the
College, © that the Committee had acted from the purest motives,”
which he admits he knew, necessarily implied that their con-
duct had been honourable, he slily substitutes good, for purest or
best, and adds to the term honourable, the only one used in the re-

solution,
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solution, the terms of right or meritorious, though of a totally dif-
ferent meaning and import, and then confidently maintains, that
a person acting from good motives may perform actions that are
not honourable, right, or meritorious. This piece of finesse can-
not avail him much ; for though the position, as thus stated, is
unquestionably true, since no one can deny, that a man, under
the influence of pure motives, may, from ignorance, folly, or pre-
judice, act in a manner that is neither right nor meritorious, and
in a manner highly inexpedient, or perhaps extremely foolish : yet
this is totally different from the case in question. The College ex-
pressed no opinion whether the conduct of the Committee was ex-
pedient, or right, or meritorious ; they only pronounced it to be
perfectly honourable ; and that conduct must surely be such, how-
ever inexpedient or imprudent, which is produced by a motive
that is perfectly pure.

Those who learn from his Defence, that Metaphysics have been
the amusement of a great part of his life, will perhaps be surprised
at the doctrine, which he maintains at great length, that the purest
motives may lead to the most dishonourable actions, or even to
the most atrocious crimes; and that a motive which 10 one de-
gree is pure and good, remains pure and good in every degree,
even though opposed to motives of superior weight and conside-
ration. The love of pleasure, the love of power, the sterling love
of money, the love of fame, of life, the desire to preserve a fair
character, &ec. are stated by him as motives unquestionably good;
and such they are in their proper place and degree; but he main-
tains, that they are still to be accounted good, though possessing
such excessive influence, as stifles every natural affection, extin-
guishes all sense of religion, and incites to the most atrocious and
detestable crimes.

Upon this principle, he hesitates not to affirm, in so many
words, that the cruel mother who, to conceal her shame, bar-
barously murders her own child, acts from the purest or best mo-
tives, 1. . the landable desire to preserve a good character : That
the Surgeon or Midwife who perpetrates the crime of destroying
the unborn infant, also acts from motives unquestionably good,
as the love of money, and the desite to earn professional fees,
are good and laudable: That J. J. Rousseau, in contriving to
escape detection for an act of thefr, by artfully and successfully -
imputing it to an innocent servant-maid, acted from a pure and
good
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good motive, viz. the natural and reasonable desire to preserve his
own character, and to escape punishment : That the French Prince
who, to show his skill as a marksman, deliberately aimed at, and
shot a man whom he chanced to see on the top of a chimney,
committed that atrocious crime from a pure motive! Defence,
p- 154, &ec.

The shallow sophistry of this doctrine might well be treated
as truly ridiculous, did not its atrocity call for the most severe
reprobation, especially in one who has laboured to traduce
his Brethren, as if they had adopted and acted individually and
collectively on immoral principles. When plainly stated, it a-
mounts to this, that there can be no such thing as a bad motive
in any case whatsoever. No rational accountable being ever per-
forms any action, be it ever so bad, but with a view to his own
happiness or gratification. 'This therefore is the universal single
motive of the basest of all human deeds ; and is yet in itself, ac-
cording to Dr Gregory’s way of reasoning, a motive unquestion-
ably good. 'When a highwayman takes a purse, for instance, for
the mere love of pecuniary gain, he acts from a pure motive; and:
when he blows out the traveller's brains, to save his own neck,
he acts from the purest or best motives !

The key to this paltry sophism is perfectly obvious. * Self-
love, or, in other words, the desire of happiness, is an ob-
ject neither of approbation nor of blame *.” It is indeed a
principle perfectly pure, i. e. innocent and honourable, when
kept within due bounds; but when it becomes a ruling passion,
or the sole and ultimate end, it leads us to violate the rights of
others, and to subvert every moral obligation. Whether, there-
fore, it appear in the form of love of money, of pleasure, or of
fame, if it produce base and dishonourable actions, it is a gross
and impudent abuse of common sense, as well as of common
language, to say that it is a pure or an honourable motive of hu-
man conduct.

If the vote of the College, February 5. 1805, had been framed
on Dr Gregory's ideas, it must have been thus expressed: “ The
College taking into consideration the concern which the President
and Committee have had in the late revisal of the laws, and the
great trouble and attention they have bestowed on this, are of opi-
pion, however different the sentiments of the different Members

may
* Outlines of Moral Philosophy by Mr Dugald Stewart, § 303
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may be upon that subject, that they have acted from the purest
motives. At the same time, they think their conduct has been.
most dishonourable, infamous, and immoral, and reprobate it as.
such ;—but still they judge, notwithstanding, that they well de-
serve the thanks of the College, which they request the Vice-Pre-
sident to give them; and they appoint this resolution to be en-
grossed in the minutes.” It would be consistent in Dr Gregory
to say, that upon the ground of such a transaction by the College,
he could not have accused them of being knaves; but it would.
have required more than his ingenuity to have shown that they
were not consummate fools; and 500 pages of the most plausible.
reasoning would not have been sufficient to have prevented the
world from judging and treating them as such.

If Dr Gregory has found it necessary to seek refuge from a.
charge of falsehood, in doctrines so repugnant to the sentiments
and feelings of mankind, it is easy to perceive, even according to
his own state of his case, how desperate he must have felt his si-
tuation.

It is more than probable, however, that there does not exist a
single person, who, after considering the matter, will believe that
Dr Gregory spoke with good faith and sincerity, when in his De-
fence he affirmed, that he would cheerfully have joined in a vote
thanking the Committee for the trouble they had taken in revising.
the laws, and declaring that they had acted from the purest mo-
tives, while he reprobated their conduct as unworthy, immoral,
dishonourable, &c.; or who will believe that he could, without
violating truth, make the solemn declaration and oath before God,
that he could not believe it possible that the College had declared.
the conduct of the Committee to be honourable, though he knew
that they had returned thanks to them, and borne testimony to
the perfect purity of their motives..

His commentary on the Resolution of February 5. 1805 is the
next part of the Defence to be noticed. This Resolution he has
chosen to interpret in a variety of strange ways. In one part, he
endeavours to make it appear, that the Members of the College
were nof sincere In the sentiments which their Resolution contain-
ed, and that they had, one and all of them, been guilty of a so-
L and deliberate act of falsehood, merely to save the honour and
sooth the feelings of Dr Spens and the Committee, smarting under

the lash of his reprehension.
3 L The
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The College cannot think it necessary for them to give any as=
surances of the sincerity of their sentiments, expressed in the Re~
solution of February 1805. The re-election of Dr Spens as Presi-
dent for the #hird time, and the unanimous vote of thanks to him
when he left the chair, render any further declaration or reference:
to their vote of adherence on the 24th November 1807 altogether
superfluous.

Dr Gregory has employed above fifty pages of his Defence,
p- 265. ¢t seq. in a disquisition on the nature and import of that
resolution, and has chosen to express his arguments on this sub-
ject in the technical terms of logical disputation. This, no doubt,
serves a double purpose ;—it displays his scholastic learning, while
it enables him to mislead the generality of readers, The formality
of a syllogism, and the semblance of demonstration which it holds
out, are well calculated to impose on those who are not at a,ll or
but little accustomed to that mode of reasoning. And as it is easy
to introduce “ some specious fallacies under the aukward wverbosity
of this artificial method *,” it has been banished from all inqu-
ries, whether in moral or physical science, where the investiga-
tion of truth is the object. A very shight examination of the syl-
logisms which Dr Gregory has stated as containing the proposi-
tions of his Censorian Letter, and of the Vote of the College in vin-
dication of their injured Brethren, must convince every one of the
appositeness of these observations in the present insl:a.nce.

“ The general position,” says Dr Gregory, ‘ asserted by me
in my printed papers, with respect to the conduct of the Commit-
tee, is so plainly contradictory of the wvirtual decision, the declara-
tion of the College that they had acted in the most honourable
manner, that to assert the one is to deny the other, and wvice versa.
The same is true with respect to the mq,rar and the minor of each of
them respectively ; supposing each of them to be ‘resolved into a
regular syllogism, the conclusion of which, in the one case, would
be the virtual decision, and in the other case would be my general
proposition.

“ The syllogism of the Royal College would stand thus:

“ Major. Men who employ deliberate falsechood and chicane to.
accomplish, and at the same time to cloak, a determined breach
of faith, act in the most honourable manner.

* See Campbell’s Philosophy of Rheteric, vol, 1. p. 145.
% Minor.
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“ Minor. The Committee {appointed by the Royal College in
1804 to revise our laws) employed deliberate falsehood and chi-
cane to accomplish, and at the same time to cloak, a determined
breach of faith.

® Conclusion. Therefore the said Committee acted in the most
honourable manner.

“ My syllogism, on the other hand, would stand thus :

¢ Major. Men who employ deliberate falsehood and chicane to
accomplish, and at the same time to cloak, a determined breach
of faith, do not act in an honourable manner.

“ Minor. The Committee employed deliberate falsehood and
chicane to accomplish, and at the same time to cloak, a determi-
ned breach of faith.

* Comelusion, Therefore the Committee did not act in an ho-
nourable manner.” Def. p. 266. & 267.

With respect to the former of these syllogisms, which he calls
that of the College, it is only necessary to place it in opposition
to the Resolution, to show that it not only does not contain, but
that it is completely at wariance with the propositions of that Re-
solution.

Resolution.
¢ The College having taken into con-
sideration the concern which the Commit-

Syllogisna.
Men who employ deliberate falseheod
and chicane to accomplish, and at the same

timeto cloak a determined breach of faith,
act in the most honourable manner.

The Committee (appointed by the Roy-
al College in 1804 to revise our laws) em-
ployed deliberate falsehood and chicane to
accomplish, and at the same time to cloak
a determined breach of faith.

THerefore the said Commirttee acted in
the most honourable manner.

tee have had in the late revisal of the laws,
and the great trouble and attention they
have bestowed on this, are of opinion,
however different the sentiments of the
different Members may be on that subject,
that they have acted from the purest mo-
tives, and in the most honourable man.
ner, and that they well deserve the thanks
of the College.”

From this eontrast, the reader can judge for himself, whether
Dr Gregory has resorted to the syllogistic method of reasoning in
this instance, for the purpose of displaymng the truth in a clear
point of view, or of perverting and distorting it.

As to the second syllogism, or that which he ca‘:ls his own, and
which he asserts to be * valid in al/ its parts,” no person in his

sober senses would dispute the major of it. But with regard to
' L2
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the minor, which expresses in a condensed form, the calumnious
charges which he published against the Committee, the College
have already fully shewn, from p. 9. to p. 34, of this Narrative,
that it is in every respect false. There is, however, an assertion
made by Dr Gregory, when stating this syllogism, which, though
also completely disproved in the preceding Narrative, demands
particular notice, as, from the frequency of its repetition in his
Defence, some readers might be staggered with it, and might still
suppose it true, were it to be passed over without special contra-
diction, He says, p. (268.), “ Which minor I have deliberately
asserted, with a full specification of the particulars to which I al-
Iuded, and precise references to the records of the College and the
report of the Commitree, in proof of every particular which I had
stated.” In many other parts of his Defence, (p. 7, 23, 107, 271,
&ec.) he boldly avers, that his account of the conduct of the Com-
mittee for the revisal of the laws, is faithfully taken from the records
of the College. :

Of his numerous assertions contrary to truth, there is not per-
haps one more barefaced than this, or more open to detection. A
very brief recapitulation of the charges against Dr Spens.and the
Committee will render this matter perfectly obvious. Has he the au-
thority of the records of the College for asserting, that Dr Spens’s
motion in 1796, for the partial repeal of the act 1754, was ignomi-
niously reprobated, was opposed by a great majority, or by any
majority ; and that it was permitted to be laid asleep, instead of
being rejected, to save the feelings of Dr Spens ;—that Dr Spens
took the very first opportunity of his situation as President, to pro-
pose a revisal of the laws, that under this cloak he might accom-
plish a favourite project ;—that for the same sinister purpose, he
packed a Committee, and checked the debate at the second nominal
reading of the report in November 1804? Has he the authority
of their records for the assertions, that the report of the Com-
mittee was false from end to end,—that it was smuggled into the
College, concealed from them, and put into circulation among the
Members, for the purpose of counting noses ;—that the Commirtee
took the College by surprise, attempted to steal a march upon
them, and to accomplish their purpoese by chicane, deceit, &ec. &e.
and that they were determined to carry the measure through by
force? Has he the authority of their records for asserring, that the
act 1'754 is a fundamental and indefeasible part of the constitu-
tion of the College,—that a repeal, or any alteration of that lby-

aw,



85

law, is illegal, immoral, and a determined breach of faith j—that
it was notoriously false that doubts were entertained about the
meaning of that act? And has he the authority of their records
for asserting, that the said Committee were solely influenced by
the sordid, selfish, odious, and disgusting motives and consider-
ations of personal and pecuniary advantage ?

The College shall answer these questions. Dr Gregory has not
taken any one of these particulars from the records of the College.
They are altogether the fabrications, misrepresentations, and un-
fair and unjust inferences of Dr Gregory himself, who, therefore,
it is evident, has, to use his own expressions, (Defence, p. 265.
and 266.), “ forged a number of the foulest calumnies that could
be contrived, against some of his own Brethren of this College;
most falely and impudently pretending that he had taken them all
from our own record, and from the report of a certain Committee
of our own number.”

The abuse which he pours forth on the whole College for ha-
ving passed the Resolution of February 5. 1805, is repeated with-
out reserve in many parts of the Defence. He says, that as it was
inconsistent with his strong and confident assertions, it virtually
pronounced him to be either absolutely insane, or guilty of the
most deliberate malevolent falsehood and determined knavery, and
that the College were wonderful and incorrigible blockheads, if
they did not perceive that import of it. Def. p. 182. In page 34.
he says, that no Member of the College who did not wish to be
knocked down, could have ventured to tell him of that resolution ;
and intimates, that he would have been justified in pistolling the
unhappy messenger,

There probably is not on record an example of such perverse
and quarrelsome arrogance, as is contained in these, and numerous
other passages to the same purpose. Mr A chooses to express a
decided and very extraordinary opinion of the moral or intellectual
character of Mr B. Soon after, Mr C, without taking any notice
of this, chooses to express a different opinion, and is immediately
accused by A of having called him a knave and a liar! It is in
vain that C reminds A that he said nothing about him, and that
he had as good a right to express his opinion as another. No,
answers A, I expressed my opinion first, and whoever differs
from me in opinion, virtually calls me a knave and a liar, and
must answer for it accordingly ! Even where different opinions are

expressed
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expressed as to matters of fact, a man must, In most cases, be
very arrogant or very irascible to take offence at them ; but society
would present nothing else than one scene of bullying and out-
rage, 1f any thing in the nature of a personal insult were under-
stood to be conveyed in expressing different opinions as to the
moral worth or wisdom of individuals. Mens passions and pre-
judices, and habits of thinking, and opportunities of knowledge,
and attention, are so extremely different upon these subjects, that
the most opposite assertions may be made with perfect good faith,
and of course a contradiction given, without the remotest idea of
imputing either falsehood or insanity to the antagonist. One can
scarcely go into society without hearing the most opposite opi-
nions expressed, of the merit or demerit, the honesty or capacity,
of the great public characters of our own or other countries. But
was it ever heard of before, that any one complained of being
called 2a madman or a liar, because somebody or other had refused
to concur in his opinion? Has any body, since the days of Don
Quixote, insisted on quarrelling with every one who differed from
him in opinion as to the charms of his Dulcinea? Dr Gregory’s
proceeding, however, is still more extravagant and preposterous.
Because he has thought fit to arraign Dr Spens, and the other
gentlemen of the Committee, as false, dishonourable, and illiberal
characters, he insists, that no one in the whole world shall, in
public or in private, express an opinion in favour of their worth
or integrity. To call them honourable or worthy men, it seems,
is equivalent to pulling Dr Gregory by the nose. Sir Lucius
O'Trigger himself had not a more ingenious method of forcing
people into a quarrel.

Had Dr Gregory laid his accusations (as he was bound in
duty to have done) before the College, and not before the public,
and had the College, instead of a general and detached vote of ap-
probation of the conduct of the Committee, without once mention-
ing his name, or his papers, found, in solemn and express terms,
that the accusations were altogether groundless, and that the ac-
cuser should be severely reprimanded for the intemperance and
precipitation with which he had brought them forward ; he could,
even in that case, have had no sort of right to accuse the College
of imputing insanity to him, or to complain of their sentence
as a partial sentence against him. But, considering the forbear-
ance with which the College procesded, and that all chey did was

to
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to express and put wpon their record that opinion of the conduct
and of the motives of some of their Members, which every one
who knows those gentlemen must entertain, the fury of Dr Gre-
gory’s resentment cannot fail to excite a strange muxture of com-
passion, indignation, and contempt. On no better ground than
this unanimous vote in favour of the Committee, in many parts
of his Defence, he pours out a torrent of the most extravagant and
outrageous abuse against the College. Thus, for instance, Lpa2,
& 484.) he charges them with abominable falsehood and determined
knavery for having passed that resolution; (p. 57, 64, 108), ac-
cuses them of unexampled baseness, and of the most flagrant, gross,
and foul injustice towards him for having passed it in his ab-
sence ; and finally, (p. 283.) he compares their conduct in passing,
and afterwards adhering to it, to that of a parcel of thorough-paced
rogues, swearing off their companion, when under trial at the Old
Bailey, for the trifling offences of robbery and murder.

The College must consider these revilings as the impassioned
effusions of an irritable, ill-tuned, and much agitated mind, ap-
proaching, alas! too nearly to a distempered one. They are so
perfectly satisfied that every one, who impartally attends to the
subject, will view them in the same light, that they conceive that
any jformal reply or explanation on their part would be not only
unnecessary, but degrading.

