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or the purpose of again exposing the cowardly attacks
o memory of my father, the late Sir Rowland Hill, tha

ed in during the last seven years by
rhaps, well that Ishould commence
ong treated them with silent




4

damages and costs, but he would have, whav auy honest man n

his position would value far more, namely, the finest possibla

opportunity of asserting his father's claims by bringing the

question before a tribunal where every statement must be made

on oath, and be subject to the soverest serutiny. Your E'eude'ra
will know how to value the statements of a man who, v?hxle pro-
fessing to desire full investigation, neglects so adgnra.bla an
opportunity, and prefers to put up with so serious an imputation
on his veracity—consoling himself with cowardly and con-
temptible insinuations against the character of a dead man,
whom the whole world has recognised as a public benefactor, well
knowing that he can pursue this course without subjecting

himself to any legal penalty.”

Beyond putting forward mere blank denialg, worthless from a
man stillunder such a public stigma, Mzr. Patrick Chalmers has never
ventured to take any step to meet these serions charges—all his
recent assertions that the facts were long ago investigated by im-
partial authorities and decided in his favour being absolutely

untrue.

Having thus years ago exposed the character both of the claim
and of the claimant, I have long refused to take any notice of him
or of his persistent and ridiculous misstatements, well knowing that
‘any one who took the trouble to compare Mr. Patrick Chalmers’
pretended quotations with the real Parliamentary or official docu-
ments, would require no help from me to deteet their untruthfulness,
but as history which is five years old is, as a rule, scarcely so well
wn as the events of the Norman Conquest, the exposure of Mr.

. Chalmers’ pretes sions is now half forgotten, persons who
eard his side of the case only have been misled, and the time,

has arrived when a re-statement of the real facts may be
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in the Fifth ort of the Commissioners of Post Office Tnqu;
April 1836 and e

Secondly, That he appropriated, without acknowled ent, Mr.
James Chalmers' plan of adhesive postage stamps, a.ndgl?;pt back
Mzr. J. Chalmers’ scheme, in order to secure to himself the credit,
—these frauds, according to Mr. Patrick Chalmers, having been
successfully concealed for upwards of forty years.

As no such concealment would have been possible unless Sir
Rowland Hill had managed to secure the comll)iva.nce not only of
entlemen like the late Mr. Robert Wallace, M.P., Mr. Joseph
ume, M'Z.P., Mr. Henry Warburton, M.P., and many other earnest
worketls in the cause of postal reform, as well as that of all the
Commissioners of Post Office Inquiry, and all members of the Select
Committees on Postage in 1838 and 1843, and even of all his oppo-
nents in the Post Office, and of Mr. James Chalmers himself, the
manifest absurdity of the statement should surely have been
sufficient to insure its rejection, at all events amongst grown up
gentlemen.

The first charge was six years ago shown to be not only nntrue,
but impossible.”  Untrue, because the plans of Sir Rowland Hill
were essentially different from the recommendations of the Fifth
Report. Impossible, because, as Sir Rowland Hill snbmitted his
plans (in February, 1837) to the identical Commissioners who in
the previous April had signed that Report, there conld have been
no concealment, even had there been anything to conceal. Upon
this point, therefore, the mere restatement of the facts is sufficient
to refute the charge.

The second charge is equally disproved, not only by the fact
shown six years ago | that Mr. James Chalmers’ rﬁlﬁlggestions were
several months later in date than Sir Rowland Hill's proposals,
but because in this case also, Mr. James Chalmers' paper of Sth
February 1858 (containing his plan) having been published in full,
with his name and address, in the Post Cireular of 5th April 1838—
a newspaper widely circulated—his scheme, erude though it was,
was fulf;;r communicated to the public, and no concealment, there-
fore, was attempted, or would have been possible.

The fact that his charges against the late Sir Rowland HJ.ll h_a.w_re-
over and over again been shown to be absolutely untrue did not in
the past, and probably will not in the future, hinder Mr. Patrick
Chalmers from constantly repeating them. On this question he
seems to be either a monomaniae, or else to have some other object
in view than mere filial devotion or love of his i« q&l ‘
What that object may be, it will not, perhaps, be difficult ta
if one is really to take seriously his pointed all
that other persons have received handsome pec

postal improvements, while James Cha
gaﬁﬁ Ve e
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fact that the jubilee of Postal Reform (1890) is near at ha.na, and
that valuable assistance, never requited, was rendered by Mr.

Patrick Chalmers' father.

The reiteration of the false charges against Sir Rowland Hill
may, therefore, be expected for some time to cpme—poaaibly,-,
indeed, Mr. Patrick Chalmers, by constant assertion, may have
really deluded himself into a belief in his magnificent mare's nest—
but meanwhile, as there are many persons, chiefly members of some

Philatelic Societies at home or abroad, who do take an interest

a.%pa;ranﬂ_ in the purely historical question as to when and by
whom adhesive postage stamps were first suggested, T have, in

compliance with a request which has been made to me by some

of t‘ll.:as_a enthusiasts, prepared the following memorandum, which,
with its references to Parliamentary and other documents, will

probably afford the necessary information, and furnish sufficient
‘evidence of Mr. Patrick Chalmers’ me ial condition.

' PEARSON HILL.

6, Pembridge Square, London,
~ 19th March, 1888.
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MEMORANDUM

As to the Facts concerning the Origin of Postage Stamps.

considering what value should be attached to any
claim to have first suggested the use of adhesive
labels for the prepayment of postage—whether in
1834, as is claimed for Mr. James Chalmers, or in
1837, when Mr. (afterwards Sir) Rowland Hill, in
his pamphlet and evidence, proposed them—it is
necessary to bear in mind how far any such
suggestion had already been anticipated in this country or
elsewhere.

