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e N this number of the Philatelic Record the Philatelic
Society of London make known the decision they have
arnwd at in re*péct of the charges brought bv Mr.

Philatelic Socmty can certainly not be accused of havmg
jumped to a hasty conclusion. For eleven months, which
i8 quite two months beyond the usual period of gestation, they
have waited with exemplary patience, and somewhat strained
impartiality, for such further evidence—beyond that contained in
hie published pamphlets-—as Mr. Chalmers might possibly advance
in support of his charges, and they have, as we expected, waited in
vain. More than once we have been tempted to express our own
opinions upon the subject, but have been restrained by the reflec-
tion that it was still sub judice, and before a tribunal in the
justice and learning of which we have every confidence. As a
knowledge of the history of stamps ancient and modern, and an
acquaintance with postal legislation, are the pleas for the existence of
this publication, we had no ambition to expose ourselves, through
giving a hasty opinion, to being classed amongst those journals
whose dicta Mr. Chalmers has been at such pains, if not to inspire, ¥
at least to collect and pulnish. The Hornsey Jowrnal, Banner of
Wales, Blairgowrie Advertiser, Totnes Times, &c., may be excel
lent retailers of local gossip, but their opinion upon such questions
as those at issue between Mr. Chalmers and the natural champions
of a dead man, but a living and revered memory, are less than worth-
less. What do the editors and sub-editors of any one of these
pillars of the preas know of the matters in dispute? If any omne
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of them can satisfy us that they have arrived at the conclusions
they have so hastily put forth upon any grounds other than a
perfunctory perusal of Mr. Chalmers’ pamphlets, we will con-
descend to argue with them, and show them that they are mis-
taken. Buf, in the first place, they must convince us that they
have some knowledge of the postal history of the past fifty years,
or even that they have taken the trouble to collate the assertions
of Mr. Chalmers with that celebrated Fifth Report upon which he
bases the chief weight of his argumente.

The dealings of Mr. Chalmers with this celebrated Parliamentary
Blue Book are rather ingenious than ingenuous. In his earlier
brochure, entitled The Adhesive Stamps: a Fresh Chapter in the
History of Post-office Reform, in which he endeavours to claim for
his father the invention of the adhesive postage stamp, he rightly
speaks of it as “a report, carrying great weight, from an official
body appointed to examine into desirable reforms.” Of this same
report, however (of which, of course, every member of Parliament
and every Public Department received a copy), when he is endea-
vouring to fix upon Rowland Hill a charge of having fraudulently
appropriated its suggestions without acknowledging their source, he
speaks as though it were a rare opuscule, the unearthing of which
is due to his extraordinary sagacity of research, oblivious of the
fact that from all who are interested in philately and postal history
it has no secrets, Mr. Chalmers would have us believe that in the
January following the publication of the Fifth Report the com-
missioners who signed it sat and listened to Rowland Hill calmly
reproducing their suggestions as his own, without even uttering a
word of surprise at the unparalleled impudence of such a pro-
ceeding. If, as Mr. Chalmers suggests, these commissioners did
not point out at the time the plagiarism of which he aseerts the
great reformer was guilty, in the expectation that the latter would
offer an explanation ‘“at such time and upon such opportunity as he
himself would select,” why did they not, when he was reaping the
rewards of the plan, without having offered such explanation, step
forward and set matters right? The Post-office authorities of 1837
met Rowland Hill and his plans with the most uncompromising
hostility. Are we to believe that they were ignorant of the
recommendations of the Fifth Report, or that, knowing them, they
also joined in keeping the secret! Would they not rather have
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done Rowland Hill an ill-turn by revealing it had the facts been
such as Mr. Patrick Chalmers states? In this Fifth Report it was
suggested that * Prices-current and publications of a similar nature ”
should, in effect, be treated like newspapers, and, when like them,
printed on stamped paper, be allowed the newspaper privilege of
passing and re-passing through the Post-office as often as desired
for a single stamp duty of one penny, whatever their weight might
be, or for a halfpenny if they did not exceed the half-ounce. Mr.
Chalmers calls upon us to read letters of a certain weight for
circulars, and to give to the commissioners the credit of a reform
which never entered their heads, and which has been for the last
40 years most justly ascribed to Sir Rowland Hill. Bat, as a
matter of fact, it was Prices-current which were recommended for
the reduction in charge, and not letters; and to this day the dis-
tinetion between letters and printed matter has been upheld. That
the charge of postage on newspapers has never been regarded as a
guide to what should be charged on letters, any one would soon
discover who, in his zeal for further reform, might try to get the
Post-office to agree to carry letters, of any weight, for a postage of
one halfpenny, merely because newspapers are now carried on these
ferms.