But the complaint, that the resolution of February 5. 1805 was
passed in his absence, and that he was condemued wncited and wn-
beard, which he has so often repeated, and on which he has found-
ed so much of his abuse against all bis Brethren, requires to be
particularly noticed.

In the first place, It has been already shewn, that he was not
condemned by that resolution. It indeed contradicted his assertions
respecting his Brethren, but it contained no allusion to him, fur-
ther than what was implied in the approbation expressed of the
Committee,—it involved no censure or punishment upon him, for
having wantonly hazarded, and unwarrantably published those
unfounded and injurious assertions. In this respect, he is now
informed, a minority of his Brethren yielded to a majority, who,
from feelings of delicacy towards one with whom they had for
many years lived in habits of intimacy and friendship, were an-
xious to vindicate their injured Brethren, without provoking a per-
sonal quarrel with Dr Gregory.
; Secondly,
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Secondly, The assertion, that he was wncited, is so obviously false,
that had not the reader been possessed of sufficient proofs of the
facility and boldness with which Dr Gregory utters what is con-
trary to truth, he must have supposed it an error of the press. He
has explicitly admitted, that he expected that some strong measure
against himself was to be adopted at that meeting ; that he absent-
ed himself from it on purpose, to leave his Brethren at liberty to
discuss freely his conduct; that Dr Hamilton senior did inform
him, that a vote was to be passed in favour or in support of the
Committee ; and that this information was in consequence of his
desiring to know what the Council had agreed to bring before the
quarterly Meeting on that day. He cannot, therefore, deny that
be knew of the Meeting, and he has not pretended that he did not
receive the usual billet of citation. He not only was cited to the
meeting, but be was also acquainted with the very business which was
fo be transacted at that mecting, And with all this, he stakes his
fame and his fortune on the truh of his assertions.

Thirdly, The allegation, that he was wnbeard, is still more pre-
posterous. If the College had passed the Resolution of February 5.
1805, even before the Members had read his Review and Censo-
rian Letter, a complaint of this kind must have come with a pe-
culiarly bad grace, from one who had been guilty of such unpa-
ralleled conduct towards his Brethren,—who had, without giving
any previous hint of his intentions, and without asking any ex-
planation of what might seem unaccountable to him, not only ar—
raigned, but absolutely condemned, in terms of the utmost viru-
lence, the conduct of five of his Brethren,—who, assuming to him-
self the threefold capacity of accuser, jury, and judge, had really
condemned them uncited and unbeard. But the fact 1s, that every
Member on the roll of the College had read carefully his Review
and Censorian Lertter, before the Resolution of February 5. 1805
was passed. ~ And as Dr Gregory has never offered any other evi-
dence or arguments in support of his accusations against the Com-
mittee for the revisal of the laws, than what those publications
contain, it is fair to conclude, that all he could allege on the sub-
ject was mserted 1n those pamphlets.

Dr Gregory has also complained loudly, that tbe College, by
passing the Resolution in his absence, deprived him of the oppor-
tunity of acknowledging any mistakes or errors which he mighr
unintentionally have commuatted in his printed papers, and of

making
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making the most ample reparation in case he had injured any in-
dividual. This, it must be allowed, is a singular complaint from
a man who has repeatedly declared, that his absence was volunta-
ry and intentional, though he knew that a motion in favour of
the Committee was to be brought forward.

It is not denied, that Dr Gregory has made a profusion of those
offers of acknowledgement and reparation, with all the air of inge-
nuous candour ; but the College cannot conceal, that they felt it im-
possible to give him any credit for these. Candour, openness, and
wishes to make reparation for injuries, were not to be expect-
ed from that man who had misrepresented almost every transac-
tion of which he has written,—~who, in a business under dis-
cussion in the College, in which the President and a Commit-
tee were deeply concerned, instead of delivering his sentiments
openly in their meetings, composed in silence, and printed in se-
crecy, a rancorous and outrageous attack, and delivered it to the
world, without giving the smallest intimation of his intentions
either to the College or to the parties concerned, and who re-
presented his Brethren as prosecuting a determined resolution to
carry through by force a favourite project, long after he had
been informed that the measure was actually relinquished. Lit-
tle hope of acknowledgement of errors could be entertained of
him who had staked his fame and fortune upon the truth of
his assertions, the validity of his reasonings, and the fairness
of his conclusions. To wuse his own words on another occasion,
“ he had placed himself beyond the reach of argument or reason,
and was pledged, not merely in point of understanding, but in
point of veracity, to maintain his system,” his assertions, reason-
ings, and conclusions, * right or wrong, to the last.” Could any
hope of change of sentiment in that person be entertained, who
had declared, that no man durst tell him that he had joined in the
resolution in favour of the Committee, unless he was prepared
immediately to go out with him, or to meet the argumentum baculi-
num ? The very nature of the injuries committed by Dr Grego-
ry, shewed that his offers of reparation could not be sincere, and
thar they were solely and entirely calculated to impress the world
with the belief of his candour, or to lessen the disgust occasioned
by his outrageous and intemperate conduct. Having deliberately
committed injuries which he knew he could not redress, in such
circumstances, his offer of reparation was adding insult to injury.

M Subsequent
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Subsequent conduct has proved, that the College did not form’
an erroneous opinion of his unwillingness to acknowledge and re-
pair the injuries he had committed. Dr Buchan made a direct
attempt to convince him that many of his imputations were un-
founded, and that many of his facts were inaccurate: and yet, in
the immense volume which he has since printed, he has not on-
ly omitted to notice Dr Buchan’s attempt to set him right, but
has even repeatedly asserted what he must have known to be false,
if he believed Dr Buchan to have spoken the truth.

In various places of his Defence, he asserts, that several
of the Members of the College concurred in the sentiments he
had expressed in the Review and Censorian Letter, respecting the
conduct of Dr Spens, and the Committee for revising the laws.
This assertion is absolutely false. There was not an individual
who entertained such sentiments. Every Member on the roll'
attended the meeting on the 5th February, and joined in the una-
nimous resolution passed on that occasion.

Dr Gregory particularly mentions Dr Hamilton senior, as one
of those who, he says, concurred in the sentiments respecting Dr
Spens and the Committee, expressed in his printed papers. Dr
Hamilton, however, has disavowed this in the most explicit terms.
He, it is true, like some others, strongly disapproved of the mea-
sure proposed by the Committee, and so far agreed with Dr Gre-
gory ; but very soon after the meeting of November 1804, he took
an opportunity of acknowledging to Dr Spens, the impropriety
and injustice of an expression he happened, in a moment of
warmth, to use on that occasion; and he has unequivocally la-
mented and condemned the publication of the Censorian Letter
and Review, as well as the tenor of those pamphlets, more espe-
cially as the subject of difference had been given up by the Com-
mittee, information of which he had himself the satisfaction of
communicating to Dr Gregory.

Many pages of the Defence are devoted to an account of the
sentiments and conduct of Dr Hamilton senior, and of Dr
Gregory’s communications with him. Were the College dis-
posed, or did they think themselves at liberty, to report pri-
vate and confidential conversations, according to the ordinary
practice of Dr Gregory, it is.in their power to tell a very
different tale. They content themselves, however, with stating,

that Dr Hamilton senior saw and. considered the resolution of Fe-
bruary 5th 1805, previous to the day on which he attended i m; his
place,
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place, and voted for it, and of course, previous to bis calling upon
Dr Gregory, to inform bim, that a vote in favour of the Commiitce was
to be moved, and that he again attended the following quarterly
meeting in May, when that resolution was sanctioned. His ab-
senting himself from the College since that time, cannot therefore
be attributed, as Dr Gregory has thought fit to allege, to any dis-
gust at his Brethren for having passed that resolution.

On the strange inconsistencies respecting what Dr Gregory has
said of Dr Hamilton senior, the College are unwilling to make any
detailed comments; but it is impossible to pass over his incon-
gruous boasting of increasing intimacy and continued friendship
with that gentleman, (Defence, p. 241.) while he complains (" Jbid.
p- 235.) of his having declined to appear in his place, to give
testimony in what related to him, (Dr Gregory), though most ear-
nestly requested by himself to do so,—while he states in language
not remarkable for its suavity, (f6id. p. 220.) his sentiments of
any person that should be an unwilling witness in such a case,—
and while he bestows the most intemperate abuse on Dr Hamilton,
in common with the rest of his Brethren, for passing the resolu-
tion of February 1805. '

Dr Gregory also asserts, that some others of the senior Members,
besides Dr Hamilton, had desisted from attending the meetings of
the College, being dissatisfied with the proceedings of their
Brethren. It is true, that one or two of them have not been so re-
gular in their attendance of late as formerly. The College, however,
do affirm, that this has not arisen from any disapprobation of the
proceedings, in which they had an equal share with the rest, both
when the resolution in favour of the Committee in February 1805,
and - when the vote of censure on Dr Gregory in November 1806,
were passed, but solely from the wish, as they have without he-
sitation declared, to avoid the unpleasant discussions occasioned
by the turbulent conduct and insulting papers of Dr Gregory.
Had Dr Gregory given a true account of the absence of these gen-
tlemen, and had they approved of his previous conduct, it cannot
be imagined that any of them would have absented themselves on
the late occasion, so important to Dr Gregory, or that they would
have with-held from him their friendly support against a charge
of so deep a dye, had they thought him innocent.

Throughout the whole Defence, with a considerable degree of
art, Dr Gregory endeavours to represent, that in the differences
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between the College and him, his Brethren had been the apgres-
sors, and that he is the person who has suffered injury. The
feelings of contempt and indignation, which such representations
must excite, can scarcely be expressed in temperate language.
Can 1t be doubted, that, even if all the assertions contained
in his Review and Censorian Letter had been correctly true, the
publication of those pamphlets, after he knew that the measure
which they were avowedly intended to prevent, had been relinquish-
ed, was an unprovoked, as well as an unjusufiable, assault upon
his Brethren? And can that man, who must be conscious of ha-
ving falsified records, distorted facts, and contrived fictions, for
the double purpose of calumniating others and of exalting himself,
have the slightest pretence to complain that he is an injured per-
son? Under such circumstances, attempts to create an inte-
rest with the public in his own favour, by making himself, al-
though the rude and wanton aggressor, seem the persecuted and
aggrieved party, are beyond all measure ludicrous and contemp-
tible.

In the Defence, as well as in his Review and Censorian Letter,
Dr Gregory has also artfully endeavoured to represent the con-
duct of his Brethren as originating in wile party spirit, and as an
instance of the most rancorous odiwm medicum.

The College, however, have much satisfaction in reviewing the
history of their Society; and can with confidence assert, that,
during the days of the present Members, no traces of that spi-
rit can be found, before the dissemination of Dir Gregory's
Review and Censorian Letter, in the beginning of the year 1805.
In regard to these pamphlets, the sentiments of the College
were unanimous against him. In the subsequent and more recent
transactions, it is true, Dr Gregory has not stood alone; but he
has not gained many partisans; for, with the exception of Dr
Brown, his * coadjutor” in business, and who has joined the Col-
lege since that period, he has been supported only by two Mem-
bers, Dr Wright and Dr Yule.

Against warfare among medical men Dr Gregory has strongly
and justly declaimed. The College join heartily in reprobating i,
both as injurious to individuals and'degrading to the profession
at large; and they deeply lament that he has introduced it
amongst them, where it would otherwise have been unknown.
It will scarcely be supposed, however, that he is sincere ?:ir'“%
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candid in decrying this species of contention, since he is the only
Member of the College who has shown any passion for it, and has
indeed been constantly engaged in one quarrel or other of this kind
for a long series of years. Already he has favoured the world
with several ponderous velumes, containing little short of 2000
quarto pages, besides some minor publications, all devoted to ran-
corous controversy and strife: And certainly it is not a little dis-
ingenuous in him, to impute to others the commencement of the
warfare, when, in fact, he has uniformly been the aggressor, and,
in general, altogether a volunteer in the service.

Dr Gregory, in his Censorian Letter, p. 134. professes, that his
conduct in the affairs of this College was regulated by the consi~
deration which the influence of his example, as a Member of the
University, and of the Medical School in it, might have on the
rising generation.

If he had indeed been animated by a sense of duty to the rising
generation, and by a real regard for the welfare of mankind, the
College apprehend that they would have been saved the un-
pleasant task, which they are glad now to bring to a conclusion.

It 1s with much concern, that they are compelled to represent
the Professor of the Practice of Physic in the University of Edin-
burgh, as directing young men, by his example, rather to the
model of Radcliffe, (of whose character Dr Gregory has mention-
ed extreme irascibility and insujferable insolence as prominent features,
Def. p. 158. and 159.), than of Boerhaave and Haller. These
great men had also their controversies; but they related to pro-
fessional subjects, tended to the advancement of science, and
were conducted on their part with decorum; far from the levi-
ty, the violence, and scurrility of Dr Gregory’s compositions. It
was not by such means as Dr Gregory has employed to signalize
himself, that the elder Monro laid the foundation of our Medical
School, or that its reputation has been supported and extended
by Whytt, Cullen, Black, and Dr Gregory’s own father.

Few Physicians have more frequently proclaimed the imperfec-
tions of medicine—the doubtfulness and obscurity of the science,
and the ineflicacy in many cases of its practice, than Dr Gregnr}r
It would have been well for him, and perhaps also for the world,
if, bearing this in mind, and also the responsibility of his official
sima.tion, he had emplu}red his leisure and his talents in cultivating
and improving his profession, and in establishing his fame and

reputation
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reputation upon the substantial basis of advancing this object,
which demands his chief attention, instead of aiming at notoriety
and distinction, by contumelious representations of the Faculty
at large—Dby vain declamations in his own praise—and by ma-
levolent and calumnious attacks on the moral character of his
Brethren.

Some, they-doubt not, there are, who, accustomed only to hear
of the frank generosity and active beneficence of Dr Gregory, may
not be disposed to believe, that a man of such pretensions can
have deviated so far, as these pages shew him to have deviated,
from the straight and onward path of sincerity and rectitude.
But the College must be permitted to say, that those persons
reason very inconclusively, who affirm, that because he may
have acted well towards some of his friends, he has not acted
ill towards the College and its Members. To establish the credit
of their Narrative, it is not necessary to account for his incon-
sistencies, or to reconcile one part of his conduct with another.
And however distressing and degrading the consequences may be
to Dr Gregory from the exposition of the many instances
his disregard to candour, probity, and truth, which the College
have been obliged to lay open in the precedmg pages, they con-
fidently trust, that it will be evident to every impartial reader,
that this disclosure was no longer a matter of choice, but of ne-
cessity.

POST-
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THE preceding Narrative having been drawn up by the Council,
in consequence of an order from the College on the 13th of Sep-
tember 1808, it could notcontain the detail of Dr Gregory’s con-
duct beyond that period. The College, however, think it proper
to subjoin an account of the subsequent transactions, which have
terminated in their suspending him from all the rights and privi-
leges of a Felloww of the Royal College, till he shall make satis-
factory acknowledgments.

On the Tth of February 1809, Dr Gregory transmitted the fol-
lowing paper, by way of Reasons of Protest against the decision of
- the College on the 13th of September 1808.

“PROTEST by Dr GREGORY.

I protest against the proceeding of the Royal College of Physi-
cians in Edinburgh, on the 13th September last, as contrary to
truth, contrary to evidence, grossly unjust and malevolent with
respect to me, and evidently a continuation of certain well-known
proceedings of gross falsehood and malevolence towards me, by
the same seven individuals, namely, Dr Charles Stewart, Dr Tho-
mas Spence, Dr Andrew Duncan senior, Dr° Andrew Duncan
junior, Dr James Home, Dr Thomas Charles Hope, and Dr
James Hamilton junior, who being for the time a majority of
the Royal College, have combined to do me this new and most
foul injustice, when they found me determined to vindicate my-
self from the former wrong they had done me, and to call them
to a strict account for their falsehood and injustice in that proceed-
mng. i
For the complete proof of what I have thus stated, and for a
full exposition” of those facts and circumstances in my conduct,
and in the conduct of those seven individuals whom [ have named,
which led to that fresh act of unexampled baseness, of deliberate
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falsehood, and rancorous vindictive malevolence towards me, a-
gainst which I now protest, I refer to my several printed papers,
and particularly to my Defence, already before the College.
Further, I protest and declare, That I shall take, without delay,
the most effectual and public measures fully to vindicate my own
character, and to repel and expose that additional most foul in-
justice, which the afore-named seven Fellows of the Royal Col-
lege, being for the time the majority of it, have conspired to do
me ; evidently for the most dishonourable purpose, of prevent-
ing me from vindicating myself, as I could easily have done, from
the base injustice ‘of that previous act of theirs; of which Act and
Declaration, the injustice and falsehood were in some measure
concealed by the ambiguity of the terms in which they had taken
care to express it, but were, in fact, so gross and palpable, when
the declaration was strictly examined and analyzed, that they
could not be explicitly avowed or maintained, without infamy as
well as absurdity, and that when I desired those who had con-
curred in that previous unjust condemnation of me, untried, un-
heard, uncited, to explain their own words, so as to give me a
fair opportunity of either vindicating myself, if I was innocent of
the offence imputed to me, or else of acknowledging and repair-
ing, as I had publicly and repeatedly offered to do, any wrongs

which I had committed, as soon as these should be made known to

me, they did not chuse to explain their own meaning, but most
uncandidly and dishonourably declared that they adhered to their
former resolution.
(Signed) J. GrEGORY.”
Edinburgh, Tth February 1809.”