2. The idea of collecting the postal duties chargeable on letters
and other documents by means of stamps instead of money is
certainly of far earlier date than 1834 or 1837. Stamped paper
or covers for that purpose of several values, both with empoesg&f
and with impressed stamps, appear to have been used in the
Kingdom of Sardinia about the year 1819, and, so far back as 1653,
stamps were also used, or proposed to be used, for postal purposes.
in Paris. In both cases, however, they seem soon to have o
fallen into disuse, from causes which further on will be more x
fully explained.* ,

8. In our own country, the idea of employing stamps
prepayment of postage was revived by the late Mr. Charles
the eminent publisher, about the year 1833-34. He vy
active part in the endeavours then being made to ¢
stamp duty charged upon newspapers (4d. per
means to this end proposed that stamped covers or v
}qu tgjr:pared to frank unstamped new

g at the time came of M.
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i olition of the Newspaper Stamp Duty failed, and,
:g olagz‘lgpﬁ'];%f;) were still obliged to bear the N::ialwspgperd Duty
Stamp,* whether circulating by post or not, they still retained their
former privilege of free transmission as often as desired by post ;
and consequently (as letters were almost invariably sent unpaid)
no opening for the use of postage stamps of any kind existed in
this country till Sir Rowland Hill's reform created the opportunity

for their employment.

o doubt that the previous existence of stamped
e T was whoIljly unknown to Mr. Charles

ool d Ital i
covers in France an %ﬁ en the case, an old invention was

Knight, by whom, as is : 4
re-i:%fe;zta , and in Sir Rowland Hill's pamphlet, ovidence, and

“ History of Penny Postage,” the full credit for this valuable
‘guggestion, the true germ of our present postage stamp system, hag '.
always been cordially and unreservedly given by him to Mr.

Charles Knight.
5. Thus there can be no question that, long before the date at
which it is alleged that Mr. James Chalmers invented adhesive

postage stamps, the idea of using some kind of stamp for prepay-
ment of postage had ceased to be a novelty. The plan had been
actually tried in Italy and France, and had been recently proposed
for adoption, at all events as regards newspapers, in this country.

6. Neither was there any novelty in 1834 in the idea of making
stamps adhesive. Stamps or labels, to be gummed or pasted on
the articles liable to the duty which the stamps represented, had
{c years previously been manufactured by the Inland
partn be affixed to bottles, boxes, and packets
dicines, for the collection of the duties levied
: 42, George IIL, cap. 56, sec. 11, and
)8, schedule B. ~ These stamped labels have,
wnt use in this country, as proved by the
evenue Department, ever since the year
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imPrqaaad thereon, and it is, therefore, of little moment to the
?u'eshon now at issue whether the Government or the purchaser
ound the gnm or other adhesive matter. Indeed. as Mr. James
Chalmers, in his suggestions to the Treasuryin 1889, abandoned
the use of gum, and proposed that his labels or * slips ' should be
attached by the sender to the back fold of the letters with the
sealing wax or wafers used to fasten them, his stamps in their

| final form were identical in principle with the medicine labels above
described.

l 8. The value, therefore, of the particular suggestion now under
consideration, viz., the proposal that adhesive stamps should be
employed for postal as well as other purposes is narrowed to this:—

No claim can be maintained by any one to have originated in
1834 or in 1837 the iden that stamps instead of money should be
. used for the collection of postage; that idea, though practically
unworkuble, was nearly 200 years old. L
No claim can be maintained to have then originated the idea
of making stamps adhesive, for adhesive or affixable stamps
were not only in actual daily use for fiscal purposes in 1834, but
had been continuonsly so used in this country for more than
thirty years previously.

9. The only thing left, therefore, as the bone of contention—if
it be worth contending—is this: A proposal having already been |
made that stamped covers should again be used for prepayment
of postage, who was the first afterwards to suggest that a particular
and well-known form of stamp, then in common use, should also
be available for postal purposes?

' 10. I shall show that whatever credit may be due for having
made this suggestion is due to Sir Rowland Hill, and not to Mr
James Chalmers, but the facts above mentioned will suffici
plain why I have always held that the suggestion
matter of very minor detail*—one so certain to
scores of persons, the moment the adoption of a unif
coupled with prepayment, rendered the general use
postal purposes practicable, that long ago I describ
ing about the same relative importance e
Rowland Hill's plan of%oshalr orm
now used for railway wheels does to
locomotive.” | .

LL. As there are, and always
passing throuﬁh the p
envelopes, or be pre
carry out a geners

e 1]

to car

y out
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stamps must, as a matter of course, have required the use of
adhesive labels; and, therefore, even if such labels, instead of
being in daily use, had until then been guite unknown, the certainty
of their being required would have made their suggestion obvious.

12. Consequently, as might be expected, when Sir R, Hill, in
his evidence befcre the Commissioners of Post Office Inquiry, on
the 18th of February, 1837, proposed the adoption of Mr. Charles
Knight's suggestion of stamped covers, as & most important helper
in his plan of postal reform, less than five minutes’ discussion of the
subject with the Commissioners showed him that adhesive as well
as other kinds of stamps would be necessary, and led to his pro-

posing them then and there.

18, Ineed scarcely add that all statements as to his ha.vin%a.t- any
time withdrawn the proposal, or deprecated the use of adhesive
fﬁﬁamgi,ﬁama absolutely untrue, and have no foundation beyond what

k is obtained by distortion of facts, and by false and garbled quota-
. tions from official and other documents.
i 14. Having now shown what the suggestion under consideration
s waatham{ worth, I proceed to deal with the ﬁu,eati_’on as to whom
' . the credit for having made it must be assigned.

=

15, Fortunately, it is not necessary to contend for, or lay down,
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publication. The rule requires publication in a documentary form,
and the justice of strictly enforcing this rule, in considering the
relative priority of claims, could hardly be better demonstrated
than by the present case. A published invention can always be
referred to as unquestionable evidence ; for even if an inventor dies
and (as is alleged of Mr. James Chalmers) all his papers are
destroyed, it is impossible to destroy every c )y of every news-
ga.]Iaer, magazine, or report in which the plan first appeared, and
ailure on the part of any claimant to produce such evidence of

earlier date than that of his rival is fair proof that no such previous
publication ever took place.