As regards the invention of the adhesive stamp, its application
to bottles, boxes, and pots of patent medicines, long before the
burning question of postal reform came before the public, is a
matter of notoriety. Mr. Chalmers has certainly failed to prove
that his father was the first to suggest its application to prepaid
letters ; and the letter addressed to Rowland Hill in 1840 by Mr.
James Chalmers, on whose behalf the claim—some forty years
after date—is put forward, is decisive evidence against such a
claim, which indeed he himself honestly abandoned.

We do not pursue these matters into further detail simply
because, for the public for whom we write, which is not the public
of the Hornsey Journal, it is unnecessary that we should do so,
especially as we can refer our readers to the very full information
furnished by Mr. Pearson Hill, and published in the Philatelic
Record of December last. We shall only say, in conclusion, that
we are glad the matter at issue has been settled to the satisfaction
of those with whom we are immediately concerned ; viz.,, those
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who have for years made Postal History their study. Their
numbers may be, nay are, comparatively small ; but it is they who,
after all, are most competent to form a judgment. That their
verdict will prove acceptable to Mr. Chalmers and his converts, if
he have any, we cannot hope. There are yet people who believe in
the justice of the claims set up by *the unfortunate nobleman,”
and there may be some few others of equal intelligence who must
. be allowed, if they think fit, to pin their faith to Mr. Chalmers’
statements. Their belief or unbelief will, however, in no way
affect the public opinion, that the universal appreciation of Sir
Rowland Hill's merits whilst living, and gratitude to his memory
since he has been removed from amongst us, were hardly earned
and honestly deserved.
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Proceedings of the Philatelic Society of Fondon,

Tue second meeting of the season was held on the 28th October, 1882, at
13, Gray’s Inn Square, the President in the chair. The Becretary read the
minutes of the previous meeting, which were approved.

The President then read the following report of the proceedings at the
previous meeting in connection with Chalmers versus Hill :

“At the meeting of the Philatelic Bociety, London, held on the 5th
November, 1881, Mr. Pearson Hill read & paper, which was afterwards
printed in The Philatelic Record for the same month (vol. iii.). The paper,
so far as it relates to the matter to be considered, commences at page 195,
and brings to the notice of the Society the fact that Mr. Patrick Chalmers,
of 35, Alexandra Road, Wimbledon, had recenfly asserted and circulated in
a pamphlet* the statement that his late father, Mr. James Chalmers,
bookseller, of Dundee, had anticipated the late Sir Rowland Hill in sug-
gesting the use of adhesive postage stamps, but had been fraudulently
deprived by him of the credit of that invention.

“ Mr. P. Chalmers had also, in another pamphlet,t then recently published, )
announced that 8ir Rowland Hill had taken his plan of postal reform from {
the Fifth Report of the Government Commission of Post-office Enquiry,
published April, 1836, without acknowledgment, and charged him with
‘ exceptionally avoiding all reference to that document,’ and ‘not dealing
openly and candidly with his countrymen.’

““The object of Mr. Pearson Hill's paper was to vindicate his father’s
character. An original letter was laid before the Society from James
Chalmers to Rowland Hill, dated 18th May, 1840, in which the writer,
in clear terms, admits that he did not know Mr. Hill had ‘suggested any-
thing like the same scheme,’ and excuses his claim to participate in the
Government reward on the ground of such ignorance, this claim having
reference to the postage adhesive stamp.