In a protest against a vote of censure and reprimand for a de-
liberate violation of truth in a solemn oath, it was to be expected
that Dr Gregory would declare it to be contrary to truth and
evidence ; but it was scarcely to be supposed that he would have
been so unwise, as to furnish another remarkable instance of that
wantonness in preferring groundless accusations against his Bre-
thren, and of that complete disregard to truth in supporting them,
which it has been the object of the College to expose in the preced-
ing Narrative,

To enable the reader to form a proper estimate of Dr Gregory’s

allegation of a conspiracy formed against him by the seven indi-
viduals
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viduals named in his protest, it will be sufficient to remind him, thar
the previous act of deliberate fulscbood and unexampled baseness, of
gross injustice and rancorous malevolence towards Him, which he
boldly asserts to have been the actof the “ afore-named” seven
Fellows, is nothing else than' the unanimous resolution, so ofter
referred to, of the 5th February 1805, in favour of the Committee
for revising the laws; and that this,. so far from being the act of
those seven individuals, was passed at so very full a meeting, that
besides them, every other Member on the roll, excepting Dr Gre-
gory alone, was present, viz. Dr Monro senior, Dr Hamilton se-
nior, Dr Rutherford, Dr Wright, Dr Yule, Dr Ménro junier; and
Dr Morrison,

For the falsehood of his assertion Dr Gregory cannot plead-
ignorance. His Defence and Relative Documents afford ample proof
that he was perfectly well acquainted with the real state of the fact..
Moreover, he could not be ignorant, that even of the sever indivi-
duals named by him, neither Dr Spens, then President, nor the
other three Members of the Committee, viz. Drs Duncan senior
and junior, and Dr Hope, could or did vote on the said 5th of
February, for the particular resolution which specially respected
themselves.

The protest, at the suggestion of the Council, was remitted
to the consideration of a Committee.. Their report, presented on
the 18th of May 1809, with an amendment proposed by them-
selves, 1s to the following purport :

“ The Committee have deliberated upon the paper, indorsed,
“ Protest by Dr Gregory, February Tth 1809.” It appears to
them, both in its matter and style, to be equally inconsistent
with truth and decency. It is their opinion, that it ought on no
account to be ingressed in their Records, but kept in retentis, as
one of the many proofs of his temper and conduct towards the
College, and as a justification of the measures towards him, which
he may compel them to adopt.

They think it necessary to propose, that the author of such a-
paper should be suspended from the right he possesses of atrend--
mg their meetings, and from all the rights and privileges he enjoys
as a Fellow of the College, until he make satisfactory acknow--
ledgments: a sentence equally requisite for the restoration of the
peace and amity, during so many years disturbed by the outrages

of
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of Dr Gregory, as for the purpose of stigmatising these outrages,
though in a manner far more lenient than they deserve.”

The College, by a majority of eight to two, approved. of this
report, and accordingly suspended Dr James Gregory from attend-
ing their meetings, and from all the other rights and . privileges
of a Fellow of the Royal College, until he shall make satisfactory

acknowledgments.

-

August 1809.

AP



APPENDTIK

Ne L
(Referred to, Narrative, p. 50.)

Asr Wright’s evidence relating to his communications with Dr Gregory
and other Members, though it appeared very inconfiftent to the College, has
been confidently appealed to by Dr Gregory as a fatisfactory vindication of
himfelf in certain particulars, it is deemed neceffary to publifh the following
Statement of Fatlts

Dr WrietT was Vice-Prefident of the College at the time when Dr Gre=
gory’s violent publications appeared, in January 1805, He could not fail to
be perfeftly well acquainted with the terms of the Refolution paffed in favour
of Dr Spens and the Committee, having been prefent at the Council-Meet-
ing on the 4th of February, when it was agreed on, having heard it difcufled
in the College on the sth of February, and, on that occafion, {in cenfequence
of his being placed in the Chair), having aually pronounced it twice, firlt to
the Prefident, and then to the Committee.

In November 1806, when the Council were deliberating upon the fubject
of the extraordinary queries which Dr Gregory had read and delivered to the
College, Dr Wright produced a feries of anfwers, which, though corre-
fpending in fentiment with the views entertained of them by the other Mem-
bers, were not adopted by the Council, as it was conceived, that the ftyle
of thele queries called more for a vote of difapprobation and cenfure than a
detailed reply. Dr Wright acquiesced ; and he heard the opinion or anfwer of
the Council (which concladed with two Refolutions, the laft of which con-
tained a vote of cenfure,) deliberately and diftinétly twice read over. Next
day he attended another meeting of the Council, aflembled to confider a (mail
alteration propofed to be made on rhe introductory part of the anfwer ; and
very foon after, on the fame day, after again hearing the paper recommend-
ed by the Council very audibly read, joined in the vote of cenlure on Dr
Gregory. Dr Wright was prefent at the fubfequent meeting in February
18¢7, when this vote of cenfure was read as part of the minute, and when
it received the fanction ‘of the College, without making any objetion.
to it. ? to 164

At the quarterly meeting in May 1807, Dr Gregory, contrary to what
both he and Dr Wh'rigilt knf:gw to be ::}IE'TLI:L‘:S of 'thee%f;ﬁcge, and :‘::pp:m:nt!}r
for the purpofe of taking the College by furprife, (as he had before avowed.

that
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that he intended in the inflance of his queries), prefented to the Chair the fol-
lowing letter from Dr Wright,

.Sy , Edinburgh, 22d April 1807.

* Having a fudden call to London on particular bufinefs, puts it out of
my power to attend the Meeting of the College on the gth of May next.
Permit me, thercfore, to deliver my fentiments in writing on the cafe of Dr
Gregory, before the Callege.

¢ 15, That at the Council previous to the extraordinary Meeting of the
College, I fubmitted a {iring of anfwers to Dr Gregory’s queries, which,
though generally approved, were not adopted.

¢ 24, That at faid Meeting of the Council, certain refolutions were read,
which the Council propofed to recommend to the College, but which were
not finally fettled that day.

a4, That a Meeting of the Council was held half an hour before the
extraordinary meeting of the College; the opinion of the Council was read
over; but I have not the most distant recollection of the concluding paragraph
of these Resolutions being read to me; but if the faid concluding paragraph
was read at this meeting of the Council, it mult have been in that hurried
manner as to make no impreflion.

< For thefle reafons I confider myfelf at full liberty to depart from the re-
folutions of the College, and to prote?, what I now do, againft the vote of
cenfure being carried into effect.

¢ | have the honour to be, moft relpettfully, Sir, your moft obedient
fervant, (Signed) WiLLiam WRIGHT.

To Dr Charles Stuart, Prefident of the Royal College of Phyficians.”

The furprife occafioned by this fingular attempt to retract a vote which he
had deliberately given fix months before, and refpecting which he had ob-
ferved perfet filence, when he heard the minute of the tranfaction read, at
the fubfequent quarterly meeting, in February 1807, could only be equalled
by the indiﬁnatiun which the falle {tatement of fats, and the vile infinua.

tions againit the Council, excited. Both were ftrongly expreflfed by fome
of the Gentlemen ; but it was agreed that no fteps ought to be taken till Dr
Wright fhould be prefent, to anfwer for himfelf. Having learned, on his re-
turn to Scotland, the fentiments entertained of the above letter, he tranl-
mitted, in due form, to the Prefident, the following. -

¢ Mr Prefident, : Edinburgh, 3d Auguf? 1807.

¢ Dear Sir,
<¢ T had not the fmalleft intention to infinuate, that the Council, or any Mem-
ber of it, were capable of altering, adding to, or fupprefling any part of the
‘ Refolutions read in the Council, or in the College, lalt February meeting.
¢ Several circumitances called off’ my attention to their nature and contents,

and for a time effaced them from my recolleCtion, e
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« I have good reafons for changing my mind on thofe Refolutions of the Col.
lege ; and efpecially on fuch paragraphs that contained cenfureon Dr Gregory,
and to which, in #he beat of the difeuffien, 1 relutantly gave my aflent, or
acquiefcence. : . ¢

¢ 1 therefore beg leave to withdraw my letter of the 22d of April, as being
partly incorrect, and confider myfelf at liberty to vote, in the future ftages of
this difcuffion, as my judgment and confcience may direcl me. ]

¢ T have the honour to be, with great refped, Sir, your molt cbedient
fervant, (Signed) WiLLiam WRIGHT.

s To Dr Charles Stuart, Prefident of the Royal College of Phyficians.”

As this letter acknowledged the incorreétnefs, and difavowed the injurious
infinuations of the former one, the College, unwilling to conduét themfelves
towards Dr Wright with feverity, only refufed to permit him to withdraw his
firft letter, and ordered both to be recorded. Both, therefore, {tand on their
minutes, an irrefragable proof of the undue and extraordinary lengths which
Dr Wright was willing to go for the purpofe of ferving his friend Dr Gre-

Dr Wright was alfo prefent at the meeting, November 24. 1807, when:
the difclofure of Dr Gregory’s falfehood, relative to the refolution of Febru-
ary 1805, took place ; and though he remained filent during the difcuifion,
this tranfation could not fail to direét his attention {trongly to the particular
terms in which he had communicated that refolution to Dr Gregory, more
elpecially as fo much of the argument turned upon the precise expressions:
which he had ufed on that occafion.

The reafons mentioned in the note, p. 47. of the Narrative, induced Drs
Stuart, Spens, and Hope to wait on Dr Wright on the 1{t of December 1807.
They had every reafon to fuppofe that he was one of the perfons alluded to-
' by Dr Gregory, in his acknowledgement, (Nar. p. 44. and 56); and.
they were anxious to know the full extent of that information, as they had
had various proofs of the readinefs with which Dr Gregory perverted facls, .
when it fuited his own purpofes.

Dr Stuart began by afking Dr Wright if he had not informed Dr Gregory
of the refolution of 5th February 18057 Dr Wright, at once, and moft readi-
ly replied, that he had. Dr Stuart then requefted to know what he had told:
him. Dr Wright said, that be had told Dr Gregory, that the College had com- -
pletely acquitied the Commitice, and bad declared that they bad adled quite ho-
nourably. On this occafion Dr Wright fpoke without doubt or hefitation, and .
n]Fprarl:nt]}r.in the perfect recollection of every circumitance. As this account
of the communication to Dr Gregory coincided perfettly with the [pirit of -
the refolution, and as it could not be imagined that he would give an erro-
neous ftatement to Dr Gregory, thefe gentlemen put no more queftions to
Dr Wright relative to thofe expreflions, Dr Wright, however, eviuced very.
fully his perfect recollection of the events of sth February 1805, by recalling

c a.2. o
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to the remembrance of his vifitors fome of the other occurrences whie: took
place on that day.

Dr Spens and Dr Hope, feparately, on going home, took a memorandum
of what had paffed, and to preclude every poffibility of miftake on their
part, they (Dr Stuart being unable to accompany them) again waited upon
Dr Viright tewo days after, that is, on the 3d ef December, and fhewed him
the ftatement of what had paffed at their interview on the 1ft, and requelted
him to certify it to be corret, if he found it to be fo.  Dr Wright had thus
had full time to refle€t upon the information he had ecommunicated to Dr
Gregory. He read the ftatement deliberately, afked leave to take a copy of
it, and after tranferibing it, ne added to the original the following declara-
tion, ‘I declare, that the above ftatement is, to the beft of my recoliection,
correct, (Signed) Wirriam WeriGHT.

On the fame day, Dr Wright sat next to Dr Hope at the eleftion-dinner,
but fpoke not a word to him refpelting the forenoon’s tranfaltion. Before
quitting the room, however, he mentioned to Dr Stuart, while at coffee, and
the company all talking around them, and when Dr Stuart heard very imper-
fectly what he faid, his with or expeétation that his written teftimony thould
be returned to him, being defirous of giving a viva weee evidence on the [ame
fubjeét, if called upon in the College. Dr Stuart faid, that he faw no objec-
tion, for his own part, to his written declaration being given up, but did
not know what might be the fentiments of Dr Spens and Dr Hope; but Dr
Wright did not give him the fmalleft hint, nor had Dr Stuart the molt diltant
idea, that he meant to depart in any degree from the teftimony he had fub-
feribed. '

On the 4th of December, the Council met for the purpofe of having com.
municated to them the refolutions which Drs Hope and Spens were next day
to move in the College refpeéting Dr Gregory ; and Dr Hope then rabled
Dr Wright’s figned ftatement, as it formed a part of one of the propofed re-
{olutions,

On the sth, when the Prefident was about to take the Chair, Dr Wright

_came up abruptly to Dr Hope, and without afligning any realon whatever,
demanded back the figned ftatement. Dr Hope could not give it up, as he
had already tabled it before the Council, and as it conftituted a part of one
of the refolutions, which the College were convened for the exprefs purpofe
of hearing moved, and as Dr Wright gave no realon for making the de-
mand.

On the 19th of December, the day fixed for confidering the refolutions,
as foon as Dr Hope had ftated the grounds on which he had brought them
forward, Dr Wright read a fpeech, in which he retraéted part of the telti-
mony he had before given, and dilclaimed the ftatement bearing his own fig-
nature, as * spurions,” and * nome of his.”” He retufed to deliver this paper
to the clerk. The copy which follows is taken from the Relative Documents
of Dr Gregory. 3

R
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Dz WRIGHT’s SPEECH.

Mo PresiDENT,
What | am about to deliver is not from memary or recollefFion, which is often
fallacious, but from notes and memorandums [ found amonglt my papers on
_#he marning of the 3d December current : By thofe notes, and the minutes of
your records, [ am completely master of the subjecl ; and the proceedings of
the Royal College, at their meeting of the sth February 1805, are now as
frefh on my memory as if it had been on yefterday.

I fhall recount the cccurrences, and fome other matters connefted with the
meeting of the College at the time; and fhall briefly ftate what part of the
proceedings I reported to Dr Gregory, and what part I did not think proper
to communicate. g

On the evening of the 4th February 1805, Icalled on Dr Gregory, at his own
houfe ; | told him, | had had a vifit from Dr Spens ; that he appeared to be
in the greateft diftrefs and anxiety of mind. He faid he was much hurt and
infured by what Dr Gregory bad faid of him;’* (in his Cenf. Lett, and Rev.)
< that he was aware of my fentiments, as well as of thofe of feveral others of
the Members of the College; difapproving of the report of the Committee
for the revifing of the laws; and that they had exceeded their powers; but,
faid he, you may call us all the fools and idiots you pleafe, hut do not call us
dishonest. On the fame evening I reported to Dr Gregory what happened
that day in the Council ; that feveral of the Members fympathized with Dr
Spens ; that, in order to save bis feelings, one of his friends propoled, that a
motion {hould be made in.the College next day, to return thanks to Dr Spens,-
and to his Committee, for the great pains they had taken in revifing the
laws, and that they were convinced that they had afted from the purelt mo-
tives.

Scon-after the Meeting held on the sth of February, Itold Dr Gregory,
that a motion had been made in the College, agreeable to the recommenda-
tion of the Council, which after much difeuflion, had been zgreed to, and
that the College had ordered the Vice.Prefident to render their thanks, firlt
to Dr Spens, and then to his Committee, for the revifal of the laws, and
that they were convinced they had aéted from the purelt motives.

Here 1 flept ;—more than this I did not report to Dr Gregory, of the
proceedings of the Royal College of Phyficians, on that day, nor upon any
other occafion whatfoever. No! not even after Dr Duncan [enior had thown
him the minutes of the College of the sth of February 1803.

I come now to the molt painful part of my duty., It is to fpeak of that
paper, that letter or document on your table. On the 1ft of December
current, the three gentlemnen” (Drs Stuart, Spens, and Hope) * named in
that paper came to my deor; on being admitted, I heard Dr Stvart call
out, < A deputation, A deputation!!” 1 took this for apiece of pleafantry,

and
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and received them kindly as friends. Soon after, Dr Stuart afked me, ©if
¥ remembered the proceedings of the College of the sth of February 1805
1faid I did. * Do you recolleét telling Dr Gregory of the refolution of
the College, and of their having aequitted Dr Spens and his Committee honour-
ably” ? Isaid O yes, Iithink Idid, Ibelieve I did, and that I bad told bim in
a general way what had been done.  After a few minutes, they took their
leave, and we parted pleafed with each other. I fufpe&ted no evil.

Next day, 2d December, Dr Spens and Dr Hope came to my houfle in the
Jforenoon. Dr Spens reminded me of the converfation of yesterday. I an-
fwered, I remembered it. He then prefented to me the paper on your table,
drawn up by themfelves, or under their diretion, recounting the converfa.
tion of the preceding day, which, without giving it due confideration, I cer-
tified that {tatement to be correft, as far as my recolleGtion ferved me.

Before thefe gentlemen went away, I told them that what I had done, did
not preclude me from attending the extraordinary meeting on the sth De-
cember. They replied, it did not.

On difcovering my notes or memorandums on the morning of the 3d Decem-
ber, 1 faw how much my recolleétion had failed me! how much I was deceived
and miftaken ! I went to dine with the College that day, and was in hopes
I could fet that matter to rights. 1 took the firlt opportunity of fpeaking to
Dr Stuart, and faid, as [ intended making my perfonal appearance at the
meeting of the College on the sth December, the declaration obtained from
me may be cancelled. His reply was, ° certainly it may.” I exprefled
myfelf in the fame terms to Dr Spens ; his anfwer was, * I fhould think fo
too.”” I bad no oppertunity of speaking to Dr Hope, until he came into the
room, when the Members of the Callﬂ%e were affembling for the meeting of
the College, sth December. I faid to him, ¢ you mult give me that paper
back.” He haftily faid, Ne! it was tabled *. 1made another attempt to
prevent its being read, by offering myfelf for examination ; when Dr Hope
faid, ¢ Sir, do you mean to interrupt me *’ 1 fat down much difconcerted.

This violent condutt of Dr Hope is new and unprecedented ; as, an evi-
dence, who has been examined on oath before a court of juftice, finding he
was miftaken in the declaration he had emitted, and defirous of being again
examined before the court, has a legal right to have his previous evidence
cancelled. This, however, was denied me. I was prevented and obltruted
from giving my teftimony in my own words. b :

On reviewing the whole of this bufinefs, and carefully weighing every cir.
cumftance in my own mind, I was led to the following conclufions.