18. As pointed out in ** The Post Office of Fifty Years Ago '™ just
issued, “ valuable suggestions never published are worth no more
to the public than good advice never given, and any claims founded
thereon are too absurd to deserve attention,” but if once ** hearsay "
ovidence, or supposed recollections of the dates at which un-
recorded events, some fifty years gone hy, took place, are to be
admitted as proofs, credit for inventions would obviously in many
cases be awarded not to those who have the best claim, but to those
whose advocates were most unsernpulous in the manufacture of :
bogus or otherwise worthless evidence.

19. Relying, therefore, upon this well-known rule, I point to Sir
Rowland Hill's evidence given before the Commissioners of Post
Office Inquiry of 13th February 1837, and published in their
Report of 7th July 1837, as being earlier by many months than
even the earliest publication which Mr. James Chalmers himself
has ever claimed.}

20. That there may be no doubt as to the nature of Sir Rowland
Hill's pr ;%fnnotg the passage, which any one will find in the |
Report of the Commissioners of Post Office Inguiry of @#

‘which is reprinted in the second edition of his pamphlet
Office Reform, issued 22nd February 1837 :—
bs this difficulty,” Sir R, Hill says (that of emple
P B e

* Published by Cassell and Co., London, Melbourne, and
Price one shilling. bk Gl

+ The earliest publication by Mr. James Chalmers
paper in the South Kensington Musenm ﬁeﬂla F
one of his letters he ’m'm‘d‘%a rais ion

first ed it in Nove



12

h to bear the stamp, and covered at the

i lutinous wash, which the bringer might, by the
E;;lﬁ:;ﬁl;nuogfa ;itt.le moisture, attach to the ack o% the letter,

so as to avoid the necessity for re-directing it."” 1'

of paper just large enoug

. This, which is, perhaps, as perfect a description of an
adhgelsive' postage stamp as could be given, is what Mr. Patrick |
Chalmers constantly misrepresents as a mere passing allusion in

Sir R, Hill's evidence to a piece of gummed paper !

99, Mr. Patrick Chalmers asserts that, in the next paragraph,

Sir Rowland Hill, in his eagerness that the use of stamped covers

hould be made universal, immediately withdrew this suggestion of

an adhesive stamp, and recommende that even the Benny should

be received in in preference. There is not the slightest foun-

' dation for this statement, as any one referring to 1.5his evidence will
at once detect. Sir R. Hill, while strongly pressing that prepay-
ment by stamps, as distinguished from money payments, should be

i ultimately made universal, was well aware of the difficulty of
tting p % e suddenly to change long-established custom, and of
’ the folly of attempting to force them to do so. He therefore

. recommended as a temporary measure that, in the first instance,
until the public had become accustomed to the new arrangement,
they should have the option of prapsyin%; either in stamps or in

8 y, at least so far as the single-rated, or penny, letters were

ed—an option which it was found necessary to continue for

to point out
n of _-'a.;_dhesive
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25. Again, on the 7th February 1838, in his evidence before the
Select Committee on Postage, 1888, of which Mr. Robert Wallace
was chairman, Sir Rowland Hill again urged the adoption of the
adhesive stamps. In reply to Question 129, he says .

““ And in order to avoid even the trouble of re-directing the
letter, I propose that small pieces of paper of about the size of a
half-penny, bearing the stamp only, shall be sold; that they
shall be prepared with gum, or other glutinous wash, at the
back, so that the messenger would be enabled to apply one of
these to a letter, bly merelg wetting it, as paper seals are now

y outside

applied occasional & letter,”*

26. Thus, until some publication by Mr. James Chalmers of
earlier date than 18th February 1837, proposing the use of adhe-
sive postage stamps can be produced and properly authenticated,
the credit—whatever it may amount to—of having made that sug-
gestion must, under the well-known rule which every scientific
society recognises, be awarded to Sir Rowland Hill.

27. Indeed, I would point out that npon this the essential point
of priority of publication—the only point to which scientific and
learned societies wonld attach any value—the writers of the articles
in the * Encyclopzdia Britannica™ and the ** Dictionary of National
Biography " (which articles Mr. P. Chalmers so constantly asserts
are in his favour), unreservedly give me the verdict, admitting
that I have conclusively proved that Sir Rowland Hill was the first

to publish his plan—an admission which has rendered it unne-
| cessary for me to pay much attention to their errors on other
madtters.

28. T now proceed to deal with the not very material question
as to whether the application of the above universal rule may have
inflicted upon Mr. James Chalmers the same hardship ‘rp-
pointment to which any one is subjected, who, through failing t
put forward his invention in time, finds it patented or published
& %‘r some other independent inventor. _

29. It is necessary, however, as a preli
way & mis d’hrﬂﬁaudghﬂ which '
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o A P. Chalmers constantly picks out passages

P ogt{a. get Btia:il:xl;si;hglgontext) where Sir Rowland Hill only:‘ mentiong
.(.W't Acs dg covers,” or expresses a hope that the use of stamped
Stampe ' made universal, or again where he speaks of

covers” may be 1
the exclusive use of * stamped covers.

ho takes the trouble to read Sir R. _Hiu.,'g pamyph-

1 tsi;a J;JEjl'iz!:.)l?e?clwinc. facsimile in * The Post Office of Fifty Years
B (,,) P his evidence, and that of other witnesses, or the Parlia.
Rk s and debates on the Penny Postage question, will

t . .
Eftlll ?ﬁraiﬁi‘;?}:aoierm « gtamped covers ' was constantly used by all
arties as a short generic term to express prepayment of postage

by means of stamps in contradistinction to payments in money,

49, As there was no necessity, until the present controvers
w”a.fagg, .f-‘gﬁ.dﬂ:;?ing distinctions between stamped covers and Badhi{
sive stamps when used for prepayment of postage, such distinctions
were hardly ever made, and the term * aﬁa.m(fad covers, " as
the context almost invariably shows, included all kinds and
varieties of stamps to be used for postal purposes, just as the

N Dbetter term * postage stamps " now includes covers, labels, cards,
! and bands.*

,
3

B83. The supposition that Sir Rowland Hill, who was striving to
render the m?)?ﬂiaeas convenient to the public as possible, should
| ; people using adhesive stamps which, in his
elf suggested, is an idea so preposterous
xpect to encounter it outside the walls of a

writer of the article in the “ Encyclopadia
he most astounding errors about postage
enerally,| has detected and corrected
epresentation on this matter.




