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EDITORIAL 

We would take this opportunity to thank the many contributors to this latest Journal, and to ask 
all readers to start quickly on the personally rewarding task of preparing and submitting contributions for 
the next number. 

Some of our traditional material, like reviews and obituaries, will in future appear either in the 
Journal or in the B.S.R.P. Bulletin, according to receipt date, so copies of both will be needed to main
tain a total set of B.S.R.P. publications. But the philatelic contributions per se will continue to appear 
only in the Journal. 

Many congratulations are extended to our Society Secretary, John Lloyd, on his election to 
honorary life membership. A thoroughly deserved recognition of his contribution to the Society. 

I. L. G. B. 

DOTS CANCELLATIONS: FURTHER INFORMATION 

by Alex Sadovnikov and Ian L. G. Baillie 

The gradual infilling of place names for the higher numbers of the truncated triangle dots can
cellations has been progressed by Dr. Wortman for many years; his latest contributions under the above 
heading were a new list on p. 18 of B.J.R.P. 38 and some amendments on p. 24 of B.J.R.P. 40. 

Mr. Sadovnikov advises "1011" cancelling two 10k adhesives (see Fig. 1 on p. 1 of central illus
trations) on a cover to Florence, Italy (among the transit marks is a clear 'RUSSIE" Austrian marque 
d'entree). On the back is the 2-line strike 'SANNIKSKAYA VARSH/GUB IYUNYA 6 D 1873 Go' 
(repeated on 7th June on the front), so 1011 can be allocated to Sannikskaya, Warsaw Gub. As Mr. 
Sadovnikov points out, this fits nicely between 1004 and 1016, both already known to be Warsaw Gub. 
also. 

I can also advise "1055" cancelling a 10 kop postal stationery cover. On the front is the 2-line 
strike 'ZELEVSKAYA POCHSTA (note intrusive 'S,' Polish style)/PET GUB 6 DEKA 1871 G," so 
1055 can be allocated to Zelevskaya, Petrok Gub. All marks in the range 1046-1071, totally 8, previ
ously, recorded, are all from Petrok Gub (taking 'Chenstok' for 1058 in B.R.J.P. 40 to be an error for 
'Petrok') and this pattern is not upset by this latest addition. This 1055 cover, incidentally, is addressed 
to Pruzhanye via Warsaw and Brest-Litovsk; these directions would be helpful, as Pruzhanye, Grodno 
Gub, is (ref. 1912/13 railway timetable) 14 versts from Linevo a station 68 versts from Brest-Litovsk 
towards Moscow. 

DOPLATIT POSTAGE DUE MARKING CONNECTED WITH POLAND No. 1 

by M. A. Bojanowicz R.D.P., F.R.P.S. (L) 

No special postal markings in Polish have been recorded either for unfranked or for insufficiently 
franked letters. Only recently has the Russian marking 'Doplatit' ("to pay") been discovered in connect
ion with Poland No. 1. 

Fig. 2 on p. 1 of central illustrations shows a cover with a blue 'Doplatit' mark which was applied 
by the post office in Russia after finding that one of the two 10 kop. stamps required to pay the double 
weight 20 kop. rate had been removed, probably to defraud the post. 

Another example' of 'Doplatit', this time in black, is shown in Fig. 3 of p. 1 of central illustrations. 
On this cover the Poland No. 1 stamp was not cancelled, as Polish stamps were not valid for prepay
ment of postage in Russia; the recipient was charged 10 kop. postage due, i.e. 'Doplatit.' 

The word 'Doplatit' is also elusive on early Russian correspondence. The · only similar mark 
in blue which is known to me is in the famous Liphschutz collection of Russia. Has anyone else a similar 
postal marking in his collection? 
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LEVANT-THE EIGHTS AND THE SEVENS 
by David Morrison 

The catalogue of the Feldman sale in Zurich in June, 1977 continues the story of the 8 surcharge 
and the 7 surcharge, now just over, and just under, a hundred years old respectively. 