1. That if the projetors and framers of that document on your table, had,
by a preconcerted plan, intended to furprife, to enfnare, and to entrap me,
they could not have been more fuccefsful. It had the fulleft effet. I be-
came the dupe of their artifice,

# This could not be, as the meeting was not conflituted ; nor.was it tabled formally for:
an hour and a half after. Note by Dir Wright,.
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2. That it appears to me that the authors of that paper came to my houfe
with unfriendly dilpofitions towards me, and holtile defigns againft Dr Gre-
gory. [ was singled out as the tool and instrument to i}tfi‘& the mortal wound
and to blast bis character ']/

Nor fhall 1 be of another opinion or belief, until thefe gentlemen give fatif-
fadtory proof to the contrary, and that they, upon this occafion, alted from
pure and bonourable principles.

I disavow that declaration or document on your table as none of mine; as
furreptitious, as fpurious, and illegally obtained from me.

I now folemnly proteft and declare, that I did not report to Dr Gregory
that the Royal College of Phyficians had honourably acquitted Dr Spens and
his Committee, either on the evening of the sth of February 1803, or at
any fubfequent time thereafter,”

Soon after this paper was read, Dr Gregory, as has been already men-
tioned, Nar. p. 49, put a feries of prepared and written queftions to Dr
Wright, by which he endeavoured to get fuch anfwers from him as were con-
formable to his own views, which naturally led feveral of the Members to put
fuch queftions to Dr Wright as occurred to them at the moment. As thie
examination was wholly unforefeen on the part of the College, they were
not prepared to put thofe queftions to Dr Wright, and to others, which
would have exhibited the circumitances of the cafe in the moft {triking man-
ner ; but, as it is, the whole is fo remarkable that it is here (ubjoined, and
the reader may form his own judgment of it.

EVIDENCE of Dr WiLLiAM WRiGHT, taken at an Extraordinary
Meeting of the Rovar CoLLEGE of Puysicians, held upon
the 19th day of December 1807.

LBueftions by Dr Gregory.

1. Dr Gregory.—Does Dr Wright remember telling Dr Gregory, that it
was propofed by the Council to return thanks to Dr Spens and the Commit-
tee, for the great trouble they had taken in revifing the laws, and to declare
that the College was convinced that they had atted from the beft or pureft
motives, or words to that effeét ?

Dr Wright.—I do. ;

2. Dr Gregory-—Does Dr Wright remember Dr Gregory, on hea:'ti:F

€
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thefe two articles mentioned, fay, if that is all, I fiould agree to it, or con.

cuf in it, if I were at the College, or words to that effect ? :

Dr Wright.— 1 remember it wery well.

3. Dr Gregory.—Does he acknowledge any difference between the import
of declaring, that Dr Spens and his Committee had acted from the pureit
mnt;ves, and declaring that they had ated in the moit honourable man-
ner !

Dr Wright.—~Whatever difference 1 confider between thele two things, I
kept it to myfelf, and did not inform Dr Gregory that Dr Spens and his
Commitice were acquitted honourably.

4. Dr Gregory.—Does he conceive that every ation proceeding from a
good motive, is itfelf good and honourable ?

Dr Wright.—I do not, becaufe a perfon may errin judgment.

5. Dr Gregory.—Had Dr Wright read with attention Dr Gregory's printed
papers before the meetings of the Council on the 4th, and College on 'the
sth of February 18657

Dr Wright.—1 read them with attention.

6. Dr Gregory.—Was he well acquainted with the tenor of thefe printed
pers ? ;
Dr Wright.—I was. _ :

s, Dr Gregory.—Did he underftand that Dr Gregory imputed to Dr
Spens and his Commitree any other motives for their actual condutt, but
a defire to promote their own pecuniary intere(t individually, and alfo that
of the College as a body? .

‘Dr Wright.—I underltood Dr Gregory in that way, as imputing no other
motives to them. -

8. Dr Gregory.—Did he underftand that Dr Gregory blamed the Com-
mittee for thele motives ?

Dr Wright-—1I did not under/tand that be did.

9. Dr Gregory.—Did he underfland that, Dr ‘Gregory, in his printed
papers, blamed them for their actual conduét in the Report. which they had
given in to the College ? :

Dr Wright.—I underftuod that he did blame them. L3

10. Dr Gregory.—Did he underftand that Dr Gregory blamed them much
for exciting diflenfion in the College, by introducing a propofal the fame in
fubftance with one which Dr Spens had introduced, and puthed very keenly
in 1796, but which was greatly difapproved of by many of us at that time;
and atter repeated and very full confideration, and much debate for about
nine months, was at laft dropped, or fufpended fine die ?

Dr Wright.—I think he blamed them very much. ‘I'do not incline to add
any thing elle to tiis reply.

1. Dr Gregory.—Did he underftand Dr Gregory to have blamed them
for violating their own charter, and thole of the lurgeon-apothecaries ?

Dr Wright—He blamed them very much on both thefe accounts. &
: 12. Dr
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12, Dr Gregory.—Did he under(tand that, by thofe charters, the practice
of Pharmacy, publicly or privately, is forbidden to us of the Royal College of
Phyficians, and given exclufively to the Surgeon-apothecaries ?

Dr Wright.—I underftand by thofe charters, that the praftice of Phar.
macy is forbidden to the Members of the College of Phylicians in this place,
and given exclufively to the Surgeon-apothecaries.

13. Dr Gregory.—Did he underitand, that for us to keep fhops, even pri-
vately, and furnifh medicines to our own patients, as was propofed by Dr
Spens in 1796, and avowed in November 18c4, to be the meaning and pur-
pofe of the Report of the Committee for revifing our laws, was according
to, or contrary to the true fpirit and plain meaning of our enaltment of
17647

?ier Wright.—I think it contrary to it.

14. Dr Gregory.—Does he think it was honourable and right for any of
cur Members to propole fuch a breach of faith on the part of the College,
or fuch an abfolving of ourlelves from that obligation ?

Dr Wright.—1 decline anfwering that queftion in the preflent ftage of the
bufinefs.

15. Dr Gregory.—When it was propofed in the Council, and refolved by
the College, 4th and sth February 1805, to declare that Dr Spens and his
Committee had adted in the moll honourable manner, was it avowed by the
College, that the Royal College expetted and required of all other Commit-
tees, and of all its Members individually, that they fhould at in the fame
manner whenever they had an opportunity, and endeavour to fubvert our
law of 1754, by the fame means which Dr Spens and his Committee in
1804 had employed for that purpofe ?

Dr Wright,—I did not underftand that it was,

16. Dr Gregory.—Did Dr Wright underftand that to be the meaning of
the College 2

Dr Wright.—1 did not.

17. Dr Gregory.—Did Dr Wright underftand that the College did not
expet, or require, or wifh, that all its Members, individually and collefive-
ly, fhould att in the moft honourable manner ?

Dr Wright.—The College certainly wifhed and expefted that every Mem-
ber would at in the moft honourable manner; but he did not underitand
that part of the queflion relative to their requiring them to do fo.

18. Dr Gregory.—If any individual of that Committee had alted in a
manner diretly oppofite to that in which Dr Spens and his Committee afted
on that occafion, flad objefled to that interpretation of the law 1754, as be-
ing falfe, and to any attempt to repeal or pervert that law, as a breach of
faith, and a violation of our charter and of that of the Surgeon.apothecaries,
and, if out-voted in the Committee, had protefted againit their proceedings,
and, inftead of keeping the plan a fecret, had immediately mentioned it ta
the different Members of the College individually, and had laid it fully
before the Council and the College at tgair firlt meeting, or at the firlt no-

minal
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minal reading of the Committee’s Report, and had declared their ftrong dif-
approbation of it, would this have been afting in a difhonourable manner ?

Dr Wright.—I don’t think it would.

19. Dr Gregory.—Why would it not be dithonourable ?

Dr Wright.-—It would require a very long difcuflion, more than I am
mafler of at prefent, to anfwer that queftion.

20, Dr Gregory.—Does Dr Wright underftand that the College would
have been entitled to cenfure, or to punith in any way, fuch individuals, for’
acting in a manner diretly contrary to what the College have now repeatedly
declared to have been acting in the moft honourable manner ?

Dr Wright.—I will not anfwer that queftion. :

21. Dr Gregory.—Was that part of the declaration of the College, that
Dr Spens and his Committee had afted in the moft honourable manner, wun-
derstood by Dr Wright to be only a temporary expedient, to save the feelings of
Dr Spens and bis Committee, and to reltore peace to the College ?

Dr Wright.—1I did not underftand it in that light.

22. Dr Gregory.—Was Dr Wright grieved or plealed, or was it quite in-
different to him, to fee fuch viclent diflenfion break out in the College, in
winter 1804 or 1805 ? :

Dr Wright.—I was exceedingly forry that diffenfions fhould have arifen in
the College on that fubjeét; but they did not arife 1o any beight till 1805.

23. Dr Gregory.—After Dr Wright had feen my printed papers, did he
with to reftore peace to the College ?

Dr Wright.—I had every wifh to reftore peace to the College.

24. Dr Gregory.—When Dr Wright came to me in the afternoon of the
eth of :"ubruﬁr}’ 1805, did he come with the benevolent intention of a peace- -
maker !

IDr Wright.—I had no other intention. :

25. Dr Gregory.—Did Dr Wright think this benevolent purpofe would be
promoted, or certainly fruftrated, by informing me of that part of the decla-
ration of the Royal College, that Dr Spens and his Committee had afted in
the moft honourable manner ? :

Dr Wright.—I thought it would be completely fruftrated.

26. Dr Gregory.—Was that Dr Wright’s reafon for not informing me of
that part of the refolutions of the College?

Dr Wright.—It was: I had no other. :

27. Dr Gregory.—Did Dr Wright conceive that I meant to acquielce in
fuch a complete general contradi€tion of all 1 had asserted in my printed pa-
pers, as that which is implied in that part of the Refolution of the RD}raI.Cal-
lege, 1805, which declares, that Dr Spens and his Committee had acted in the
moft honourable manner ? ;

Dr Wright.—1I conceived both then and now, that he would not ac~

uielce. :
2 28. Dr Gregory.—Did Dr Wright know, from reading my Cenforian
Letter, p. 3. and 120, that I was ready, and eagerly defirous to ﬂckii-:-iw-
edge
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ledge and correé any unintended errors, if any fuch could be pointed out to
me in my printed papers, and that I was equally willing to vindicate and an-
fwer for, publicly and judicially, any fuppofed wilful wrong or faifehood,
which any of my Brethren might think they found in thofe papers ?

Dr Wright—He was ready and willing to do fo.

29. Dr Gregory.—At that meeting of the Royal College, or at the meet-
ing of the Council the day before, were any particular paffages or aflertions
in my printed papers taken notice of, as either unintentionally erroncous or
wilfully falfe ?

Dr Wright.—I do not recollet that there was any mention of any particu-
lar paffages.

Luestion by the Prefident,

30. Dr Stuart.—Does Dr Wright recolleét whether any mention, at that
meeting of the Council or College, was made of Dr Gregory’s name, or of
any of his printed papers whatever ?

Dr Wright.—My memory does not ferve me to fay any thing about it.

LQuestions by Dr Gregory continued.

31. Dr Gregory.—Did any fuch affertions, which to him appeared either
unintentionally erroneous or wilfully falfe, occur to him on reading my print-
ed papers?

Dr Wright.—Nothing of that fort occurred to me. s

32. Dr Gregory.—If not, is it poffible that the whole of thefe papers
fhould be falfe, unlefs fome or many very glaring paffages of them were fo?

Dr Wright.—1I think not.

Questions by Dr Hope.

33. Dr Hqge.—-])ucs Dr Wright think that he has underftood, and is
aware of the full import and bearing of all the queftions now put by Dr Gre-
gory, and of the anfwers he has given ?

Dr Wright.—I do.

34- Dr Hope.—Was Dr Wright prefent at the meeting of the Council held
previous to the meeting of the College, Feb. 5. 1803.

Dr Wright,—I was.

35. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright then hear the refolutions that were to be
recommended by the Council to the College on the fucceeding day ?

Dr Wright.—I heard them.

36., Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright give his vote for adopting thefe refolu-
tions at the meeting of the College, %:eh. 18057

Dr Wright.—I did.

37. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright, who was Vice-Prefident, take the chair
previous te the paffing of thefe refolutions ?

. Dr
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Dr Wright.—I did.

38. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright pronounce thefe refolutions twice, firft to
the Prefident, and then to the Committee ?

Dr Wright—I did.

39- Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright wait on Dr Gregory on the evenings of
the days of the meetings of the Council and of the College ?

Dr Wright.—I think I did.

40. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright go to give Dr Gregory information of
the proceedings of the College ?

Dr Wright.—Only in part.

41. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright %g with the view of giving a full account
of the proceedings of the College to Dr Gregory ?

Dr Wright.—I did not go with the view of giving him a full account of
the proceedings of the College on that day.

Luestions by Dr Stuart.

42. Dr Stevart.—What purpole does Dr Wright think a partial ftatement
to be given by him of the proceedings of the College, could ferve?

Dr Wright.—If I had given him a full account, be would bave been irri-
tated more than be was, and I did not find bim in that frame and temper of
siind io bear such an account as I could bave given bim.

43. Dr Stuart.—Did not Dr Gregory fay to Dr Wright, when he gave
him this partial ftatement of the proceedings of the College, that if he had
been prefent at that meeting, he would himlelf have joined in the vote of the
College ?

Dr Wright.—1I never underffosd that Dr Gregory would bave dene fo, and I
did not think be weuld have joined in it

Buestion by Dr Hope.

44. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright with to imprefs Dr Gregory with the be-
lief, that the College had pafled a cenfure on the Prefident and Committee
by their refolutions ?

Dr Wright.—1 had no fuch wifh.

Luestions by Dr Stuart.

45. Dr Smart.—Did Dr Wright think that Dr Gregory conceived his
communication to exprefs a cenflure ?

Dr Wright.—No.

46. Dr Stvart.—Did Dr Wright conceive that Dr Gregory did not un.
derftand, from what he faid, that the College had voted the Committee to
have acted in an honourable manner ?

Dr Wright.—I conceived he did not.

LQuestions by Dr Hope.
47. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Gregory receive the intimation as a matter of in-
difference ?
Dr
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Dr Wright.—He did receive it as a matter of indifference. g

48. Dr Hope.—Why did Dr Wright think that Dr Gregory was not m a
frame of mind to receive the full communication ?

Dr Wright.—I decline anfwering that queftion. . :

49. Dr Hope.—Has Dr Wright found Dr Gregory in a frame of mind
fince that period, fit for receiving that comunication ? et

Dr Wright.—Whether he was in a frame of mind or not to receive it, he
knows not, but he never communicated it to him ¢

Luestions by Dr Stuart.

go. Dr Stuart.—Whether were you not very much difappointed at find-
ing Dr Gre%ﬂr}r treat the information which you gave him, as a matter of
indifference ?

Dr Wright.—I was not. ;

51- Dr Stuart.—What purpofe then, will Dr Wright fay, could his in-
formation ferve ?

Dr Wright.—1I decline anfwering that queltion.

Suestions by Dr Hope.

§2. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright think, that the information he gave of
the refolutions of the College, amounted to a full acquittal of the Com-
mittee ?

Dr Wright.—1I fhall not anfwer that queftion.

53. Dr Hope.—Does Dr Wright think, that in the cafual framing of
the refolutions, if the College had %c-rma]l}', through the Prefident, returned
their thanks to the Committee, and had declared that they had been aftua-
ted by the pureft motives, that that would have amounted to a full acquit-
tal of the Committee?

Dr Wright.—1 think it would.

LQuestion by Dr Stuart.

54. Dr Stuart.—Does Dr Wright think, that although the College had
returned thanks to the Committee, and had declared that they had afted
irom the pureft motives, that this was confiftent with their thinking that they,
or fome of them, had acted difhonourably ?

Dr Wright,—I will give no anfwer to that queftion.

Luestions by Dr Hepe.

55- Dr Hope.— Did the Prefident, the Vice Prefident, and Dr Hope, call
on Dr Wright on the 1ft Dec. 1807 ?

Dr Wright.—They did.

56. Dr Hope.—Did the Preflident alk Dr Wright, if Dr Wright had in-
formed Dr Gregory of the refolutions of the Coﬁege on February 5. 1805¢

Ir Wright.—He did.

S
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57, Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright declare to thefe Gentlemen, that he had
informed Dr Gregory of thefe refolutions ?

Dr Wright.—I faid I believe, and I think I did, but it was only from re-
colleétion,

58. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright inform thele three Gentlemen, that he
had acquainted Dr Gregory, that the College had completely acquitted the
Committee ?

Dr Wright.—1I believe, and think I did, but it was only from recollection.

59. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright declare to thefe Gentlemen, that he had
informed Dr Gregory, that the Committee had afted quite honourably ?

Dr Wright—Same anfwer as two preceding.

Luestions by Dr Stuart.

6o. Dr Stuart—Were the words in which Dr Wright expreffed himfelf,
fuggelted to him by thefe Gentlenen, or altogether [pontaneous and unforced ?

Dr Wright.—In part fuggefted to me by thefe Gentlemen ¥,

61. Dr Stuart.—Did any of them addrefs Dr Wright upon this fubje&,
previous to his having given this anfwer, but the Prefident alone ?

Dr Wright—I cannot be correft upon that fubje&.

62. Dr Stuart.—Will Dr Wright be pleafed to fay what language thefe
Gentlemen ufed, which fuggelted thefe replies by Dr Wright ?

Dr Wright—If I were to fay any thing, 1 fuppofe I would not be cor-
re€t, and therefore decline anfwering it.

Luestions by Dr Hope.

63. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Hope and Dr Spens wait on Dr Wright on the

d of December, and fhow him a paper, in which were written the words

made ufe of by him in prelence of the Preflident, Vice-Prefident, and Dr
Hope, on the 1ft ?

Dr Wright.—They did put that paper into my hands, and without givin
it due confideration, I certified that that ftatement was correlt from the be%k
of my recollettion.