15

84. The explanation advanced by Mr. P. Chalmers, viz., that Sir
R. Hill bad a * positive mania " for claiming the whole scheme as

own, 18 equally nonsensical. No man ever was less grasping in
such matters than Sir Rowland Hill. The readers of the * History
of Penny .Poataﬁg " or of ““ Sir Henry Cole’s Life,” will see how con-
stantly Sir R. Hill gives him, and others, credit for every improve-
ment they made. His own indifference in such matters is abundantly
proved by the letter of Mr. Charles P. Villiers, M.P.,* showing that
when (through him) Sir R. Hill first submitted his plan privately to
the Treasury, he offered to let the Government have the whole crelit
of the scheme if they cared to carry it into operation; while Mr.
Patrick Chalmers’ assertion that James Chalmers was sacrificed and
his scheme purposely suppressed by Sir Rowland Hill in order that
he might appropriate the credit, is completely disproved by the
simple fact, already stated, that James Chalmers’ paper of Sth
Feb:__ua.ry 1838, upon which Mr. P. Chalmers sets such store, was
published in full, with Mr. James Chalmers’ name and address
appended thereto, in the Post Circular of 5th April, 1838—a news-
paper widely circulated by the Mercantile Committee of London, of
which Sir Henry Cole was editor, so that no concealment, had any
been desired, would have been possible.

— e ———. Y Y

35. In dealing with the so-called evidence, which has been put
forward to support the assertion that Mr. James Chalmers proposed
adhesive postage stamps in 1834, it isimportant to bear in mind that, |
in the beginning of this controversy, Mr. Patrick Chalmers advanced
no such claim. He based his father's priority entirely upon the fact
that he had made such suggestions in reply to the Treasury minute
of 23rd August 1839, and it was only when it had been pointed out

munication with those from whom official information could be best
obtained—indeed, they appear to have made no application to the Post
Office for information of any kind—and after sending them in March, 1883,
& copy of my paper in the Philatelic Record of November, 1851, 1 0
further communication with them during the two-and-a-half years
elapsed before their article on postage stamps appeared. T suj
they had abandoned their inteution of writing one. Meanwhile,
afterwards turned out, they were abundantly supplied wit
Chalmers’ex parte and, to say the least, singularly inaccura
With the editor of the ‘* Dictionary of National Biogra
no communication whatever. These facts will easily e
authorities were misled, and will show that the * speci
they are asserted by Mr, Patrick Chalmers to have m
tion consisted almost entirely of hearing his side of
nothing more. o' il
- See * Liife of Sir Rowland Hill,” Vol. ., p. 263,

1 As an instance of the sugges
Mr. Patrick Chalmers’ jgam '
wat th or of h ¥
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that Sir Rowland Hill had proposed them in 1837 that he ante-
dated matters and put back his father's claim to the year

1834,

. Passing over this significant fact, any one acquainted with
theagost:ls ser%ice of this cOtgm?tryin 1834 will at once be struck with
the obvions difficulty that as, at that time, practically no one
dreamed of prepaying their letters, postage stam;if would have been
absolutely useless. The fact that the postman ad to collect the
postage on delivery was then looked upon as almost the only security
tha.t&ﬁatters would ever reach their destination, thlq to prepay
letters, unless addressed to persons of much lower social position,

’ was then deemed as great a breach of good manners as now it would
| be, when writing to a gentleman, to send him a stamp to prepay his
b answer.* The fact that under Sir Rowland Hill's plan of postal
| ,‘ reform the public would, in this matter, be compelled to reverse its

Jong-established custom, was long regarded by Sir Francis Baring

_m:]c% other earnest friends of the scheme as a dangerous rock ahead,

‘upon which the whole measure might suffer shipwreck.t

S B

But a far greater difficulty than mere change of custom would
tood in tﬁa way of any general plan of prepayment of
s prior to the adoption of Sir Rowland Hill's reform. The
ted a&stam under which the varying amounts of letter

e then determined would alone have presented insuper-

1e Commissioners of Post Office Inquiry in July
of Sir Rowland Hill's plan in the London
ted ouv that to secure prepayment it was
tinction between the twopenny and threepenny
on the ground that the public could never
ted boundaries between the inner and
ostage was collected on delivery, the
ived by the officers of the Post

" overcome. e




17

places was liable to constant variation, as the Post Office in those |

ays regulated its charge not by the real distance between any two
post towns, but by the route, however aircuitous, which the Depart-
ment chose to adopt when carrying the particular mail. Thus, for
instance, letters from Loughton to Epping (places only two or three
miles apart) were carried into London and out again, and charged a

ostage of sevenpence, that being the rate under the old system for
etters between post towns ranging from thirty to fifty miles apart.

40. It is noteworthy that in the earliest days of the London
locg.l “Penny Post » established by Dockwra in the 17th century,
which was then confined to London, Southwark, and Westminster,
prepayment of postage was compulsory, but afterwards, when the
post was extended into outlying suburbs at a higher rate of
pgsta.' e, ;g:epa.-yment, 80 convenient to the Department, had to be
abandoned.