The general view is that the 8 and the 7 are found on the 10k. of 1872 (but not genuinely on the 
10k. of 1868), in black or blue, and on horizontally or vertically laid paper. The large thin 7 is also 
found in black or blue (although black was at one time seriously doubted), and possibly on horizontally 
laid paper only. The surcharges were applied in Constantinople; cancellations of other offices are 
arrival markings on ship letters. Although Tchilinghirian and Stephen listed the large thin 7 under Beirut 
they clearly stated that they could not claim to have seen any conclusive evidence backing this "time
honoured theory." The time sequence was : 
Jun. 1875-reduction of the ordinary letter rate from 10k. to 8k., issue of 8k. stamp in Russia, and 

Levant 10k. sold for 8k. 
end 1876--issue of 8 surcharge in Constantinople ; other offices continued to sell the 10k. for 8k. without 

surcharge, or applied a manuscript surcharge. 
Apr. 1877-declaration of Russo-Turkish war. 
Jan. 1878-armistice. 
Feb. 1878-Treaty of San Stefano. 
Jui. 1878-Treaty of Berlin. 
Mar. 1879-reduction of the ordinary letter rate from 8k. to 7k., issue of 7k. stamp in Russia and issue 

of 7 surcharge in Constantinople; other offices sold the Levant 10k. for 7k. without surcharge, 
or applied a manuscript surcharge. 

Jun. 1879-issue of 7k. stamp. 
This general account is the background for some of the Feldman lots ; it is unfortunate that the 

catalogue does not specify whether the surcharges are on horizontally or vertically laid paper; possib Jy 
all are on horizontally laid paper. 
Lot 2015-5k. and 3 x lk. on Dec. 1878 cover from Constantinople to Taganrog : alternative franking 

to 8 surcharge. 
Lot 2021-Russia 8k. and Levant 3 x lk. on Sept. 1876 cover from Constantinople to Trieste : use of 

Russia 8k. in the Levant. 
Lot 2022-Russia 8k. and Levant 3k. on Feb. 1876 cover from Constantinople to Vienna: ditto. 
Lot 2036-lOk. (vertically laid) on Feb. 1878 cover from Trebizond to Constantinople: early post-war 

use, late use of Port Trebizond cancellation (Type 4), and 10k. presumably sold for 8k. 
Lot 2038-7 surcharge (catalogued as lOk.) and 2 x 2k. (1879) cancelled Smyrna, with 5k. (1872) and 

2k. (1879) cancelled Constantinople, on 1880 (month not clear) cover from Smyrna to Con
stantinople: continuing use of 5k. (1872), late use of the 7, and use of the 7 outside Constantin
ople. 

Lot 2040-large thin 7 in black on Aug. 1880 cover from Constantinople to Odessa : late use of the 7, 
and example of rare (and previously doubted) large thin 7 in black. 

Lots 2041/2/3-7 in black on covers from Constantinople Nov. 1879, Apr. 1880, and Feb. 1880: con-
- tinuing use of the 7 after issue of 7k. (Could the effective date of issue of the 7k. have been 

later than Jun. 1879?). · 
Lots 2044/5/6--8 in black on covers from Constantinople Oct. 1876, Jui. 1878 and Feb. 1879: full range 

of dates, including post-war use. 
Lot 2047-5 x 8 in blue 2 x lk. on 1877 (month not clear) cover from Mersina to Constantinople: use 

of the 8 outside Constantinople. 
The use of the Russia 8k. in the Levant (Lots 2021 and 2022) should probably not be regarded 

as more than the normal use of Russian issues. 
The covers from Mersina and Smyrna (Lots 2047 and 2038) illustrate use of the 8 and 7 outside 

Constantinople. It is true that arrival cancellations of other parts are found; and loose stamps, and 
stamps on small piece, are normally not conclusive. Nevertheless, the covers from Mersina and Smyrna 
do suggest, in spite of Tchilinghirian and Stephen's view, that the 8 and 7 were available outside Con
stantinople. Perhaps more evidence is required to show that such use was not casual only. There 
was no evidence of manuscript surcharges in the sale. 

· Further evidence on the large thin 7 is clearly desirable together with further information, if still 
available, on the whole circumstances of this issue. 
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As a general point also, several covers in the sale show 3k. (or 3 x lk.) apparently added either a 
point of departure or subsequently; for example, Lot 2019 a Sept. 1874 cover from Mersina cancelled 
with Type 3 and. 10k. cancelled 781 has a 3k. ad.ded above the 10k. and both the cancellations. Was 
the 3k. the next "step" for excess weight? 