“ Copies of Mr. Patrick Chalmers’ pamphlets, and of several letters which
had passed between him and Mr. Pearson Hill respecting these charges,
were laid before the meeting, and it was unanimously resolved to forward a
printed copy of the paper read by Mr. Hill to Mr. P. Chalmers, with an
intimation that the Bociety would be prepared to consider any communication

* The Adhesive Stamp—a fresh chapter in the History of Post-office Reform.
t The Penny Postage Scheme of 1837 : Waa it an invention or a copy ?
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he might choose to make before it proceeded to deal with the matter. Since
that period (eleven months ago) Mr. Chalmers has addressed to the Secretary
several prints, one entitled, Opinions from the Press, on his previous
pamphlet, with a heading to the effect that ‘a fresh and interesting state-
ment on the subject will shortly be issued'—1st June, 1882. Another,
The Position of Sir Rowland Hill Made Plain—1882, the latter con-
taining many quotations from newspaper notices, and much relative to the
proceedings of the Rowland Hill Memorial Fund. In his preface to the
last-mentioned pamphlet—page 13—Mr. Chalmers quotes from a letter
written by him on the 15th March, 1852, to the Corporation of London, to
the effect that Mr. Pearson Hill having, in a paper contributed to a scientific
society, attacked him ‘in a violent and unfounded manner, and which attack
that Society has called upon me to meet,’ no choice was left him other
than to resume the subject, concluding that if ‘the result be not such as
the best friends to the memory of the late Sir Rowland Hill may desire,
upon his own son, and not upon me, will rest the responsibility.” In the
same preface he speaks of ‘a delusion practised apon & generous nation’ as
to the main scheme, and the claim to the invention of the adhesive stamp
as ‘an usurpation of his (father’s) rightful claims practised upon a simple-
minded man.'

“Inx[-_agxmdsﬁnitemdﬁwdgguiﬁu,m.hmmmm
to to the ty any fi r replies to Mr. P. Hill, but has written that
at some fufure period he means to publish a pamphlet on the Adhesive
Postage Stamp question, which he will forward to the Society. The Bociety,
feeling that an ample interval had elapsed to enable Mr. Chalmers to
substantiate his charges against the late Sir Rowland Hill, discussed the
whole subject at a very full meeting held on the 14th October, neither Mr.
Pearson Hill nor Mr. Chalmers being present. The documents and
pamphlets already referred to were produced and considered, and the view
taken by the meeting was unanimous. The Committee were requested to
embody that view in a report. The meeting considered that—

* Franking letters by means of stamped covers or envelopes dates back to,
at least, 1818, when covers of watermarked paper, impressed with an em-
bossed stamp, were introduced into service in Sardinia, following in part the
idea of M. Velayer, who used a sort of franked envelope for a district post
in Paris in 1653.

“The use of adhesive stamps for payment of a Government duty was

practised in Great Britain at the commencement of the present century,
when the familiar stamps affixed to patent medicines were adopted.

“The germ of the idea of uniformity in a postal rate might be traced in
the right of passage through the post accorded to newspapers ; for so long
ago as the reign of Queen Anne, when every copy of a newspaper printed had
10 bear a stamp denoting fiscal duty, the privilege of passing it free by post
under certain restrictions, but irrespective of distance, was enjoyed ; and a
somewhat similar observation might be applied to the system of franking
letters by certain privileged persons." The Society considered that these
facts, though they undoubtedly preceded in point of time, in no sense
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE PHILATELIC SOCIETY. 7

practically anticipated the plan of uniform penny postage, the origination
and bringing of which to a successful issue mainly resulted from the untiring
efforts of Sir Rowland Hill.

“It did not appear to the Bociety that the credit which attaches to the
name and labours of Bir Rowland Hill as a Postal Reformer was in any
degree diminished by facts which for years had been before the world, but
had resulted in no practical outcome, nor that the popular appreciation of
his services exceeds his real merits.

“ As to the statements that Sir Rowland Hill took his plan of postal reform
from the Fifth Report of the Commission of Post-office Enquiry of April,
1836, the allegations of Mr. P. Chalmers appeared to be conclusively
disproved by the dissimilarity of the plans, and the fact that Sir R. Hill’s
first evidence in support of his scheme of reform was given early in 1837
before the very same Commissioners who signed the report of 1836, so that
concealment, had there been anything to conceal, would have been im-
possible ; and as to priority of invention of the adhesive postage labels, the
clear terms of Mr. James Chalmers’ letter of 18th May, 1840, themselves
disproved his claim, even if the other facts were excluded. Those facts,
however, which had lately come before the Society in the papers and
dncmom on the stamps of Great Britain absolutely negative any priority
of claim.”