41. Mr, Charles Knight's abortive proposal in 1884 to employ
stamped wrappers for newspapers, if the compulsory Stamp ]gu‘ty
were abolished, was, at all events, a practicable suggestion, becanse
the proposed postal charge on newspapers was to have been, like
the Newspaper Duty Stamp, a uniform rate—mewspapers having
then, as now, been always carried at exceptional rates which no one
ever dreamed of applying to letters—but any proposal that
postage stamps should be unsed for letters or other articles sent
through the post, before Sir Rowland Hill had discovered and
demonstrated the justice of a uniform rate of postage, and had |
thereby created the opportunity for their employment, would have 4
been simply an idle and useless snggestion.

42. These considerations will amply explain why the attempts
made in Paris in 1653 and in Sardinia in 1819 to use stamps for
prepayment of postage were failures, and had so soon to be aban-
doned. It was Sir R. Hill's plan that first breathed life into ‘the
invention, which, up to that time, had been still-born. With the
old varying rates of postage, prepayment was practically impossible.

43. Mr. P. Chalmers has endeavoured to meet this fatal objec-
tion to his claim—pointed out by me more than six . go-
asserting that uniform penny postage had been )
—apparently as a sort of happy thought—by a !
It is sufficient to point out that not the slights
suggestion by Mr. Samuel Roberts
Neither his supposed scheme, nor
tioned in any of the numerous Parlia:
upon postal questions.




18

nations being about on a par with George IV.'s assertion that he
had commanded the Guards ab the Dattle of Waterloo, or with Mr.
George Cruickshank's more recent belief, when he was an old man,
that he, and not Charles Dickens, was tho real author of Oliver Twist.

45. Tt is obviously for those who pretend that Mr. Samuel
Roberts ever proposed such a plan to furnish satisfactory evidence
of their assertions, rather than to expect disprogf of what has never ‘
been proved ; and, though to establish a negative 18 proverbially
almost impossible, yet in this instance ample evidence exists that
Mr. Roberts never brought forward any such suggestion.

46, Mr. Patrick Chalmers asserts that Mr. S. Roberts was one
| of that band of early postal reformers of which, as is well known,
Mr. Robert Wallace, M.P., was the recognised leader and Parlia-
||, mentary champion. If Mr. Roberts ever brought forward such a
scheme, it could not have failed, therefore, to have come to the
kunowledge of Mr. Wallace. The cordiality with which Mr. Wallace
in 1837—throwing aside all his own plans—at once welcomed Sir [
Rowland Hill's plan of Uniform Penny Postage the moment the |
latter sent him a copy of his pamphlet®, is abundant proof that had
“any similar scheme been previously announced by Mr. S. Roberts,
or anyone else, it would equally have received Mr. Wallace's N
e 1d unselfish support. ' !

v, Mr. Wallace’s speech in the House of Commons, |
, shows conclusively that up to that date he had
ty of postage, as the following passage will prove:

the same time the rates of postage ought to be reduced.
proper not to charge more than 3. for any letter
ce of les; for 100 miles 4d.; 200 miles 6d.;
vostage ought not to be more than 8d. or

ry 1837—only five days before:
celebuaied pumphlet=—r.
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testimony, as to who was the originator of the pl i
ToHIonYy, as to wlo was the originat 1 plan of Uniform
Penny Pfas.._ e, for in 1841, in his speech as Aberdeen, when the
facts were, of course, fresh in his memory, he spoke as follows :
“And here let me say once for all that to Mr, Hill alone ig

'the country indebted for that scheme, for he is the real inventor,
and its only discoverer,”*

50. Aga,in,. there is on this point, under Mr. James Chalmers"
own hand, evidence which, in reference to the present controversy,
18 most important. In his lettér to Sir Rowland Hill of 158t Octcber
1839, submitting his plan of adhesive slips,” in reply to the Treasury
nvitation of 23rd August of that year, Mr. J. Chalmers writes:

. ““T beg to congratulate you on the successful result of your
labours, and on the appointment which you have received to
superintend the execution of your admirable plan, convinced as I
am that it cannot be in better hands, nor in those of one having
a higher claim to it.""t

. . - - - -

61. Unless Mr. Patrick Chalmers is prepared to plead that his
father was a dishonest sycophant, flattering those in high places, in
hopes of getting the pecuniary reward offered by the Treasury,
this paragraph shows that he recognised Sir Rowland Hill as the
originator of the plan of Postal Reform then abont to be adopted—
of which plan uniformity and prepayment of postage were the
most essential features—and consequently that he, James Chalmers,
could have had no knowledge of any similar pre-existing plan.

52. As a power of foreseeing discoveries in 1834, which were then
three years off has not yet been claimed for Mr. James Chalmers,
it is clear that he must have known in 1834—if he ever thought
about the matter—that to obtain prepayment of postage was a
practical impossibility. Under Sir Rowland Hill’s reform, prepay-
ment was essential in order to obtain that mmphmﬁy, whi one
would render profitable, or even practicable, the great '
in postage that he adyocated—which reduction 1
pub]])ie to the necessary change of habit—but under t
arrangements, as puid letters were then charged the s
unpaid, no advantage whatever would hay
the public in prepaying their letters, and .
in lgﬂi to use adhesive postage stamps wo
the paper 1'1&:11 which it was written.
practicable, the scheme would have been w
public. atind D

53. Fortunately, in this ‘

saulliAndsinoal s
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Philatelic Society) prove beyond question that it was not till long
after the publica.}tgolr)z of Sir Rowland Hill's pamphlet of 22 February
1887, that he, James Chalmers, put forward his suggestions,

54. The facts of the case were so clearly and accurately stated
in a letter published on 5th October 1888, in a short-lived paper
called the Postal, Telegraphic, and Telephonic Guzetle, that I cannot

do better than quote therefrom.

- - - - -

- - -

« When did Mr. James Chalmers first publish his suggestion?

This question is fortunately decided, beyond the possibility of

doubt, by Mr. James Chalmers’ own letters, which are still in
existence.