As will be noted, no reference has been made to more striking, but less official, productions
for example, surcharges on the 1890 issue, surcharges above the cancellations, and even surcharges with 
the ink still wet-but perhaps this could be left to a less formal occasion. 

Meanwhile, I hope that viewers and purchasers at the Feldman sale could provide further 
comments and information on the lots discussed. 

NUMERICAL LIST OF TPOs 1872-1917 
by N. Luchnik 

This Numerical list is a translation by R. L. Joseph of "Zheleznodorozhnaya Pochta Rossii" 
which was published in the "Sovetskii Kollektsioner" No. 11, 1974, pp 37-67, and we are grateful for 
permission to publish this translation in B.J.R.P. This list (already mentioned by Dr. Weinert in 
B.J.R.P. 53) is a major extension to the Prigara list (published in B.J.R.P. 3, and with comments in 
B.J.R.P. 26, 52 and 53); as many members will be familiar with the Prigara list, we have indicated by'*' 
(plus, if necessary, explanatory notes) where this new list and the Prigara list are at variance-it will 
also be clear from this new list that the Prigara list seems to date around 1912 but does not in fact repre
sent an exact situation at a specific date. We would remind members that the situation by 1931 is in 
B.J.R.P.'s 4 and 10.-Ed. 

This new list has been compiled by Dr. Luchnik from the official P.O. Lists for the following 
years:-

1872 1881 1884 1891 1893 1895 1899 1900 1901 1902 1905 1907 1909 1910 1912 1913 
1916 1917 

As Dr. Weinert has stated (B.J.R.P. 53, p. 26), the dates given for route assignments indicate the latest 
date by which the assignment had been made, not the earliest. If there are no alterations to the route, 
although route lists for subsequent years have been examined, then the route is the same in subsequent 
years. 

T.P.O. Number 
1- 2 

3- 4 

OTDIELENIA 

5- 6 

OTDIELENIA 

5bis - 6bis 
7- 8 

Date 
1872 
1914 
1872 
1881 
1884 
1903 
1914 
1914 
1914 
1872 
1913 
1910 
1914 

1910 
1872 
1881 
1884 
1891 
1895 
]915 

T.P.O. NUMERICAL LIST 
Route 
St. Petersburg - Moscow * 
Petrograd - Moscow 
St. Petersburg - Verzhbolovo (Yirballen) 
St. Petersburg - Kibarty 
St. Petersburg - Verzhbolovo 
St. Petersburg - Warsaw * 
Petrograd - Warsaw 
Vilna - Warsaw 
Vilna - St. Petersburg 
Vilna - Warsaw 
Vilna - Verzhbolovo 
St. Petersburg - Verzhbolovo * 
Petrograd - Verzhbolovo 
St. Petersburg - Eydtkunen 
Petrograd - Eydtkunen 
Vilna - Verzhbolovo 
Dinaburg - Orel 
Riga - Orel 
Riga - Vitebsk 
Ore! - Dinaburg 
Orel - Dvinsk * 
Orel - Riga 
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Route Number 
9-10 

11-12 
13-14 

15-16 
17-18 

19-20 
21-22 

23-24 

25-26 
27-28 
29-30 

31-32 

33-34 

35-36 

37-38 

39-40 

41-42 

43-44 

45-46 

47-48 
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OTDIELENIA 

Year 
1872 
1881 
1906 
1872 
1872 
1900 
1904 

1872 
1872 
1895 
1900 
1872 
1872 
1881 
1915 
1872 
1899 & 1900 
1913 
1915 
1872 
1872 
1872 
1900 
1872 
1891 
1899 
1872 
1881 
1891 
1913 
1872 
1884 
1915 
1916 
1872 
1881 
1905 
1872 
1881 
1906 
1913 
1914 
1917 
1872 
1881 
1884 
1891 
1872 
1914 
1872 
1881 
1884 
1872 
1915 