64 Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright, after reading that paper, requelt pere
miflien to take a copy of it, and did take a copy of it before he wrote the
following declaration at the foot of it? The declaration is, ** I declare, that
the above {tatement is, to the belt of my recolleétion, correét.”

Dr Wright.—1 took a copy of it after 1 had written that declaration 1.

Luestions by Dr Duncan sen,

65. Dr Duncan fen.—When Dr Wright, on the 5th of November 1805,
informed Dr Gregory that the College had pafled a vote refpeting Dr Spens,
and declaring that his condut had proceeded from the pureft motives, did
Dr Wright imagine, that Dr Gregory would not confult the Minutes of the

College

® Fide Declaration of Dirs Stuart, Spens, and Hope, App. p. 18.
{ The Statement and Declaration will be seen, p. 57. of Narrative.




15

College to know what was really done, but would be contented with this
rtial information for a year and nine months ? -
Dr Wright.—H~ howed no curiosity to be farther informed.

66. Dr %uncan fen.—What does Dr Wright fuppofe could have pre-
vented Dr Gregory from taking the proper method of knowing what was
really done in the College refpecting Dr Spens ?

Dr Wright.—1I know of nothing that prevented him getting that infor-
mation.

Duestion by Dr Gregory.

67. Dr Gregory.—Did Dr Wright underftand that 1 believed the account
that he gave me to be the whole truth, and that I was fatisfied with it ?
Dr Wright.—Yes.

Suestion by Dr Duncan sen.

68. Dr Duncan fen.—When Dr Wright fuppofed that Dr Gregory be-
lieved that the partial account he had given him was the whole of what
pafled in the College, why did he not undeceive Dr Gregory by telling him
the whole truth at that time ?

Dr Wright.—I decline anfwering that queftion.

Duestion by Dr Gregory.

69. Dr Gregory.—Did Dr Wright underftand, that if he had told me
the whole truth, it would have excited me to further and violent difeuflions
with the College according to what is ftated in the rzoth page of my Cenfo-
rian Letter !

Dr Wright.—I think it would.

Buestion by Dr Stuart.

20. Dr Stuart.—Does Dr Wright think, that the terms in which he re-
lated the proceedings of the College on sth Feb. to Dr Gregory were calcu-
lated, or did he intend by them, to lead him to believe that it was a full
account of their proceedings ?

Dr Wright.—I give no anfwer to that queftion,

Suestions by Dr Duncan senior.

71. Dr Duncan fen.—When Dr Wright informed Dr Gregory, that Dr
Spens had afted from the purelt motives, What did he conceive was meant
by the word pureft ? Did he fuppofe that Dr Spens’s motive was the pure
love of gain, or that it was perfetly free from every thing dilhonourable ?

Dr Wright.—1 decline anfwering that queltion.

72. Dr Duncan fen.—As Dr Wright has faid that he knows no erroneous-
falts in the Cenforian Letter, did Dr Wright fuppofe that Dr Gregory was
in the right, when he attempted to prove in that Letter, that Dr Spens had
appointed a packed Committee to obtain a repeal of the a&t 17354, in a clan-
deitine manner ?

Dr
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Dr Wright.—I give no opinion upon that head.

73+ Dr Duncan fen.—Did Dr Wright think, that the Committee wanted
to get the adt 1754 repezled or altered in a clandeftine mantier ?

Dr Wright,—1 decline anfwering that queftion.

Luestion by Dr Hope.

74. Dr Hope.—Has Dr Wright had any communication with any Member
of the College upon the fubje&, fince the vifit of the Prefident and Vice-Pre-
fident and Dr Hope ?

Dr Wright.—No.

Luestions by Dr Brown.

75. Dr Brown.—Did Dr 'Wri%hn after giving his fignature to the paper
which he had been requefted to fubfcribe, with refpeft to the communica-
tions which he had made to Dr Gregory on the evenings of the 4th and sth
February, difcover notes which he had made of thefe communications, writ-
ten at the time or foon after it ?

Dr Wright—{ discovered such notes on the morning of the 3d December 1807,
immedialely after breakfast.

56. Dr Brown.—Were thele notes written very foon after the converfation
with Dr Gregory ?

Dr Wright.—The notes of the sth Feb. 1805, were written a few days af-
ter the meeting of the College, on little fcraps of paper.

77. Dr Brown.—Did he find fuch notes to juftify him, in afferting that
be communicated to Dr Gregory, only that part of the vote of the College
ef sth February which related to the motives of the Committee for re-
vifing the laws, and not that part of it which related to their attual conduét:

Dr Wright. 1 did.

28. I'r Brown.—Did he on that account, and on that account only, with
to withdraw from the hands of Dr Hope, and of the other Members who
had waited on him, the paper which he had given them at their requeft, as
being no longer that which he could confider as giving an accurate {tatement
of the communications he had made to Dr Gregory?

Dr Wright.—Solely on that account.

79. Dr%ﬂmwn.—uid 1ir Hope refufe to permit you to withdraw it, aflign-
ing as a reafon that it was already tabled ?

Dr Wright.—He did.

8o, Dr %ruwn.—.ﬁ.t the time of this refufal, had there been any meeting
of the College, at which it could be regularly tabled ?

Dr Wright.—There had been no fuch meeting, but the Members were
juit coming in to it.

Questions by Dr Hape.
81. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright ftate to Dr Hope, the reafons for with-

drawing it, which are ftated in a former anfwer, viz, that he had fo;nd,
QI
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ffom a perufal of notes, fubfequent to the figning of that paper, that the
flatement contained in it was incorre(t ?

Dr Wright.—No. Dr Hope gave me no time for it, he took his feat.

82. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Hope fay he had already tabled that paper, or
was about to table it ?

Dr Wright.—Ie told me that paper was tabled.

Questions by Dr Stuart.

81. Dr Stuart.— Does Dr Wright think, that thofe notes which he dif-
covered written by him, fubfequent to his waiting on Dr Gregory in Feb-
ruary +8os, are legible by any of the College ?

Dr Wright.—No.

84. Dr Stuart.—Would Dr Wright be inclined to produce them as they
are ?

Dr Wright.—No.

85. Dr Stuart,—Will Dr Wright engage to preferve them in exiltence ?

Dr Wright.—That I fhall not.

Question by Dr Home..

86. Dr Home.—Has Dr Wright been in the hahit of writing an account,
or of preferving notes of the tranfactions of the Coliege of Phyficians ?
Dr Wright.— Not conltantly.

Question by Dr Duncan sen.

87. Dr Duncan fen.— After Dr Wright difcovered thele notes, did he
imn ediaiely communicate that difcovery to the Prefident, or did he com.
municate it to him at any time prior to this mecting of the Coliege ?

Jr Wrizght.—1 did not immediately communicate it, and had no oppor-
tunity of doing fo, till I faw the Prefident at the eleftion-meeting.

Questions by Dr Hope.

8§8. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright exprefs any wifh at the eletion-dinner
to Dr Stuart, or had he any wilh, at that time, to withdraw the {tatement
which he had figned ¢

Dr Wright.—1 had every with to withdraw it.

89. Dr Hope.— Did this with proceed from the fame motives which in-
duced him to defire to withdraw ir, when he applied to Dr Hope on the
meeting ot Saturday the sth?

Dr Wright. — The fame.

K 9. ]fh Hope.—Did Dr Wright fit next to Dr Hope at the ele@ion-
inner ?

Dr Wright.—1 did.

¢ 91.
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9t. Dr Hope.—Did Dr Wright fpeak to Dr Hope upon the lubje@, or
exprels any with of withdrawing the ftatement which he had figned that
morning ?

Dr Wright.—No.

Decr.araTioN by Drs StuarT, Seens, and Horg, referred to p. 14
of Appendix.

As Dr WricHT, in an anfwer to one of the queltions propofed to him
by Dr Stuart, at the extraordinary meeting of the College on the 1gth
of December 1807, bas affirmed, that the words in which he, Dr Wright,
exprefled himfelf, in regard to the information he had given Dr Gregory,
as [tated in the document figned by Dr Wright, now in the hands of the
Clerk, were in part luggefted to him by the Gentlemen to whom he made
the declaration contained in that document ; We confider it to be our duty
to the College to declare, that this affirmation by Dr Wright is incorrect ;
the following being, if not the precife words, very nearly fo, and certain-
ly the precile purport, and the whole of the expreflions or queltions ufed
by Dr Stuart, who alone addrefled Dr Wright on the fubjeé.

After being feated, Dr Stuart atked Dr Wright, if he had not informed
Dr Gregory of the refolution of the College of sth February, 1805 ?

Upon Dr Wright's anlwering that he had, Dr Stuart further faid, What
did you tell him ?

The declararion was then given as ftated and certified in the faid docu-
ment ; nothing more having been previoufly faid,

Ldinburgh, (Signed) Cma. STuarT.
Feb. 2. 18c8. Te. Srens.

Tuos: CHas. Hork.

— T

It is impoffible for any one who confiders Dr Wright's fpeech and exa-
mination, to avoid being imprefled with the conviction, that the flatement
given to Drs Stuart, Spens and Hope, is more correft than any part of the
itory contained in his other replies. He had particular occafion to be well
acquainted with the tenor of the refolution, as has been already mentioned ;
and, previous to figning the {tatement, his attention had been ftrongly di-
rected to the terms and extent of his communication to IDr Gregory, both
by the difcuflions in the College, and by the vifit of Drs Stuart, Spens and
[Hope. Though the ipsissima verba of the refolution might have efcaped

his
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Lis memory, it is perfeftly incredible that, if he had gone to Dr Gregory
for the purpole of giving him an imperfe& and incorret account of the re-
folution, he counld have forgotten fo very fingular and unjuftifiable a pro-
ceeding : or, if he had gone with the intention of making a full communica-
tion, but had' found that the information he gave provoked and irritated Dr
Gregzory fo much as to deter him from telling the whole truth, it is not like-
1y that fuch an occurrence could have efcaped his memory. What ren-
ders the ftory the more improbable, is, that the part of the Refolution
which he fays he did communicate, was as much ealculated to excite the
wrath of Dr Gregory, as that part which he fays he withheld.

Dr Wright however {tates, that his memory had deceived him; and that
he found nates and memorandums which fhowed him his error.

The College cannot help feeling confiderable difficulty in belicving this
account. I Dr Wright had altually made a difcovery of notes, from
which he afcertained that the teftimony which he had given and fubferibed
was erroneous, why did he delay an inftant in carrying them to thofe who
were in pofleflion of his ftatement, as well for his own vindication as to re-
pair the injury he had done his friend ? It was not even neceffary for him
to be at the trouble of calling on them.  He met them the fame day at the
cledtion dinner, to which Dr Wright fays he went, in hopes of fetting mat-
ters to rights: and he aftually fat next to Dr Hope ; but not a word on the
fubjeét efcaped him. He was equally filent refpecting the difcovery of the
notes to Dr Stuart and Dr Spens ; and he remained filent on the fubject
above a fortnight longer; for the difcovery was not announced till he read
his {peech at the meeting of the College on the 19th December.

The doubts created by this conduét were much (trengthened, when Dr
Wright, in his examination, declared that the faid notes were not legible
by any member of the College,—when he declined to produce them as
they were,—and even refufed, and that very peremptorily, to engage to pre-
ferve them in exiftence.

As Dr Wri?ht could not be ignorant of the feepticifn refpeéting the ex-
iltence of thele notes, and as he faw how much uic Dr Gregory had made
in his defence of his retratation, it was reafonable to fuppofe, that, if they
really exifted, he would have produced them on the day when the College
met to difcufs the accufation againft Dr Gregory. Their produdtion was of
fome confequence to Dr Gregory, and ablolutely neceflary to difpel the
doubts in which Dr Wright’s veracity was involved in regard to this retracta.
tion. Still; however, they were withheld from the College. In fhort, there
were the moft cogent realons for producing the notes, if in exiftence ; and
it is impoffible to imagine any good reafon for withholding them.

With refpeét to thele notes, the College muft alfo obferve, that it is im-
pofiible they could have been found at the fime {tated by Dr Wright for their
difcovery. Dr Wright fays, ¢ Next day, 2d December, Dr Spens and Dr H ope
came to my houfe in the forenocon. On difeovering my notes and memeo.
randums on the morning of the 3d December, T faw how much my recol.

le&tion
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le@ion had failed me'—how much I was deceived and miftaken! I went
to dine with the College that day, and was in hopes I could fet that matter
to rights,” &ec. ¢ 1 dilcovered fuch notes on the morning of the 3d De-
cember 1807, immediately after breakfa t.’

Dr Wright here exprefsly {lates, that he fubferibed his declaration on the
forenoon of the 2d December, and that he found the notes on the morning
of the 3d December, immediately afier brealfast. But the fad is, that Drs
Spens and Hope did nof pay their fecond vifir, and Dr Wright did nof {ub-
fcribe his declaration, on the 2d December, as he avers. It was on the fore-
noon of the 3d, foon after the cleCtion, that thefe gentlemen went away from
the Hall, and waited on Dr Wright. As, thercfore, Dr Wright did not
fublcribe his declaranon on the 2d, but on the forencon of the 3d De-
cember, it is evident that, if notes were actually difcovered, the difcovery
muft have been made, not subsejuent, but previous to his certifying the ac-
curacy of the declaration; and, of courfe, that he certified the corre@-
nefls of the ftatement after he knew that it was incorre. It is impoflible
that he could have found them any time futfequent to the 3d; becaufe he
exprefsly fays that, in conlequence of the dilcovery, he went to the eletion
dinner to fer matters to rights ; and that dinner was certainly on the 3d De-
cember.— The conclufion, therefore, is irrefitlible, that the notes could not
have been difcovered as fpecified by Dr Wright ; and, putting all the cir-
cumftances together refpeéting them, their difcovery muit appear abfolutely
impoffible.

The improbable ftory, however, of thefe notes, is not the only circum-
ftance which led the College to imagine that Dr Wright was willing to fa-
crifice not a little to his friendfhip for Dr Gregory, and to his anxiety to de-
fend him. DBoth in his written {peech and in his viva voce evidence, he gave
various ftatements of Faflts by no meaus corredt, and fhaped his anfwers as
much as poflible to ferve the caufe of Dr Gregory. The following are fome
examples of thele.

1mo, The account which Dr Wright gave, in his fpeech, of what paffed
at the interview between him and Drs Stuart, Spens and Hope, on the 1ft
of December, was not confiftent with truth. Dr Stuart put no leading
queftion to Dr Wright ; he was on his guard againft doing fo; and he is
ready, if neceffary, to depone, that he merely requefted to know whether
he had informed Dr Gregory of the refolution of February 1805, and what
information he had given him. Dr Wright replied at once, and without
hefitation, ¢ that he had ; and that he told Dr Gregory that the College
had completely acquitted the Committee, and had declared that they had
acted quite honourably.’ Dr Wright, however, in the faid {peech afferts,
that Dr Stuart put the leading queltion to him, ¢ Do you recollect rtelling
Dr Gregory of the refolution of the College, and of their having acquitted
Dr Spens and his Committee honourably ?” and that he anfwered in the
following vague terms, ¢ O yes, I think I did, I believe I did, and that I
had told him in a general way what had been done.’ Independent of the
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declaration of Drs Stuart, Spens and Hope (p. 18.), no one can believe
that Dr Wright's recollection of what paffed on the 1ft December could be
more frefh and correét on the 19th, when he read his fpeech, than it was
on the 3d, when he certified the correétnels of the flatement: and feeing
he was 1n pofleflion of a copy of the ftatement, taken by himfelf on the 3d,
his incorret account of this interview could not have proceeded from want
of recollection, but muft have been intentional.

ado, Dr Wright, in his retraéting fpeech, aflerts, that having difcovered
his notes on the morning of the 3d, and having gone the fame day to the
eleftion dinner, in hopes to fet that matter to rights, he had no opportunity
of fpeaking to Dr Hope, until the sth December, when the members were
affembling for the meeting of the College. What opinion can the reader
form of the fidelity of Dr Wright’s ftatements, when he is informed, that
fo far from having had no opportunity of fpesking to Dr Hope during the
two days between the 3d and sth, he aftually fat next to Dr Hope during
the whole time of the eleftion dinner? Belides, he certainly might have
found many oppertunities to {peak to Dr Hope, or to Dr Stuart or Dr Spens,
during the courle of thefe two days.

atio, In the fame fpeech, he aflerts that he had reported to Dr Gre-
gﬁﬂ'}r, that the refolution of February 1805 was propofed, in order to fave
the feelings of Dr Spens. But within an hour thereafier, when publicly
and formally interrogared upon this point by Dr Gregory, he contradicts his
own affertion in the moft pointed manner. No. 21. Queftion by Dr Gre-
gory — Was that part of the declaration of the College, that Dr Spens and
his Committee had afted in the moft honourable manner, underftood by Dr
Wright to be only a temporary expedient to save the feelings of Dr Spens
and his Committee, and to reftore peace to the College ??

Anfwer by Dr Wright.—¢ 1 did nof underitand it in that light. ’

4o, Dir Wright, in his retralting fpeech, fays, that having informed Dr Gre-
gory, of the College having returned thanks to Dir Spens and his Committee,
and exprefled their convittion that they i.ad afted from the purelt motives,
¢ Here [ ftopt ;—more than this I did not report to Dir Gregory,’ &c. In
this inftance, Dr Gregory himlelf has been obliged to point our the error of
the affertion. (Def. p. 356.)—Dr Gregory fays that Dr Wright had report-
ed to him a great deal more of the proceedings of the College on thnl'da}',
and exerts his mgenuity to find an apology for this inaccuracy.