« Where James Chalmers comes upon the scene will perhaps
be best understood by your readers when I mention that in
August 1839—some two-and-a-half years after Mr. Hill's evidence
had been given, and when the question of penny postage had
been successfully fought through Select Committees and Par-
liament—the Treasury (which had then decided to adopt his
Ela.n, including * stamped covers, stamped paper, and stamps to
be used separately :' see Treasury Minutes) advertised for sug-
ﬁg@ong_ and designs from the public, and, in reply to this
invitation, some forty-nine individuals, including Mr. James

~ Chalmers, sent in proposals for adhesive labels, or ‘slips,’ as Mr.
- James Chalmers preferred to call them.

“ How crude and impracticable his suggestions were may be
ered from the fact that, except where envelopes were tg be .
‘adyised the abandonment of gum (on account of the !
fficulty of gumming large sheets of paper) and pro- |
; :tt&mps should be attached to letters by wafers "u

Chalmers, unaware of Mr. Rowland Hill's |
ns above quoted, and anxious, in view of the |
y the Treasury, to prove that he was the first |
;}}, states, in his letter to Mr. Rowland |

If slips are to be used, I flatter myself

omt%z g;?q;nggggﬁbn, dxt tf‘i:f" now
I fir e it public and submitted it
e, Wallnge, M.1) S
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was at least eight or nine months after Mr. Rowland Hill, in his

evidence and pamphlets, had published imi
workuble auggestign. LR s-@imilar but far more

‘' Mr. Chalmers’ plans were not adopted, other and
dgﬁlgna having been sent in; but he ap%ea;a--to have thzgtéhﬁ
himself aggrieved, and Mr. Rowland Hill kindly sent him a copy
of the Ninth Report, containing the evidence above referred to,
in order that he might see he was mistaken in supposing he had
been *first in the field.” Mr. Chalmers thereupon, in a very
creditable letter, dated May 18, 1840, which your readers will
find ! gubhﬁhed in the Philatelic Record of November 1881,
candidly and fully withdrew his claim to priority, and expressed
his regret that he had, in ignorance, put it forward.*

* [For the convenience of the Reader, I reprint that portion of m:
paper of November 1881, to which reference is hgre made : o i

_‘BEven yet I have not produced the strongest piece of
evidence which disproves Mr. Patrick Chalmers’ statements ; for
this consists of a letter, which I now submit to the meeting,
from Mr, James Chalmers himself, who, on the 18th of January
1840, had been referred by Sir Rowland Hill to the evidence
just quoted, and who, on the 18th of May 1840, wrote to Sir
R. Hill, fully and candidly withdrawing his claim. The renun-
ciation is 80 complete, and the letter written in such perfect
good taste, that I venture to give a rather long extract from it:

‘¢ Dundee, 18th May 1840.

‘¢ Rowranp Hrn, Esq.

“¢8ir,—I received your favour of the 1Sth January last,
relative to my claim for the ** postage adhesive stamp,” for
which I thank you, as it certainly would have been far from
satisfactory to me to have received only the Treasury Circular
refusing my claim without any explanation.

“* My reason for not replying sooner proceeded from a wish
to see the stamps in operation, which, although not general, they
now are. I therefore conceive it only an act of justice to myself
to state to you what induced me to become a competitor ; for in
that capacity I never would have appeared if I had known that !
any one, particularly you, had suggested anything like the same
scheme. But having given publicity to my plan nearly two
years before the Treasury Minute of August last appeared
inviting competition, and having in my possession Mr. Wallace
M.P.’s, letter of 9th December 1837, acknowledging receipt of
my plan, wherein he says, * These and several others I have
received will be duly submitted to the Committee on P \
also your letter of 3rd March 1838, a copy of whi
one from Mr. Chalmers, M.P., October 7, 1839
several plans had been submitted to the Ho
Committee, ** including yours"— al
induced to believe that I was first |
became a competitor. ¥ €
undeceived me on th
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 Against this clear and positive evidence, under Mr. James
Chalmers’ own hand, given, moreover, when the facts were fresh |
in his recollection, and when he had the strongest possible in-
ducement to assign to his suggestions the earliest date that he
could consistently with the truth—evidence which, I need
scarcely point out, is absolutely destructive of Mr. James
Chalmers’ claim-—his son, Mr. Patrick Chalmers, sets some
letters of very recent date (1882), which he says he has received
from three or four old people, who say they recollect assisting
Mr. James Chalmers m setting up types and gumming paper
for adhesive labels, some forty or fifty years ago, and that they
believe the date to have been 1834 !—a date, T may point out,
when, owing to the complicated and varying rates of postage
- then in force, nobody dreamed of prepaying their letters, and
- when postage stamps would, consequently, have been about as
"~ useful to the British public as flannel jackets to little niggers.
“ Would even five hundred such * recollections,' forty or fifty
"{:ﬁl‘ﬂ after the time, not as to what James Chalmers did, but as
to when he did it, outweigh the clear and positive statements
I “contained in his own letters ? _
_ “Can anyone suppose that this claim, if just, would have |
‘been permitted to slumber for forty years, or reconcile with one’s
o ‘notions of sanity the manner in which this claim has
ed and persisted in, after its worthlessness has been
‘exposed ? The hint now given of a hope that money
- be got by it from the t?overfnmﬁnt?h m‘a;i, perhaps, to cynical |
} est an explanation of a at has taken place; but |
%ﬂ hand, the 3 !
/ e

and, the very fact that anyone should for a |
ve the Treasury would entertain a demand so |
ous is rather additional evidence that, in some quarter "
there must be an extraordinary hallucination. |

7 81, ManTIN'S-LE-GRAND.” r
tor appended the following note :
' & gentleman who, holding a 1
ost Office, enjoys unusual fucilities