Route 
Dinaburg - Riga 
Kalkuni - Radzivilishki 
Dvinsk - Radzivilishki * 
Moscow - Nizhni-Novgorad * 
Moscow - Voronezh 
Moscow - Kozlov 
Moscow - Voronezh * 
Moscow - Ryazhsk 
Moscow - Kharkov * 
Kursk - Kiev 
Voronezh - Kiev 
Moscow - Kiev * 
Kharkov - Rostov-on-Don * 
Kiev - Odessa 
Kazatin - Odessa * 
Kiev - Odessa 
Bologoe - Rybinsk 
Bologoe - Yaroslavl 
Bologoe - Kostroma * 
Petrograd - Kostroma 
Warsaw - Sosnovitsi and Granitsa * 
Warsaw - Alexandrovo * 
Warsaw - Brest-Litovsk 
Warsaw - Minsk * 
Kolyushki - Lodz 
Kramatorsk - Lugansk 
Kramatorskaya - Popasnaya * 
Moscow - Yaroslavl 
Moscow - Vologda 
Moscow - Kostroma 
Moscow - Vologda * 
Orel - Tsaritsyn 
Ore! - Gryazi * 
Vologda - Vyatka 
Kem - Petrograd 
Birzula - Kharkov 
Kharkov - Birzula 
Kharkov - Odessa * 
Gatchina - Baltiski Port 
St. Petersburg - Revel 
St. Petersbu.rg - Gapsal 
St. Petersburg - Riga * 
Petrograd - Riga 
Petrograd - Gapsal 
Moscow - Smolensk 
Moscow - Brest 
Moscow - Smolensk 
Moscow - Minsk * 
Kozlov - Saratov * 
Moscow - Saratov 
Libava - Etkani 
Romni - Libava 
Minsk - Libava * 
Zlunerinka - Volochisk * 
Zhmerinka - Borki - Velki 
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Route Number 

49-50 

51-52 

53-54 
55-56 

57-58 
59-60 

61-62 
63-64 

65-66 
67-68 

69-70 

71-72 

73-74 
75-76 
77-78 

79-80 

81-82 

83-84 

85-86 

87-88 

89-90 

Date 

1872 
1881 
1891 
1881 
1900 
1904 
1881 
1881 
1915 
1916 
1881 
1881 
1900 
1881 
1881 
1893 
1912 
1915 
1881 
1881 
1900 
1911 
1881 
1893 
1900 
1906 
1881 
1903 
1881 
1881 
1881 
1899 
1904 
1881 
1884 
1881 
1891 
1899 
1906 
1910 
1911 
1914 
1881 
1891 
1900 
1906 
1881 
1900 
1913 
1881 
1891 
1881 
1891 
1913 

Route 

Odessa - Kishinev 
Razdielnaya - Ungeni 
Odessa - Ungeni * 
Voronezh - Rostov-on-Don 
Kozlov - Rostov-on-Don 
Voronezh - Rostov-on-Don * 
Kiev - Graevo * 
Zdolbunovo - Radzivilov * 
Zdolbunovo - Rovno 
Rovno - Radzivilov 
Chudovo - Staraya Russa * 
Lozovaya - Sevastopol 
Kharkov - Sevastopol * 
Ryazhsk - Vyazma * 
Ryazhsk - Syzran 
Ryazhsk - Samara * 
Ryazhsk - Syzran 
Ryazhsk - Samara 
Rostov-on-Don - Vladikavkaz * 
Fastov - Nikolaev 
Kiev - Nikolaev 
Kiev - Kherson * 
Syzran - Orenburg 
Kine! - Orenburg 
Samara - Orenburg 
Samara - Tashkent * 
Kovel - Mlava 
Warsaw - Mlava * 
Vorozhba - Kharkov * 
Bendery - Reni * 
Novka - Kineshma 
Murom - Kineshma 
Murom - Nerekhta * 
Nikitovka - Zvyerevo 
Mariupol - Zvyerevo * 
Perm - Ekaterinburg 
Perm - Tiumen 
Perm - Chelyabinsk 
Viatka - Chelyabinsk * 
Perm - Ekaterinburg 
Viatka - Chelyabinsk 
Viatka - Ekaterinburg 
Ostaskhov - Rzhev 
Ostashkov - Viazma 
Novotorzhsk - Viazma 
Likhoslavl - Viazma * 
Riga - Mozheika 
Riga - Muravievo 
Riga - Liba va * 
Ivangorod - Lukov 
Granitsa - Lukov * 
Derpt - Taps 
Riga '- Taps 
Taps - Gapsal * 
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Route Number 
91-92 