Every one who takes the trouble to perufe attentively the replies given by
Dr Wright on the 1gth December, mull perceive the carneit wifh which he
betrays to make thele replies correfpond with the fentiments and ftate of faéls
maintained by Dr Gregory, and at the fame time muft difcover the glaring
inconfiflencies into which he falls. He will find him at one time declaring, .
that Dr Gregory reccived his information relpeéling the refolution of the
College with mdifference (Fid. Ans. to Quest, No. 47.); at another time, that
Dr Gregory was not in a frame and temper of mind to bear fuch an account
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as he could have given himn ; and that if he had given him the full account,
he would have been more irritated than he was. (Fid. Ans. to dest. 420 )=
At one time he declares, that he remembers very well, Dr Gregory, on hear-

ing the articles of the refolution refpeéting thanks and motives, faying, ¢ If
that be all; 1 fhould agree to-it, or concur in it, if T were at the College;

or words to that effect.’ (Ans. to Quest. 2.) — At another, in reply to a

queltion by Dr Stuart (No. 43.); he declares, * that he never underftood
Dr Gregory would have done fo, and did not think he would have joined.
in it.” It will alfo be feen, that Dr Wright, blind to every other confi-

deration, went [o far to meet the withes of Dr Gregory in thefe replies, as
to declare, that though well acquainted with the tenor of the Rev. & Cens.

Lett., he never underflood that- Dr Gregory, in thole publications, blam-
ed the motives of the Committee for revifing the kws. (Fid. Ans. to

Quest, 8.)—Nothing, furcly, can more fully demonfirate the fincerity of
thae tender of his fervices which Il Wright made to Dr Gregory, in his

lerter publifhed p. 453. of the Defence, and which Dr Wright ftrongly

exprefled in'the fignificant weords, me fuwm fiacias. Of this unconditional
offer, it will probably be thought, that the whole of Dr Wright's con-

duét has been a copious and clear illuftration. As Dr Wright has avowed,

that he defipnedly and intentionally gave Dr Gregory an imperfet and

inaccurate ‘account of the refolution, the obvious inference is; that, on fome:
occafions av leaft; lie thinks that truth may bel fupprefled, or even facri--
ficed.

Such being Dr Wright's fentiments, the reader cannot be furprifed,.
that i order to fereen Dr Gregory, he had formerly retrafted, upon false
allegations, a vote deliberately and folemnly given in prefence of the Col-
lege ;—that he has pofitively alleged, as the ground for withdrawing and
contradifting the [tatement he gave to Dr Stuart, Dr Spens, and Dr Hope,
that he had found notes which he has refufed to thow, or even to preferve,
and which could not peflibly have been found at the time fpecified by him ;
-—and that, in the fpeech explanatory of this retraétation, he has made man
allertions inconfiftent with truth. But he mult be not a little furprifed, that
Ur Gregory has (Defl p. 349, &c.), in the moft unqualified manner, pafled
a flattering eulogy on all this conduét of Dr Wright, fiyling him, ¢ Geniil-
fomme, lowjours Genliliomme ;° calling him his ¢ venerable friend;’ and
afferting that he had formed ¢ the manly and decifive refolution of telling
the whole truth. > Dr Gregory has, indeed, feen the neceflity for a little
explanation of fome of Dr Wnght’s inconfiltencies; and has accordingly
apologized for fome of his inaccuracies. One explanation with regard to
himfelf, however, flill remains, which is to account for the extraordinary
fact, of his having overlooked the improbabilities and impoffibilities of Dr
Wright's ftory. :

Notwithftanding the circumftances under which Dr Wright's contradic-
ticn of his preceding teflimony was made, the College gave full weight to
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it. In finding Dr Gregory guilty of deliberate falfehoad, they were not
in the fmallelt degree influenced by that part of Dr Wright’s firlt and
frank declaration, from which he afterwards departed. To eftablifh the
violation of truth, it was not neceflary to prove that Dr Gregory knew
the whole refolution. He had denied, in the moft broad and unequivecal
manner, all knowledge of it; and the evidence was complete, that he
was well acquainted with at lealt two of the three articles of which it
confifts.

With regard to Dr Wright, the College fhall only add, that in conlec-
quence of his having prefented a proteft againt the decifion of the Collegs
on the 13th of September, exprefled in the moft difrefpettful and impro-
per terms, he was, at the quarterly meeting in May laft, fufpended from
voting in the College, or fitting in any of its meetings, until he make a

fatisfattory apology. 5

APPENDIX, No.llL

Grounps ¢f DousT respeciing the PurrorT and Extent of the By-
Law 1754, enfertained by the Committee for revising the Laws, drawn
up by them, ‘and inserted at their request,

‘The profeflion of Medicine is, in this ifland, ufually divided into three
diftinét branches, Phyfic, Surgery and Pharmacy. The name of Apothe-
cary is given to the perfon who exercifes the laft of thefe ; and his bufinefs
confifts in keeping, for public fale, drugs of every kind, and in preparing
and compounding thefe, according as they are prefcribed for the cure of
difeales. Without engaging in pharmacy as a trade or profeflion, it has
long been the cuftom, over the whole of Scotland, for many phyficians,
and, without exception, for all furgeons, to keep in their own houfes a
{flore of medicines for the fole ufe of their own patients, which they pre-
pare and difpenfe as occafion requires. The main obje& of this parial
connexion of the phyfician or furgeon with the profeflion of an apotheca-
ry, is to facilitate the performance of the duties of his own proper depart-
ment ; and while the prattitioner, by furnifhing the medicines which he
prefcribes, is himfelf certain that the medicines are genuine, good, and pro-
perly prepared, he fecures to the patient the futistaclion of knowing that
he gets the very articles that are ordercd for him.  Any profit on the arti-
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cles themfelves, is, in the large towns, and among the more refpettable
members of the profeffion, a matter of trifling conlideration.

The opinion was generally entertained in the College, that the by-law

of 1754 not only prevented the members of the College, whether Licen-
tiates or Fellows, from conjeining the profeflion of Pharmacy, or the trade
of the Apothecary, with that of Phyfic, but alfo forbade this limited conne-
xion, and debarred them even from furnithing medicines to their own pa-
tients. An attentive confideration of thé enactmenrt itlelf, and of variouns
collateral circumftances, created doubts in the minds of the Committee,
while engaged in reviling the laws, whether the words of the af 1754 do
abfolutely and unequivocally bear that extenflive interpretation, and whe-
ther the terms do really interdict that limited connexion. The following
detail contains the grounds of thofe doubts:
It appears, from the records of the College, to have been a common
*practice, previous to the year 1750, for perfons who had obtained the de-
gree of M. ., to exercile likewile the employment of Surgeon or Aporhe-
gary, or both. Bur, at that period, fome members withed to put a ftop
to this praétice; and, on the 6th of Februarv 750, < reprefented, thac
it has been too much the cuftom of late years, for lome perfons who have
taken the degree of M. D., to exercile likewife the employment of Surgeon
or Apothecary, or both; which pradtice they elteemed derogatory to the
honour and dignily of the prqjé.isfﬂ{t of Phlysie, as well as prejudicial o
the public good : And having therefore moved, that the Colloge would rake
the fame into their confideration, and appoint a Committee to bring in, a-
gainft next meeting, a draught of an act, whereby this abufe might for the
future be more cffectually difcouraged, the College did unanimoufly re-
folve, that fuch an a& fhould be drawn up ; and appeinted a Committee
for that purpofe.”  The following is a copy of the act adopted on the 6th
November 1750. : - '

¢« The Royal College of Phyficians of Edinburgh, being determined to
support the honour and digity of - the proféssion of Physic in this place,
and to confult the utility and good of the public, do unanimoufly declare
againft the abufe of juining the profeflion of Phylic with the employment
of Surzeon or Apothecary ; and hereby enatt, that no _perfﬂn who is a
member of the Incorporation of Surgeons or Apmhceunf.:s, or who kteps_
a thop for difpenfing of medicines, ﬂmr]l hereafter be adm;_ired a Fellow of
the College: And further enaét, that if any perfon who is at prefe!lt, or
{hall hereafier become a Fellow of the faid College, fhall, after his ad-
miffion, enter with the Incorporation of Surgeon-Apothecaries, or fet up a
thop for difpenfing of medicines, the thir_lg being notour, fuch p:arfun ﬂlmll,,
ipso facto, forfeit all the privileges and immunities which he did or might
enjiy as a Fellow of the faid College, and his name fhall be expunged out
of the roll of Fellows ; and appoint this act to be read to every Licentiate
of the College when he is admitted a Fellow, that he may not pretend ig-

norance thereof, ”*
By




. 25

‘By 'this tatute, the Fellows of the College were prevented from con-
joining the profeflion of Phyfic with the employment of Surgeon or Apo-
‘thecary.

In 1753, it appears that the Collepz withed to increafe the fees to b2 pail
by all future Licentiates ; and, on the 7th Augufl, they remitred to a Com-
‘mittee * to confider how far it may be advileable to augment the fees to
‘be paid to the College by any future Licentiates, and to report their opi-
nion againft next meeting. ™

The Committee thus appointed to confider of the propriety of increaf.
ing the admiflion-fee of future Licentiites, were anxious either to difcous.
rage, or turn to the profit of the College, the practice then becoming pre-
valent, (viz.) of persons exercising the trade of*an Apothecary in Edinlurgh
‘becoming Phyficians, and demanding a licen{e to praclife Phyfic; and re-
commended that a triple fee fhould be exatted from ali Licentiates en-
-gaged in the practice of Pharmacy. Their report was as follows.

“ 6th November, 1757.

“ The Committee appointed to confider and report their opinion, how
far it may be advifeable to augment the fines to be paid to the College by
any future Licentiates, has accordingly had this affair under their moli fe-
Tious attention ; and confidering, _

““‘vmo, That, of late, many genllemen keeping Apothecaries’ shops, and
praclising Plarmacy, have prelented to the College diplomas in Phyfic,
purchafed or obtained from fome of the Univerfities of this part of the
kingdom, and have thereupon claimed from the College a licenfe to prac-
tife Medicine within this city, in the charadter of Phyficians, without un-
dergoing any trial or examination :

“ 2do, That the greater part of the Fellows of the College till alive, have
affented to, and fublcribed a decreet of feparation, wherein it is infer afia
declared, that the employment of Surgery and Pharmacy, being two dif

Jerent employments, and both requiring a great deal of care and knowledge,
fhould hereafter be exerciled, within this city of Edinburgh, and libertics
thereof, by different perfons, and that one and the fame perfon fhould not
exercife both employments :

¢« atio, That their argument against ithe conjunction of Surgery with Phars
macy, is still stronger agwinst uniting in the same person the Physician and
Apothecary, because these are two different occupations, either of them being
sufficient to employ any one man’s whole time and attention ; and, therefore,
it appears to be the intereflt of the public, that they thould be exercifed fe-
parately ; nor can their union be judged at all neceffary in fo large a city as
this, where thofe who pratife either Medicine or Pharmacy by itself find en.
couragement {o to do:

“ 410, That this appears to be the conftant opinion of the College ; becaufe,
by the ftatute, no Licentiate can be admitted Fellow, without fubfcribing an
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obligation that he fhall not take up or keep an Apothecary’s fhop for pre--
paring and difpenfing medicines fo Jis patienis ; which obligation is made an.
exprefs condition of his fellowfhip :

“ sto, That it has often been furmifed, and is fuppofed, that the fmallnefs
of the fine payable to the College by thofe who obtain a licenfe to pradtife,
has been, and may {till be an inducement, with feveral, to undertake bath
Phyfic and Pharmacy, and to att in this double capacity, whillt thev can for
a fmall fum dignify the tidle of Apothecary, by uniting it with that of Doc-
tor of Medicine :

“ 6o, Thercfore the feveral Members of the Committee, with the advice -
and concurrence of fome of the other Fellows of the Collége, are jointly of
opinion, that it would tend very much to the honour, as well as-to the inte- .
reft of the Cellege, and the good of the Lieges, to difcourage this praétice
of uniting the Apothecary with the Phyfician in the fame perfon, and that fo
good a purpofe, in fome meafure, may be obtained, by augmenting the fine
payable to the College by Licentiates at their admiflion, or afterwards, in
the manner following, viz. That every Dottor of Phiyfic, refiding or prac-
tifing within this city, or liberties thereof, who does not keep an Apothecary’s
fhop, nor is in any way engaged in the exercife of Pharmacy at the time of
his application to the College, fhall, along with his petition for being admit-
ted a Licentiate, give in to the College his bond for 1500 merks Scots,
whereof 500 merks to be paid to the Treafurer pra fempore, immediately
after he has received his licenfe to pralife Phyfic ; but the remaining 1000
merks fhall be payable only at the firlt legal term after he fhall fet up an-
Apothecary’s thop, prepare or difpenfe medicines, or enter into copartnery
with any perfon or perfons for carrying on the bufinefs of Pharmacy. But
if the Dottor fo petitioning fhall, at the time he applies for his licenfe, be
pofleffed of an apothecary’s fhop, or be any ways engaged in the exercife of
Pharmacy, in this cafe the whole fum of 1500 merks fhall be payable in-
ftantly upon receiving his licenle from the College to praétife Medicine. *

(Signed).  * Joun RurHErForD, P.7"

From this Report it is. perfetly plain, that the prafice complained of,
and which it was wifhed to difcourage, was that of perfons who kept open
‘Apothecaries’ fhops,. and exercifed the trade and profeflion of Pharmacy,
getting from fome Univerfity, not very fcrupulous in the difpofal of their
diplomas, the degree of M. D., and, after dignifying the name of Apathecary
with that of Doctor of Medicine, conjoining in one perfon the two profel-
fions : and it is equally clear, that what is here called Pharmacy, the con-

junction

* It is proper here to mention, that Dr Gregory has left out the last article of this Re-
port, in the copy which he published in his Review p. 5. and Def. p. 40. ; and, by the omis-
sion, was enabled to give a different complexion to the object for which that Committee of
1753 was appointed, and to the measure recommended by it. .
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“unttion of which with the profeffion of Phyfic they withed to difcourage,
‘means the common trade of the Apothecary keeping an open fhop and pub-
Ticly felling drugs, and does not at zll apply to the pradiice of Phyficians
furnifhing medicines to their own patients. ‘The argument againlt wniting
‘the Phyfician and Apothecary, in claufe 3d of the Report, © becaufe thele
are two different occupations, either of them being fufficient to employ any one
man’s wholetime and attention, ” can unqueflionably be applied to the oc-
cupation of the common Apothecary only : and again, in the fame claufe,
the expreffion * where thofe who practife either Medicine or Pharmacy by
«itself, find encouragement fo to do,” moft undoubtedly alludes to the fepa-
rate and diftinét trade of Pharmacy alone. Alfo in claule No. 5, the prac-
tice complained of is with equal certainty defignated to be the junétion of
the common Apothecary with that of Doctor of Medicine ; * the Apothe-
cary dignifying himfelf with the title of M. D). ™ can only be confidered as
applying to the perfon public}y exercifing that art,

Though, in all thefe claufes, and in every expreflion compeling ‘them,
the Reporters unqueftionably had in view the feparation of the practice ot
Phyfic from the profeflion and trade of an Apothecary, the 4th claufe,
however, would lead one to fuppole that their views went further, and that
they wifhed to extend the reftriction to Licentiates, o as to prevent them
alfo from having even that limited connexion which was involved in the
practice of furnithing medicines to their own patients ; ftating, in favour of
their argument, that the Fellows were debarred from that practice by the
ftatute of 1750. * That this appears to be the conflant opinion of the
College ; becaufe, by the ftatute, no Licentiate can be admitted Fellow,
without fubferibing an obligation, that he ‘fhall not take up, or keep, an
Apothecary’s fhop, for preparing and difpenfing medicines fo his patients ;
which obligation is made an exprefs condition of his Fellowfhip.

It is very remarkable, that the stafute is here erroneouily quoted ; and the
very important words, *° {o his palients,” fubjoined to ¢ difpenfing medi-
-cines, ** which give a more extenfive and very different meaning to the ex.
preflion, are in fa& an interpolation.

As the objett for which the Committee in 1753 had been appointed, was
‘to confider the propriety of improving the funds, by raifing the license
fee ; in the conclufion of their report they recommend, that not only all
Phyficians who kept Apothecaries” fhops, but likewife all thofe who were
-any ways engaged in the exercife of Pharmacy, fhould pay a license fee
three times as large as thofe who had no concern whatever with Pharmacy:

The College were willing to have adopted the mode of improving the
funds propofed in this report, but prudently confulted Counfel rel"p;&ing
their powers to enforce fuch a mealure. Counfel apprized them of the ille-
gality of exafting different admiflion fees from perfons all equally entitled
to claim a license to praétife; but at the fame time fuggefted, that if the
College wifhed to difcourage the union of the profefiions of Phyfic and
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Pharmacy; and if such a combination were unfavourable to the advanees
ment of medical knowledge, and hurtful and dangerous to the public fafe--
ty, that, in that cafe, the College were entitled to enat a by.law, enjoin--
ing and enforcing the feparation of them. The College, upon this opinion:
and advice, pafled the by-law of 1754, or enadtment, as it is often called,.
which 1s in the following terms.

¢ The Royal College of Phyficians in Edinburgh, taking into their fe-
rious confideration the truft repofed in them by their Charter of Erection,
to watch over the practice of Phyfic within the city of Edinburgh and its
liberties, and the full power vefted in them. by the faid charter, ratified by
act of Parliament, of making fuch ats and regulations as may contibute to
promote the knowledge and practice of Medicine, and for the good govern-
ment of the Fellows of the faid College, and of all others practifing Phyfic
within._the faid city and its liberties = And alfo confidering that an innova-
tion and abule has been lately introduced into the manner of practifing Phy-
fic within this city and.-its liberties, whereby fome Phyficians licenfed and au-
therized by the faid Royal College to praétife Phyfic, have allo afted as Apo-
thecaries, by keeping or fetting up Apothecaries’ thops, and thereby conjoin-
ing the profeffion of Medicine and Pharmacy in one and the fame perfon :
And the faid Royal College further confidering, that this innovation and
abufe tend to hinder the advancement of the knowledge of Medicine,. and
may prove dangerous to the health of the inhabitants of this city, and of the
liberties thereot : They, by thefe prefents, enact and ordain, that from and
after the eleventh day of April one thoufand feven hundred and fifty-four
years, no Member of the College, nor any Phyfician by them licenfed and.
authorized to pradtife Phyfic within the faid city and its liberties, fhall take -
upon himfelf to ufe the employment of an Apothecary, or to have or keep
an Apothecary’s fhop, by himfelf, his partners or his fervants :_ And in cafe.
any fuch Phyfician fhall do in the contrary, and fhall thereof be lawfully con-
victed, he fhall forfeit from thenceforth his right of Fellowfhip and his right .
and title to practife Phyfic within the city of Edinburgh and its liberties.