AT aindauﬁaf season,
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55. Before criticising the value of these marvellous recollection
by old people of Dundee of the precise dates of events nearly ﬁft;
years gone by, it is important to notice the dates of their letters.
These are published in one of Mr. P. Chalmers’ numerous pamphlets
(printed early in 1883), and are dated April and May 1882, Now
in November 1881, the Tondon Philatelic Society had before them
my paper, published in the Philatelic Record of that month, a copy
of which they had sent to Mr. Chalmenrs. They received from him
In return copies of his published documents, and carefully read all
his statements in the case. They repeatedly invited him to send
the additional evidence he hinted was in his possession, and waited
month after month till October 1882, for any additional proofs he
might like to furnish in support of his claims, before they decided
on the serious charges T had brought against him, nor did they
proceed to judgment without ample notice to both parties to bring
all evidence on which they relied.* Up to this time, Mr. Patrick
Chalmers had been urgmg the Commissioners of Sewers, the
Rowland Hill Memorial Committee, and other authorities, little
!Jkely to possess the requisite knowledge of the facts, to examine
into his claim, yet now, when the best possible opportunity was
afforded him, he seemed to find a real investigation hardly to his
taste ; he advisedly sent in nothing more in the way of proof, and
left the society to decide the question on the materials—certainly
not wanting in quantity—which he had already supplied. Finally,
after waiting altogether for more than ten months, the Society pro-
nounced against him on every point.} Now, these letters from the old
people of Dundee, which formthe sole evidence on which is based the cliim
that James Chalmers invented adhesive postuage stamps in 1834, must have
been in Mr. Patrick Chalmers’ possession, as their dates prove, for
nearly six months before the London Philatelic Society pronounced
judgment, so that he had ample opportunity, if he felt they would
bear investigation, of submitting them to this the most competent
tribunal in the country, which was then actually investigating his
claim. Instead of so doing, he never even revealed their existence,

or hinted that the writers could give evidence on the subject, till
” after the Society had pronounced its decision. |

56. What Mr. Patrick Chalmers’ motive was in pursuing this
course, it is not necessary here to define, but had he wmhail cople
to believe that his object was to delay indefinitely a decision w
he knew must be adverse to his claim, or to _p‘re‘fga; bet
pretence for discrediting the judgment of the London |

2
-

* It is important to contrast the care taken by the
Society before coming to any decision to hear both
ceedings of the Philatelic ties of ¢
Chalmers says hav ded in his fe
ii;_lha-ﬁ;qa:.
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Society, by asserting, as he afterwards did, that he had not been
S Hb : ; ted a course more caleulated

fully heard,* he could hardly have adop
to lay himself open to such a charge.
57. That the real facts of this proceeding may be pm})er'l_y
understood, I reprin the following letter from the Secretary of the
London Philatelic Society, which appeared in the Dundee Advertiser,
of 25th April, 1883, exposing them :
«Tge ADHESIVE STAMP.
« To the Editor of the Dundee ddvertiser.
~ «8ir,—My attention has been called to a letter from M.
ers in your issue of the 19th inst. I shall not
e the resolution which the Dundee Town
' - any evidence from the other side,
»f the claim advanced by Mr. P.
ther, but I ask your permission
tatement to the effect that, ‘as
at body before which Mr. Pearson
s case, it is enough to swy that.so
g been * fully investigated,” this
months before my ‘‘ reply
spectfully referred
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of the witnesses, Mr. Whitelay, recentlyy ubﬁ@ﬂ{f{i“fﬁ?iﬁ?“"
Philatelic Journal of September 1887, lg o

Chalmers' claim he completely brealks it do:r;?hng to support the

59. He says that “when it had been settled that 1y
Lostago system was to be adopted, James Chahnarsﬂi:it i}éewﬁgﬂn t
draw up & plan of adhesive stamps, which ho did, and ghyers
fio & mumbat of his neighbour merchants about, the High Soepey o
Dundee.” Now, in 1834, the year in which he asserts this took
?la.c'e, the Penny Postage system had not evep he, it
ts adoption was not settled till 1839, Probably Mr. Whitelaw
meant to say ‘“ when the Penny Postage sy - y

but that was not till Febrnary 1887

than July 1887. The very circumstance, therefore, mentioned by
Mr. Whitelaw as fixing the date shows conclusively that the date hg-
gives gIBB%ﬁ' cannot possibly be correct, but, on the other hand, it
entirely fits in with the date which Mr. James Chalmers himself
gifieaof“iako %wﬁéﬂ- he first made his plan public, viz., in the latter

r. Whitelaw's evidence by the
of trusting to mere memory of

nt so trivial, and so long gone by,
fifty .yemﬁlgleinra to set up types
| hundreds of labels for
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1837, and 1o obscuxinEF_o_f facts by Sir Rowland Hill, eve
had taken place, could possibly cause Mr. James Chalmers
the wrong dates as to his own st ggestions. -

ce compared with the

ce comp
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I know, any individual member of the Committee, thought that
his communications called for reply.”

T am, d
« Dear Sir, )
« Yours faithfully,
o Jaaes WHITEHEAD.

« Pearson Hill, Esq.”

9. These instances of the singular inaccuracy, touse tho mildest

term, of Mr. Patrick Chalmers’ statements, will, I think, be sufficient
to prove either that he is on this question out of his mind, or that
he recklessly puts forward ‘any statement he fancies may serve hig
purpose—leaving it to chance as to whether it be true or false.*