93-94 

95-96 
97-98 
99-100 

101-102 

103-104 

105-106 

107-108 

109-110 
111-112 
113-114 
115-116 

117-118 

119-120 

121-122 

123-124 

125-126 

127-128 
129-130 
131-132 

133-134 

135-136 

137-138 

139-140 
141-142 
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Date 
1881 
1891 
1881 
1891 
1884 
1884 
1884 
1891 
1884 
1891 
1899 
1900 
1884 
1891 
1917 
1884 
1891 
1895 
1913 
1884 
1915 
1891 
1891 
1891 
1891 
1914 
1891 
1916 
1893 
1895 
1900 
1914 
1891 
1899 
1910 
1891 
1893 
1891 
1900 
1893 
1893 
1893 
1906 
1895 
1904 
1906 
1908 
1895 
1912 
1895 
1900 
1916 
1895 
1895 
1900 
1914 

Route 
Elets - Khrushevo 
Elets - Uzlovaya * 
Zhabinka - Pinsk 
Brest -Gome! * 
Baku - Batum * 
Samtredi - Poti 
Yasnovataya - Dolinskaya 
Khartsysk - Dolinskaya * 
Smolensk - Brest 
Minsk - Brest 
Lukov - Lyublin 
Lyublin - Lapy * 
Minsk - Romni 
Minsk - Kremenchug * 
Minsk - Odessa 
Vitebsk - Riga 
Dinaburg - Riga 
Dvinsk - Riga 
Riga - Verzhbolovo * 
Gryazi - Tsaritsyn * 
Ore! - Tsaritsyn 
Kolyushki - Ostrovets 
Vilna - Rovno 
Byelostok - Baranovichi * 
Yaroslavl - Vologda 
Ekaterinburg - Omsk (B.J.R.P. 52/53) 
Gomel - Bryansk * 
Gome! - Ore! 
Bogoyavlensk - Lebedian 
Bogoyavlensk - Elets 
Astapovo - Valuiki * 
Bogoyavlensk - Valuiki 
Tikhoryetskaya - Novorossiisk 
Tsaritsin - Novorossiisk * 
Tsaritsin - Tikhoryetskaya 
Samara - Zlatoust 
Samara - Chelyabinsk * 
Pskov - Valk 
Pskov - Pernov * 
Kazatin - Uman * 
Vapnyarka - Chvyetkovo 
Feodosia - Dzhankoi 
Kerch - Dzhankoi * 
Siedlets - Byelostok 
Dolinskaya - Kitska 
Dolgintsevo - Volnovakha 
Dolgintsevo - Aleksandrovsk * 
Ryazan - Kazan * 
Moscow - Kazan 
Vladikavkaz - Petrovsk 
Vladikavkaz - Baku * 
Karshi - Kitab 
Mineralniya Vodi - Kislovodsk * 
Chernigov - Piryatin 
Chemigov - Krasnoe * (Note 1) 
Chernigov - Ichnaya 
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Route Number Date Route 
143-144 1895 Konotop - Pirogovka 

1905 Bryansk - Lgov • 
145-146 1895 Novoselitsa - Slobodka 

1899 Novoselitsa - Beltsi 
1900 Novoselitsa - Siobodka 
1904 Okhnitsa - Birzula 
1908 Okhnitsa - Slobodka • 

147-148 1895 Zhmerinka - Okhnitsa 
1904 Zhmerinka - Novoselitsa * 

149-150 1895 Tambov - Balashov 
1899 Tambov - Kamyshin * 

151-152 1895 Pokrovskaya - Uralsk • (Note 2) 
1909 Urbakh - Uralsk 
1915 Saratov - Uralsk 

153-154 1899 [man - Vladivostok 
1900 Khabarovsk - Vladivostok 
1906 Khabarovsk - Ketritsevo 
1910 Khabarovsk - Nikolsk-Ussuriiski 
1913 Khabarovsk - Vladivostok • 