¢¢ And for preventing the like abufe in time coming, it.is hereby enacted
and ordained, that from and after the faid eleventh day of April one thou-
fand feven hundred and fifty-four, all and every Phyfician, whether having,
received his deprees in Scotland, or in any foreign Univerfity, applying to
the faid College for a licenfe to praétife Phyfic in the city of Edinburgh, and
liberties thereof, fhall previoufly enat and oblige himfelf not to fet up an
Apothecary’s fhop, nor to practife Pharmacy, by himfelf, copartners, or fer-
vants ; and with this condition, thar if at any ume thereafter he fhall con-
travene, by taking up an Apothecary’s fhop, and pratifing Pharmacy, by.
himfelf, his partners, or fervants ; he fhall, ipso facto, forfeit his licenfe a-
forefaid, and be liable to be prolecuted for fuch praétice, without licenie
from the faid Royal College, in the fame manner as if he had never been
licenfed ; and that fuch condition fhall be engroffed in all licenfes to be.
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granted after the faid cleventh day of April, one thoufand feven hundred®
and fifty-four years.

“ And it is further enadted and ordained, that from and after the faid ele-
venth day of April, one thoufand feven hundred and fifty-four years, the
faid Royal College, and their fucceffors, fhall not grant any. licenle to any
Phyfician, whether graduated in Scotland cr elfewhere, to pradtife Me-
dicine within the faid city or liberties, who,.at the time of his application for
fuch licenfe, practifes Pharmacy m manner above mentioned, until fuch
Phyfician give up the pradtice of Pharmacy, and become bound and enacted |
not to practife the fame in any time thereafter, in manner forefaid.

“ And the faid Royal College ordain this act to be publicly read to every
Phyfician who fhall, al}mr the faid eleventh day of April, one thoufand feven.
hundred and fifty-four years, apply to them for a licenfe to prattife Phyfic:
within the city of Edinburgh and its liberties.

A careful confideration of the terms of this aft, and efpecially of its
preamble, where the purpofe and objeét of the act are fpecified, alfo afford-
ed very ftrong grounds of doubt refpetting the propriety of the common.
underltanding of its purport and extent. The objeft againft which the adt
is directly and exprefsly levelled, is ¢ an innovauon and ebuse lately intro--
duced into the manner of pradtifing Phyfic within this City and Liberties,
whereby Phyficians licenfed and authorifed by the faid Royal College to-
praétife Phyfic, have alfo a&ed as Apothecaries, by keeping or fetting up-
Apothecaries’ fhops, and thereby conjoining - the profession of Medicine and”
LPharmacy in one and the same person.”

On confidering attentively the innovation and afuse here alluded to, and-
particularly the {pecification, that it confilts in conjeining in the fame per-
fon the profeflion of Medicine and Pharmacy ; and confidering that this in-.
novation and abufe is moft diltintly and unequivocally {pecified, in-the re-
port 1753, to be that of many gentlemen who keep Apothecaries’ fhops
and practife Pharmacy, purchaling a degree, and then claiming a licenfe to
practife Phyiic, and, after having dignified the charaéter of the Apothecary.
with the title of M. D., exercifing two [eparate profeflions, ¢ cither of
which are fufficient to employ any one man’s whole lime and atlention,” it
appeared perfeétly clear, that the abufe complained of, and intended to be
remedied, was the junétion of the Phyfician with the. common Apothecary,
in the common.underftanding and general acceptation of the name; and
therefore, it leemed exfremely doubiful whether the aét extended to, and in-
cluded the practice of Phyficians furnifhing medicines to their own -patients.

The doubts then ariling were much inerealed by the confideration of the.
conlequences {tated to be apprehended from.this abufe. * And the faid
Reyal College further confidering, that this innovation and abufe fend to.
hinder the advancement of the knowledge of Medicine, and may prove dan-
gerous to the health of the inhabitants of this City and of the Liberties .
thereof ; they, by thele prefents, enact,” &c..
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Fhat the fmovation and abuse did here mean the junftion of the two Te-
rparate profeflions, the public Apothecary and the Phyfician, and did not
apply to the limited and partial connexion, [eemed to the Committee un-
queflionably clear and decided ; and for this plain reafon, viz. the pernici-
vus confequences here indicated may arife from one perfon exercifing the
two profeflions, buv cannot proceed from the practice of Phyficians fur-
nifhing medicines to their own patients. If a man has his attention di-
vided between the duties of the Phyfician and the concerns of a public fale-
thop, the inter¢lts of Medicine may fulfer; and if a perfon, exercifing the
profeflion of an Apothecary, and keeping a public thop, is at the fame time
engaged in the practice of Phyfic, ¢ it may prove daugerous to the health
of the inhabitants ef this City ; ** as it is not impofiible, that, while he is per-
forming the duties of his medical profeflion abroad, the concerns of the
open fhop may, to the danger of the public, be neglected, or negligently
performed, by his affiftants or fervants.

On the other hand, the Commitiee were perfefily convinced, that the
practice of ‘the Phyficians in Edinburgh furnifhing medicines to their own
patients, .could in no way hinder the advancement of Medicine ; but, on
the contrary, might in fome refpeéts tend to improve it, particularly in the
important branch of Pharmacy, by direfting to this fubjeét the attention of
the belt educated, and, in general, the moft enlightened members of the
medical profeflion ;—an attention more particularly demanded from the
Members of the Royal College, as one of their public duties is to point out,
by their Pharmacopeeia, the mode of preparing the medicines kept in apo--
thecaries’ fhops for general ufe.

‘The Committee faw, that it was perfeétly impoflible that this praétice
could prove dangerous to the health of the inhabitants of this city. Four
parts out of five of the drugs ufed in Edinburgh, and nineteen out of twenty
of thofe confumed in Scotland, are furnithed by the practitioners who pre-
fcribe them ;” and no man in his fenfes can honellly allege that it would be
dangerous to the health of the lieges, if the comparatively fmall proportion
prefcribed by the Phyfician were furnifhed in the fame manner. Since,
then, it is impoflible that the prattice of Phyficians, within the city and lber-
ties of Edinburgh, furnithing jnedicines to their own patients, could either
tend to hinder the advancement of the knowledge of Medicine, or prove
dangerous to the health of the inhabitants of this city, there was the strong-
est ground for doubting whether the faid a& did extend to this pradtice.

Throughout the enadting claufe, ne expreflion occurs to remove thefe
doubts. The terms, the proféssion of an Apothecary, and the practice of
Pharmacy, are not defined, and are of courfe left to be underftood in their
common meaning, and in the meaning in which they are employed in the
Report of the Committee in 1753,

"The doubts relpecting the import and extent of this a&, were much con-
firmed by the circumitance, that every expreflion introduced in the preced-

ing
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ing report of 1753, which might be fuppofed to include this practice, is
carefully omitted in the ac 1754,—and, it can fcarcely be doubted, pur-
pofely omiited ; in particular, the interpolated words, ¢ fo Jis paficnts,’
whicg would have removed every ambiguity, are entirely left out.

In the final claufe of the faid report, prefented in 1553, for the fake of
fecuring to the funds of the College the propofed triple entrance fee from
every licentiate from whom it could, under any pretence, be exacted, a fweep-
ing comprehenfive expreffion is added. Itis there faid, that all thofe fhall
he liable to the heavy exattion, who are anywise engaged in the exercise of
Pharmacy. Such an expreflion introduced into the fubfequent enaltment
1754, would have rendered the purport and extent of the law clear and in-
difputable. But neither it, nor any other expreflion of a fimilar nature, is
employed ; and, confidering that thele exprellions were fully in the view of
the College, being contained in the very report which gave rife to the aét
1754, it appeared more than probabie that they had been omitied on pur-
pole, as going beyond the point to which the College meant the att to ex-
tend. The matter, therefore, is unqueftionably left, in the enaltment 1754,
in a degree of ambiguity, which ought not to have been, and, as the Com-
mittee conceived, would not have been the cafe, had the College intended
that the terms of the ena@tment fhould have clearly and decidedly compre-
hended the prevention of the practice in queflion.

‘The doubts of the Committee were alfo much {firengthened by the convic--
tion, that as no bad confequence counld poifibly arife from Phyficians furnifh- -
ing medicines to their own patients, the College had no right to impofe any
fuch reltraint upon graduates of Scotch Univerfities who apply for licenfes.
The College is entitled to enforce any regulation neceflary for the ad-
vancement of medical {cience, or the fafety of the lieges; but their charter
oblires them to grant licenfes to fuch graduates, without any further re-
ftriction.  ** Et ditum Medicorum Collegium, more predifto erigendum,
per prazfentes obligatur quemvis hominem few homines m didis Univerfitati-
bus laurea doctorandis, abfque quovis preevio feu antecedente examine, fed -
solummodo ad ipsorum diplomatis, sew ad gradus dmissionis’ Praesidi dict:
Medicorum Collegii productionem licentiare. ™

In 1761, fome very important proceedings took place, which' exhibit in
the cleareit manner the light in which the College viewed the objet of the
alt 1754, and which, in 2 fpecial manner, confirm the doubts entertained by
the Committee refpeting the purport and extent of that by-law. ** It ap.

pears

* As the whole of these proceedings in 1761, and, in particular, the terms of the
advertisement, in a special manner, support the doubts of the Committee, {the asser- -
tion of the existence of which doubts Ir Gregory calls a noterious. fala.c-gmod]’ e
specting the purport and extent of the act 1754, Dr Gregory has, with great wane of
candour and fidelity, entirely suppressgd all mention of them. The omission could
not be accidental, nor from oversight, as he actually quotes some facts of the same
date, taken from the same page of the minute-book in which they are in part recorded,
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mpears from the mmurﬁ, that the aft 1754 had not proved fo effeGtual in ac-
complifhing the feparation of the two profeflions of Pharmacy and Medicine
as hdd bu:n wilhed ; and therefore, on the 4th of Augult 1761, the follow-
ing motion was made by Dr William Cullen.

“ That whereas the act, 11th April 1754, made by the College for fepa-
rating the prattice of Phyfic and Pharmacy, bad not yet been rendered
s.'!ﬂ.'duuh it might be proper for the College to think of the means of ren-
«dering it fo.

“ The College remit to the Council, and to Dr Cullen and Dr Monro
fenior, as a Committee, to confider faid matter, and to report their opinion
with all.convenient {peed.

Nev, 3d, 1961,—* The Committee, to whom it was remitted to confider
how the act of the rath of April 1754, for feparating the pradtice of Phyfic
and Pharmacy, may be rendered effectual, reported, That they had well con-
fidered that matter, and had prepared the draught of an advertifement, which
they thought would be proper for the College to publith; -and the fame be-
ing read at this meeting, the L.u]lt.ge unanimoufly approved thereof, and
.J.ppmnt the fame to be publithed in each of the Edinburgh newlpapers for
two feveral times, and to be figned b}r the clerk, and of which advertifement
rhc tenor follows.

¢ The Royal College of Phyficians at Edinburgh, charged with the care
of tile practice of phyfic within the city of Edinburgh and liberties thereof,
judging, from many weighty reafons, that it would be greatly for the be-
nefit ot the inhabitants within the faid bounds, that the profeflion of the Phy-
fician, and the trade ¢f the Apothecary, ﬂmuld be kept diftint and {eparate,
fﬁd, some years ago, resolve and enact, that no perfon fhould thereafter ob-
tain the licenfe of the College to pratife Phyfic, unlels he thould renounce
the bufinels of the Apothecary, and at the fame time give to them proper
evidence of his being duly qualified to a& in the capacity of Ph;,rﬁcmn
This, nutw:thl}andmg, the College are informed, that feveral perfons, al-
fuming the title of Phyficians, act in that capacity, without having obtain-
ed a licenfe for fo doing from the College, and at the fame time absiract
their attention from the important trust of the health and lives of the lieges
veposed in them, by exercising also the trade of the Apothecary. To prevent
this and the like abufes for the future, the {aid Royal College do hereby
certify all whom it may concern, that they are refolved to profecute, as
their patent authorifes and directs them to do, all fuch, who, without their
Jicenfe, fhall, from and after the term of Candiemas next to come, affume
the title of Dottor of Phylic, and prefcribe for the internal difeafes of the in-
habitants of Edinburgh, or of its liberties ; and thar they have unanimouf-
ly determined not to confult with, or otherwife confider, fuch unlicenfed
practitioners as Phyficians. And, that it may be known who are at pre.
{ent Fellows of their College, or licenfed by them to pralife Phyfic, a lift
of both is hereunto annexed.
It
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'Tt 15 impoffible to read this document, withont being fatisfied that' the
purport and extent of the aft 1754, announced in this moft public manner
in' 1761, was to feparate and keep diltinét the profeflion of the Phyfician,
and the frade of the Apothecary; and that the frade of the Apothecary
here mentioned, means the trade of the public fhop, which abitraéts the
attention of Phyficians from the important trult of the health and lives of
the lieges repoled in them. In this'moft deliberate and public ftatement
of the purpofe of the a&, there is not the fmalleflt hint or allufion to thic
practice of furnifhing medicines to patients, as forming a part of the pro-
vifions of that aét.

From the ftatement which has been given, it muit appear, that the Com-
mittee were of opinion,

1. That the innovation and abuse in the pradtice of Phyfic, complained
of in the Report of 1753, was unqueltionably the junétion of the profeflion
of the Phyfician with that of the common Apothecary.

2. That the innovation and abufe {tated in the preamble of the by-law
1754, viz. the conjoining the profeflion of Medicine and Pharmacy in one
and the fame perfon, which may hinder the advancement of the knowledge
of Medicine, and may prove dangerous to the health of the inhabitants of
this city and liberties, cannot, in reafon, apply to the pra&ice of Members
of the College furnifhing medicines to their own patients ;. and that there is
no expreflion in the enacting claufes of the faid by-law which fpecially ap-
plies to this pradtice.

3. That the College, by a formal and public aét and advertifement; de-
clared, in the moft explicit and unequivocal terms, in the year 1761, that
the object of the by-law 1754, was the feparation of the profeflion of the
Phyfician from the frade of the Apothecary, without the moft diftant al-
lufion to the practice of Phyficians furnifhing medicines to their own
* patients.

: 4. 'That the power vefted in the College by their charter, to watch over
the prattice of phyfic in Fdinburgh and its liberties, did not authorile
them to prevent their members, graduates of Scotith Univerfities, from
pratifing phyfic in any manner that did not hinder the advancement of
medical knowledge, nor endanger the welfare of the citizens ; and confe-
quently, that they had not the power to prevent their members from fur-
nifhing medicines to their own patients. Such being the fentiments of the
Committee, doubts molt naturally and molt certainly arcfe in their minds
relpecting the extent and purport of the by-law 1754, and refpeéting the true
and jult interpretation of it. Though Dr Gregory molt confidently de-
clared the aflertion of the Committee, ** that doubts had arifen, * to be no.
torioufly falfe, it may be prefumed with fafety, that every reader will be
fausfied, that this afperfion of the Committee was wantonly wmalicious ;
*and moft readers will probably join the Committee in admitting, that the
~greunds of doubt were neither trifling nor unreafonable. .

e The
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The Committee were fo ftrongly imprefled wich thefe doubts, that they
zonceived themfelves not only warranted, but in duty bound, to fubmit
them to the confideration of the College ; and they fuggelted the plan of
prefixing the declaratory claufe, in place of repealing the at 1754, and
making a new enaétment free from ambiguity; for this reafon, that they
wilhed to preferve, with all the authority of a prelcriptive duration of fifty
years, the indifputed objeét of the a& 1754, that of preventing the union of
the profeflion of Phyfician with the trade of Apothecary.

APPENDIX, No. I

Reasons of Dissent by Dr Anprew Duncaw, Junior, why ihe Act
of 1754 should not have been confirmed and conlinued ; which Reasons

of Dissent form part of the Minule of the Quarterly Meeting of the
Royal College of Physicians, held sth November, 180g.

1s#, Becaufe the reafons ftated in the preamble for pafling that a&, ap-
pear to me to be unfounded. Daily experience proves, that combining
the pradtice of Medicine and Pharmacy in one and the fame perfon, does
qot hinder the advancement of the knowledge of Medicine, or prove dan-
'gerous 1o the health of the inhubitants of this City.