70, In the very commencement of this controversy, in his
pamphlet jssued in December, 1880, Mr. Patrick Chalmers began by
ublishing a false and garbled version of the correspondence which
Ba.d passed between us—suppressing whole paragraphs, which were
most important, without even showing that he was keeping anythin
back.} Over and over again he has coolly denied this charge, anc
has had it proved against him by a_comparison of the real letters
with his mutilated version. From his conduct in this matter it will
be readily understood why I have long ago refused to have any
further communication with Mr. Patrick Chalmers, and why—
having submitted Mr. James Chalmers’ letters and other documents
on -Bhiﬁ'segneatipn to Mr. Philbrick, Q.C., the President of the London
Philatelic Society, as the most competent and impartial judge of
their bearing on the case—I have refused to trust even copies
mgrgfn%“hmﬂgﬁ}mgm& to one-lwho, in a m.tgﬁ:b(i‘d craze for
‘notoriety, or in pursnit of objects even less commendable, appears
ﬁﬁéﬁﬁ&?ﬁg : Sns ) , appears

ht every consideration of truth and honour.
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1e inventor, is thrown over, and Mr.
e! Probably before the jubilee of
ople in Dundee or Bedlam will be
Mr. James Chalmers also designed
Martin's-le-Grand, and that the
and the Parcel Post were all

in 1834, and communicated by
neighbours.

accept seriously what Mr. P,

“ strong confirmatory evidence,”

~his claims? Can anything, for

s putting forward as an impor-

! ions, the fact that some of the

e in his assertions, when he

frand—where alone the official

0 *-—-—.—his--,cl‘ai:x;a are scouted as too
--.d X Vs - i 1

Spape
EE™




SUMMARY.

For the convenience of the Reader [ now summarise the
principal points of the foregoing Memorandun.

As stamps had been employed, though only temporarily, in
~ See Paris nearly 200 years before either Sir Rowland Hill or James
Paragraph2. (Jhalmers paid any attention to the question of their use, and as

2 adhesive stamps for non-postal purposes had been in common use
Paragraph 6. in this country ever since the year 1802, no one could claim, either
Paragraph8. in 1834 or 1887, to have then first suggested either the use of stamps

for prepayment of postage, or the making of stamps which should

be adhesive. '

Paragraph9,  The only point, therefore, which could be claimed in this matter

: either for Sir Rowland Hill, or for Mr. James Chalmers (if it be
worth claiming), is: Who, when the question again arose of using
i for prepayment of postage, was the first afterwards to
at a well-known form of stamp, the adhesive label, should

) be available for that purpose. .
This suggestion, though originating with Sir Rowland Hill, was,
ave always contended, one of very minor detail, certain to occur
HOOX people the moment his plan of uniform postage over-

& oA

g =&
I

R -
1

oreseeing their neces
nents as to his ever 1

had hitherto rendered the use of any
and when submitting his plan to the
Inquiry on 13th February, 1887, Mr.
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oélﬁ.lngers’ ba.ssert‘:ions. that Sir Rowland Hill ol

adhesive stamps, or desired to make the use of * st rers ™

universal and that he afterwards suppressed faﬁggeﬁfﬁiy

;lglci];fmﬁ, as he had a “ mania” for claiming the whole credit to
self.

I show that, as James Chalmers’ pa f Paragraph 3.
was published in the Post Cireular T e i

newspaper of 5th April, 1838,
concealment was attempted or would hal?ve been pc};glible‘s: Sa.nlilc:
further, that this claim of Mr. Patrick Chalmers that his father had Paragraph 35,

proposed adhesive stamps in 1834 was only put forward by him

after his previous claim, fixing the date in 1889 had been Shown
to be worthless.

Further, I show that prior to Sir Rowland Hill's proposals in 1837 Paragraph 3.

prepayment of postage would have been impossible, and any sug-

estion for stamps useless. Mr. P. Chalmers’ assertion that Mr.

amuel Roberts first proposed penny postage (made to get over
this fatal objection to his claim) I show to be untrue, and I prove Paragraph4s,
that even Mr. Robert Wallace, M.P., the recognised leader and Paragraphds.
Parliamentary champion of Postal Reform, had no knowledge of
any such suggestion prior to the issue of Sir Rowland Hill's pam- .
phlet, while Mr. Wallace, the highest possible authority on such a Faresraph3.
question, has unreservedly declared that to Sir Rowland Hill alone
the country was indebted for the plan of Uniform Penny Postage,
t]:i'a.t “he was the real inventor, and the only discoverer, of the
plan.” :

~ Further, that James Chalmers’' own admission of this fact proves Paragraph 50,
that he could have had no previous knowledge of any such scheme,
and therefore must have known in 1834 that the public could not Paragraphse.
have used adhesive cn:f:::gi?t:m&'1 postage stamps, even if they would,

_ _ o O oy

jected to the use of Paragraphs
0 3,

ven if they could; and
e tha the latter



APPENDIX.

The following speaks for itself :
(From the ArnexzuM, May 14th, 1881.)
“ S Rowraxp Hrnn AND PENNY PoOSTAGE.

“ 50, Belsize Park, May 9, 1881.

- “Sir,—In your impression of April 80th, you publish as an
> advertisement a wh'oﬂy unfounded attack by a Mr. Patrick
s - Chalmers on the reputation of the late Sir Rowland Hill.

(. e . “In order that your readers may understand what value
‘to place on Mr. Chalmers’ assertions, and why I have refused to \
~enter into any further controversy with him, I request you will
- kindly publish the enclosed letter, which on receiving his i
- pamphlet I addressed to him in December last. g
- *““The statement which Mr. Chalmers now makes, and to - .
he says no exception has been taken, has already been -
ublicly to be absolutely and ridiculously untrue, as the "
_documents will prove to you. These documents are .
ed in extenso in The Citizen of the 16th of April last—the :
r in which Mr. Chalmers put forward his so-called -

ditor, The Athenaum.” “ PrarsoN Hip.”
is the letter above referred to :

~ “ 50, Belsize Park, N.W., 30th Dec., 1880,
eceived and read the pamphlet yon have sent.
or no hesitation at any time in leaving the Sy
question which you have raised, viz, 4
Rov;l:ondﬂtll or yourself 1;11-3.3 stated that :
.commit in your pamphlet so gross an J

est term, tha.p its gxpo'sureg:nﬂéﬁ 1%
ter inaccuracies unnecessary. You -
ondence which has passed bef
h&tyq;i-_hgw-zuntila ed t]