The foregoing report of the proceedings of the meeting of the 14th
October last, having been drawn up by the Committee in conformity with
the request of the Society, was laid before the Society’s regular meeting
held on the 28th October, 1882, when the report, having been read and
discussed, was adopted. The Society, taking the specific allegations made
by Mr. Chalmers into consideration, resolved unanimously that Mr. Patrick
Chalmers has failed to substantiate any of these allegations, or in particular
either—

I. That his late father, James Chalmers, of Dundee, anticipated Sir
Rowland Hill in suggesting the use of adhesive postage stamps ; or—

I1. That Sir Rowland Hill took his plan of postal reform from the “ Fifth
Report of the Commissioners of Post-office Enquiry of April, 1836.”

It was further unanimously resolved—

II1. That no ground has been shown for charging Sir R. Hill with having
fraudulently or otherwise appropriated or attempted to appropriate to him-
self the credit belonging to any other person in the aforesaid reforms, or for
stating that he dealt with the public otherwise than openly and candidly, or
for any of the allegations made against his good faith and uprightness by
Mr. P. Chalmers.

IV, That the Society regrets that Mr. Patrick Chalmers should have made
such charges without sufficient foundation, and should have persisted in his
attacks on the character and memory of the late Sir Rowland Hill.

V. That a copy of the foregoing resolutions be sent to Mr. P. Chalmers
and to Mr. Pearson Hill
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honesty toassert that this judgment ofthe London Philatelic Society
~the highest authority on such matiers—is worthless, as 2e Socety
had decided the guestion without waiting to hear wohat he had to sa) '

-Either he had hoped 1o delay what he well knew must be an
adverse judgment, or he was deliberately preparing (as he has done in
other cases ) a small substratum of fict upon which to erect a mass of
misrepresentation, purposely keeping back some worthlessevidence,
%0 that he might afterwards say he had not been fully heard,

After the judgment was delivered he published Jetrers which he
said he had received fromi o\ peuple in Dundee, who, if the leter s
are genuine, assert they can recollect James Chalmers making
stamps, and they belicve it was n 1534—a date which had doubt-
Yess been suggested to them—but in support of their marvellous
raemory for dates nearly filty yeats gone by, they do not apparently
produce a single scrap of decumentary evidence. ;

It is important to potice the date of these alleged letters.  1n

December 1881 Mr, Pat. Chalmers received copies of the Philatelic
Record containing my charges against him.  These letters fnom
Dundee are dated Aprl and May 1882,  The London Philateli
Society did not pronounce its decision till October 1882, Thew
letters, therefore, must have been in his possession for five or iy
months before the decision was given, 5o that he had ampdk
opportunity to submit them to the Society while it was investig: 'y
the matter, had he believed they would bear examination.
« For a long time before 1 brought the matter under the notice of
the London Philatelic Society, Mr. Patrick Chalmers had boon
urging an examination of dus clamms.  He applied 1o the City Conm
missioners of Sewers, and the RoWland Hill Memorial ( Mansion
House) Comunitice—bodies of gentlemen not very likely to fiossess
the knowledge necess ary to sift out the truth Vet when T had made
for him the opportunity for investigation by the most comjetent
authority, antl when it was, therefore, so important for him to secure
a verdict in his favour, he deliberately kept back the evidenge
which he now pretends is of such great importance.

In James Chalmery’ letters there is not the slightest hint of his
having invented adhésive stamps prior to the date he himself fixed
viz, Noveulber 1837 —and (he sole evidence of s hazing done s
i 183, consists of these letters which Mr. Patrick Chalmers dared
not Submit for investigation, or vather the sole evidence consists of
his assertions as lo what these letters contain. Mr. P. Chalmer s
has over and ever again been convicted of ghving false dated, and
false and gaxbled versions of letters and other documents, even
when these documents were readily accessable and CXPOSUTE Was
certain souner or later. It is-not difScult therefore to guess whal
liberties he would take withyletters wifich, if they exist at wll, an
safe in his own possession, | Jacol Lol dt.. Ty M
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