2d, Becaufe one principal reafon which influenced the College in paffing
that a&, and, in my opinion, the only reafon, which, although errone-
.ous, is at all plaufible, is not avowed in the preamble, viz. an opinion,.
‘that the praitice of Pharmacy was derogatory to the dignity of a phy-
ician. ®
: 3d, Becaufe the terms in which the reftrittion is exprefled, appear to
me to be ambiguous, and to admit of different interpretations.

ath, Becaufe the pariicular manner in which the College flecures obedi-
ence to the reftri¢tions impofled on its Members by that a, by cbliging
candidates for a licenfe to {pecify, in their petition, their confent to fubmit
to them, appears to me to be unworthy of the dignity of the Enlln:geé

an

—

* See report of a Committee for considering this subject, presented to the College
in November 1753, and ulso the act of 1730 prohibiting Fellows from practising Sus-
gery or Pharmacy, and the act 1765, relative only to Surgery.
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and to imply a confcioufuefs, that, in enating them, the Coiiege excreded
its powers, and could nor otherwife enforce them. *

sth, Becaule I am of opinion, that it is improper for the College to put
it out of their power to admit as Licentiates, or to raife to the dignity of
Fellow, thofe Phyficians, who may, in other relpefts, be highly deferving
of their efteem, and whofle names may even do honour to their lift, when
no other objetion lies againft them, but that they praltife particular
branches of the healing art. +

6th, Becaule the att feemns to impole an unneceflary, and what may,
pethaps, in fome inflances, be even a cruel reflriftion on fuch of our
Members as may choofe to profit by the practice of other branches of Me-
dicine. +

=th, Becaufe I think the following opinion of Dr John Gregory incon-
trovertible. ¢ In regard to Pharmacy, it were much to be wifhed, that
thofe who make it their bufinefs (hould have no connexion with the prac-
tice of Phyfic, or that Phyficians fhould difpenfe their own medicines,
and either not charge the expense of them to their patients at all, or charge
it at the prime coft. It is only in one or other of thefe ways that we can
ever hope to fee that fimplicity of prefcription take place in the prattice of
Medicine, which all who underftand its real interefls {o ardently wifth for ;
and it 15 only from fuch an arrangement, that we can expect to {ee Phy-
ficians placed in that honourable independence, which fubjedis them to no
attentions but fuch as tend to the advancement of their art.” ! And as,
in the prefent ftate of the praflice of Medicine in this City, the powers of
the College are inadequate to the purpofe of carrying the former of thefe
alternatives into effeé, I confider it improper for the Cellege o prevent
its Members from adopting the latter.

8¢k, Becaufe ¢ the purpofe and intendment of ere@ting bodics corporate
within particular diftriéts, with exclufive privileges, is not fo much to li-
mit or confine the members of fuch bady corporate in the exercile of
their callings, whereby they may not be at liberty to apply themfelves to
other callings compatible with that which is the principal objeét of their
charter of ereftion, as to fecure to them the fole and exclufive exercife of

o that

* See Remit to a Committee appointed in 17635, to consider whether it would not
be both /awful and proper to refuse to license even Scottish graduates, who should
Ppractise Surgery.

+f See epinion of a Committee, consisting of Drs Hay, Monro, Duncan, N. Spens,
Langlands, Rutherford, and James Gregory, presented to the College in February
1788, on the expedienc}' of repealing the resclution of the College 0% 1772, exclud-
ing both Fellows and Licentiates frem practising Surgery, Midwifery, or any other
branch of Surgery.

1 See Lectures on the Duties and Qualifications of a Physician, by John Gregory,
M.D.F.R. S, second edition ; revised and corrected by James Gregory, M. D. p. 45.
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that particular calling which is the objet of the grant, from being en-
croached on by unfreemen or others, who are not admitted members of
fuch fociety, ™ §

gth, Becaule the abrogation of that at would not authorife any en-
croachment on the rights of other corporate bodies, which would remain
as entire, as if no fuch at had ever been thought of.

And finally and chiefly, Becaufe I am of opinion, that the al 1754,
fo far as regards Licentiates, exceeds the powers velted in the College
by their charter ;] and is an encroachment on the privileges of the
Scottith Univerlities, which are exprelsly fecured to them in that charter.
¢ Kt dictun Medicorum Collegium, more pracdiclo erigendum, per prae-
senles obligalur quenvis hominem seu homines in dictis Universitatibus laurea
doctorandss, absgue quovis praevio sew antecedente examine, sed solummodo
ad ipsorwm diplomalis, sew ad gradus adinissionts Praesidi dicti Medicorwe
Collesrit produciionem licentiare. ™

APPENDIX, No.lIV.

QUERIES proposed by Dr GrEGORY fo the Royal College of Physicians, ai

their Meeting 5ih November, 1806, with respect to an Admonition about
Secrecy given at their Meeing in August 1806.

1st, Does it extend and apply to a¥f things, without exception, done b
this Royal College, or said or done by any member of it individually, in
any meeting of this College, or of its Council ?

2d, If it extend to all things, by what authority is fuch an Admonition
siven, or fuch an obligation impofed ?

3d, Is there any law of this Royal College that has fuch a meaning and
extent !

[Read

§ See Answer of Mr Lockhart to a Memorial of the College, dated 31st October,
1768,

1 See Reasons of Dissent, signed by Drs Cullen, John Gregory, Black, Monro,
Young, Ramsay and Hay, against the act passed in February 1769, with regard to
Surgery, in the same words, mufatis mulandis, as the act 1754, relative to Pharmacy.

B g————
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[Read the Promiffory Engagement.—Regwlalions, fect. vi. art. 13,
par. 5. p. 2.}

4th, Does this obligation of fecrecy extend and apply to the ordinary bu-
finefs of the College, fuch as granting licenfes, admitting fellows, eleéling
office-bearers, revifing and reprinting our Dilpenfatory, &c. all which things
are ufually announced in the common newlpapers ?

sth, Does it extend to things done by this College out of the common
courfe of bufinefs, but withal honourable to the College, and to the indivi-
dual members who proposed them ; fuch as, the eleétion of honorary mem-
bers ; for example, Dr Jenner; and the very liberal encouragement, by
money and otherwile, given by this College to various plans of public bene-
fit : which things alfo ufed to be announced in the newfpapers ?

6th, Does the obligation of fecrecy extend and apply only to things po-
sitively dishonourablz, done by this College, or acled or spolen by any of
us individually in the meetings of this College, or Council and Court
thereof ?

=th, Does it extend and apply only to things dishonouralle, or, as T
fhould rather call them, indecorous, faid or done by any of us inadvertently,
from miftake, or from sudden and great provecation, or from natural wwarmih
or pecvishness of temper, or from ignorance of the fubjett matter of dil-
courfe, or from weaknefs of underftanding, or from any other infirmity of
human nature ?

8th, Does it alfo extend and apply to things dishomouralle, deliberately
done by this College, or deliberately afted and fpoken by any of us indivi-
dually, in the meetings of this College ?

gth, Does it extend and apply to things dishonourable, as being morally
wrong, or only to things disgracefu! to us, colleciively or individuaily, as
being very foolith, but yet deliberately done by this College, or aéted or
{poken by any of us indi\riduaﬂ%?

1oth, Can the divulging of things ncither foolish nor morally wrong, faid
or done deliberately in, or by, this College, tend to the prejudice or defam-
ation of the fame, or of any member thereof ?

11th, Is it possible to divulge any thing acted or {poken in this College,
that may tend to the prejudice or defamation of the fame, or of any mem.
ber thereof, unlefs such things, truly dishonourable, thall previously have
been acted or spoken in this College ?

12th, Do our office-bearers Lnow of any infention, on the part of any of
our members, to speak, or propose, or do, in this College, any thing d¥s-
honourable, cither as being very foolish, or as being morally wrong, the
rfivu#ging of which would tend to the prejudice or defamation of the fame,
or of any member thereof ?

13th, If they do know of any fuch dishonourable intention, whether only
Joolish or morally wrong, on the part of any of us, whatisit? Let us all
know what that dishonourable thing is, that we may be on our guard againit
it, and be prepared to oppofe it; and if we cannot prevent it from being

Fa spoken,
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poken, or proposed, and urged, in our College, at leall be enabled to pre-
vent that dishonowrable purpofe from being carried into effect.

14th, Who are the individuals who have formed, and perfevere in the
defign of acling and speaking, in this College, things, the divulging of
which would tend to the prejudice and defimation of the fame, or of any
member thereof ?

We ought all to know them, as well as their dad purpole, that we may
be on our guard againft fiem.

15th, Have our office-bearers, as in duty bound, done all in their power
to difluade from their difhonourable purpofe thofe unworthy members of our
College :—Or,

16th, Have our office-bearers contented themfelves with thus endeavour-
ing to befpeak the fecrecy, and enforce the connivance, of the other mem-
bers of this College, with refpeé to things notoriously difhonourable ?

APPENDIX, No. V.
Referred o, Narrative, p. 67. & 68.

LerTir 0 Dr BucHan.

Aly Dzar Sim, EbprvpurcH, 13, February, 1808,

The wars in which you found our College unhappily en-
gaged, 1 am forry to fay, ftill continue. I fhall not, however, at prefent,
attempt to give you an account of our proceedings fince you left us ; which
is lefs neceflary, as the Members of the College received, at the quarterly
meeting this month, above two hundred quarto pages in print, as part of
o new intended publication by Dr Gregery, and as Dr Hope is preparing
to publifh, in be alf of himfelf and the Committee, which will explain
~atters much better than 1 can in a letter. My reafon for troubling you
now is, becaufe Dr Gregory, in this new publication, afferts that,
with the exception of Dr Stuart having mentioned to him, thut in 1796
there was a majority for my motion, ¢ no atfempt has been made to
point out to me any error, either in thofe things wh:c_h, in my Review
-nd Cenforian Letter, I had ftated as matters of fa&t, or in thofe fr:mimlents

whick.
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which I had exprefled with refpeét to the principles of moral conduét, or
in my mode of reafoning, and in the inferences which 1 had drawn Sonr
thofe things, which I had confidered and flated as matters of fuét. »

As mention, therefore, muft be made in Dr Hope’s publication, of what
you faid at the extraordinary meeting of the College on the 1gth of May,
and of fome of the errors which you pointed out to Dr Grepory, at his
interview with you ar your lodgings on the 29d May 18207, I thall tran-
fcribe from notes which I wrote to aflilt my recolle@ion immediately after
that meeting, and after I received from you an account of that interview
with Dr Gregory, fuch parts as relate to the prefent fubje, requefting
that you will have the goodnefs to let me know, as foon as pofiible, whe-
ther you think them accurately ftated.

¢ rgth May.—Dr Buchan then rofe and faid, that as he was not to re-
main here above a few weeks longer, he thought it his duty to {tate fome
circumitances to the College, as he conceived that the unpleafant affairs
which had lately oceupied them, had entirely originated in mifconceptions.
which, he thought, he could eafily point out and explain. That he had
received the Review and Cenforian Letter at Gibraltar. *

¢ Upon which he was interrupted by Dr Home ; and the Prefident ob-
ferved, that as we had met this day for a particular purpofe, he was afraid
the College could not now hear Dr Buchan on that fubje&t, but requelled
him to put his intended obfervations in writing. Dr Buchan replied, that
he had not time to put his thoughts in writing ; but that he would take an
opportunity of communicating, privately, what he wifhed to have faid, to
Dr Gregory and to fome of the other Members. Dr Gregory faid, that
he would be moft happy to hear Dr Buchan: and the Prefident added:
that if Dr Buchan could contribute toewards putting an end to the late moft
unpleafant differences, it would afford him the highelt fatisfa&tion,

* The following are the notes which I took of your converfation with Dy
Gregory on the 23d May 1807, as above {tated. * Dr Buchan informe.
Dr Gregory, that the Committee was nol puched ;—that the Members of
the Committee did actually differ in opinion about the mecning and interare.
lation of act 1754 ;—1hat he, Dr DBuchan, was for ]'L‘llEE:;}ii; the ad en-
tirely ;—that as it bad only been pafled fifty years ago, and as Counfel lia
been previoudly confuited, he did not think there was any i;,-;.=::m‘uf£.is,r i
changing or repealing it ;—that he confidered profefiional knmﬂ{'dge,. ge.
neral learning, and good charadler, as the principal requifitcs for o Phyi.
cian ; and thar, with thefe qualifications, there was no need for reftrie-
tions ;— that the Committee had only propofed alterations, trufling to ad.
vice and afliltance from the College ;—that they had net pledged them-
felves to vote in any particular way in the College ; but, on the contrary.
that it was underftood among themfelves, thart they were to give their vates

in the College according to their conviétion, after hearing their brethren -
~that, in December 1804, the Committee had decidedly agreed to gi::
up the propofed changes on the a& 17354 ; and that, cn this account, in.
i {tead
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ftead of being cenfured, as they had been by Dr Gregory, he had expedl-
ed they would have received the thanks of the College

* Dr Gregory faid, that he had not been properly informed of the re-
folution of the Committee to give up the meafure in queltion.

I am afraid that the above is but an imperfe& account of your conver-
fation with Dr Gregory ; but I am pretty confident that it contains the
fubftance and molt material parts of what you mentioned to me ; and, under
that impreflion, in cafe I have not the pleafure of hearing from you with-
in a reafonable time, I fhall give it to Dr Hope as authentic. With belt
wilhes, &c. I remain,

Dear Sir,
Yours molt fincerely,

(Signed) Ti. Spexs.
Dr Janmzs Buczan, Physicien, &e.
Gibrallar.

Dr BucHAN’s ANSWER fo the foregoing Leller:

My Dzar Six, GiprALTAR, 8. May, 18c8.

The notes ftated in your letter contain, to the beft of my
recollection, (for I have no memorandums), Ehe outlines of the converfa-
tion I had with Dr Gregory. As an old pupil of a man, whofe character
[ very much refpeéted, 1 thought it my duty to fupply him with any in-
formation which might appear to me to have a tendency to promote recon-
ciliation. Although difappointed in its not having produced the defired
cffeét, I have {till the fatisfaction of reflecting, that I have dome what I
-onfidered to be right. :
m:é;lne circumﬂangces may have occurred, fince I left Scotland, which
mnay render it neceffary to write a book, uth-:r:ml'c I am as decidedly a-
caint it now as I was then ; conceiving that it is unneceflary, and that it
will only add fuel to the flame. Indeed, I cannot fuppofe that any blow
can be aimed at the Committee, which may not be completely warded off
by the fhield furnithed us by our brethren of the College, 1oth May 131.? 15 &

1€1r

# Dr Buchan here alludes to the Resolution of 5th Febn!ar;r, 1805, but, by mis-
tske, mentions 10th May, 1505, the date when that Resolution was printed, after re-
ey e

ceiving the sanction of the College on the Tth May, 1803.
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Their very ample approbation of the conduct of the Prefident and Mem.
bers of the Committee, appears to me to be a fufficient anfwer to any vo-
lume, or number of volumes, that can be written on the fubject.

You, however, who are on the fpot, may have reafons for writing,
with which I am unacquainted ; and the ftrict principles of honourand in-
tegrity, together with the moderation and forbearance which have fo re-
markably diftinguifhed your proceedings, leave me no room to doubt re-
fpecting the propriety of your decifion.

Have the goodnefs to remember me, &c. And believe me to be, with
great regard,

Dear Sir,
Your moft obedient fervant,

(Signed) James Bocuan.

Dr Thosras Srens, Fellow of the
Rayal College of Physicians, &c.

Ldinburgh.
P —
APPENDIX, No. VL
Referred to, Narrative, p. 29.
Sim, Edinburgh, Janvary gik, 180g.

As the Council of the College of Phyficians are engaged in drawing
up a narrative of Dr Gregory’s conduét towards the College, and as it
was mentioned, in the meetings of the College, that you are the gentleman
alluded to by Dr Gregory in page 8th of his Cenforian Letter, we requeit
you will inform ve, whether the flatement of Dr Gregory, fo far as it re-
lates to you, be correft. Iam,

SiR,
Your moft obedient humble Servant,

James Hore Esq. (Signed) Cwa. StuanT, P.

Sim, Edinburgh, 12th January, 180q.

In compliance with your requeft, contained in your letter of the gif;
current, that I fhould acquaint the Council of the College, whether the
account of the interview (Cenforian Letter; p. 8.), in which Dr Gregory

mtroduces
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introduces me as an evidence againft my Lrother Dr Hope, be correct; 1
beg leave folemuly to aflure you, that the whole of his ftatement and co-
louring, fo far as relates to me, is untrue.

I remember coming inte my brother Dr Hope’s library, when Dr Gre-
cory and he were finifhing a converfation about the bufinels of the College
of Phyficians, which did not interelt me, and of which I heard very little,
and could repeat nothing.  But I do folemnly declare, that the {tory of my
having interpofed between Dr Gregory and Dr Hope, as ftated by Dr
Gregory, is altogether a jélrication—that I faid not a word, on the fubject
of theair converfation, which bore any relation to my brother’s conduct or
fentiments—I[ar lefs did 1, directly er indirectly, exprefs any condemnation
of them, or ule expreflions which could juftify fuch an inference.

My brother, I knew, was preparing to {ct off for the country ; and Dr
Gregory and I converfed, for a confiderable time, in our ufual friendly
and familiar manner, upon various fubjects, and, among others, joked a-
bout the fkill of lawyers, and the different views which diiferent lawyers
could give of the fame thing.

Whether, in the courfe of this converfation between Dr Gregory and
me, on the outfide of the ftreet-door of the houfe, and in reply to fome
zeneral obfervation on his part, I may have made the equally general and
juft remark, ¢ that every thing thould be done openly and fairly, > my re-
collection does not permit to fay, and did not enable me to fay, at the pe-
riod of the publication of Dr Gregory’s book. But fuch expreffions, if
uled, were never employed by me in relation to my brother’s fentiments,
or any line of conduct or fentiment of his, or imputed by Dr Gregory to
him,

It is proper that I fhould add, that, in a letter which Dr Gregory wrote

me, 28th January 1805, accompanying a copy of the Cenforian Letter af-
ter he had begun to diltribute it, he gave the fame ftatement as in the Cen-
forian Letter, of the interview with Dr Hope, and of my expreflions ; leav-
ing out, however, his obfervations on the peculiarity of the emphafis ufed,
and the inferences which he drew from the expreflions and emphafis.
I regret extremely that Dr Gregory afforded me no opportunity of fee-
ing his Statement previous to its publication, as it might have faved much
painful feeling : But as it was not communicated to me till after it was in
circulation, all intercourfe with Dr Gregory on the fubject was precluded.

I remain,
SIR,
Your moft obedient Servant,

To Dr Stvarr, President, (Signed) Ja* Hork.
Royal College of Physicians.

et
Murray & Cochrane
Vrinters, Edinburgh
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