155-156 1899 Atkarsk - Volsk * 
157-158 1899 Urbakh - Aleksandrov Gai 

1908 Krasny Kut - Aleksandrov Gai * 
1908 Urbakh - Aleksandrov Gai 

.159-160 1899 Kharkov - Balashov * 
1915 Penza - Kharkov 

161-162 1899 Kupyansk - Lugansk 
1900 Kupyansk - Millerovo • 
1914 Kharkov - Millerovo 

163-164 1899 Talovaya - Kalach • 
165-166 1899 Kavkazskaya - Stavropol 

1901 Ekaterinodar - Stavropol * 
167-168 1899 Chelyabinsk - Omsk * 
169-170 1899 Ekaterinburg - Tyurnen 

1909 Tyumen - Perm • (Note 3) 
1914 Perm - Chelyabinsk 

171-172 1899 Penza - Ruzaevka 
1900 Ruzaevka - Balashov 
1907 Penza - Balashov • 
1916 Znamenka - Ekaterinoslav 

173-174 1899 Penza - Balashov 
1904 Konstantinovka - Elenovka 
1908 Konstantinovka - Aleksandrovsk • 
1916 Tatarskaya - Slavgorod 

175-176 1899 Vorozhba - Seredina Buda 
1904 Vorozhba - Khutor Mikhailovskii • 

J 77-178 1899 Lgov - Bryansk 
1900 Voronezh - Korenevo 
1906 Voronezh - Konotop 
1909 Voronezh - Kiev • 

179-180 1899 Pilyava - Ostrolenka • 
1917 Pilyava - Lapi 

181-182 1899 Zhitomir - Semki 
1906 Zhitomir - Gaivoron • 

183-184 1899 Pskov - Bologoe • 
185-186 1899 Omsk - Ob 

1909 Omsk - Novonikolaevsk * 
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Route Number Date Route 
187-188 1899 Ob - Krasnoyarsk 

1909 Novonikolaevsk - Krasnoyarsk * 
189-190 1899 Taezhnaya - Tomsk • (Note 4) 
191-192 1899 Elets - Valuiki 

1900 
1901 Dno - Novosokolniki 
1902 St. Petersburg - Zhlobin • 
1915 Petrograd - Kiev 
1916 Petrograd - Zhlobin 

193-194 1899 Vologda - Arkhangelsk * 
195-196 1899 Verkhove - Marmyzhi 
197-198 1899 Krasnoyarsk - Zima 

1900 Krasnoyarsk - Irkutsk • 
199-200 1899 Raditsa - Pesochnaya 

1904 Bryansk - Pesochnaya • 
201-202 1900 Ponevyezh - Novosventsiani 

1905 Ponevyezh - Berezvech • 
203-204 1899 Krasnovodsk - Chardzui * 
205-206 1899 Chardzui - Tashkent * 
207-208 1899 Chemaevo - Andizhan * 

1914 Tashkent - Andizhan 
209-210 1899 Volokolamsk - Kreitzburg 

1903 Moscow - Novosokolniki * 
211-212 1899 Rudnitsa - Olviopol • 
213-214 1899 Grodno - Olita 

1900 Grodno - Orany 
1908 Mosty - Orany 

215-216 1899 Ruzaevka - Syzran • 
1912 Moscow - Samara 

217-218 1899 lnza - Simbirsk • 
219-220 1899 Perm - Kotlas 

1906 · Vyatka - Kotlas • 
221-222 1899 Chaplino - Berdyansk 

1911 Ekaterinoslav - Berdyansk * 
223-224 1900 Aleksandrov - Ivanovo-Voznesensk 

1904 Aleksandrov - Kineshma * 
1915 Moscow - Kineshma 

225-226 1899 Chusovaya - Berezniki 
1906 Chusovskaya - Solevami * 

227-228 1899 Merv - Kushka 
229-230 1899 Tiflis - Aleksandropol 

1900 Tiflis - Kars 
1903 Tiflis - Erivan 
1908 Tiflis - Dzhulfa * 

231-232 1900 Moscow - Kozlov * 
1915 Shepetovka - Kamenets-Podolsk 

233-234 1900 · Riga - Vindava 
1903 Novosokolniki - Vindava * 

235-236 1900 Smolensk - Bogoyavlensk * 
1906 Smolensk - Kozlov 

237-238 to 1902 No Route given 
1904 Zvyerevo - Tsaritsyn 
1915 Rostov - Tsaritsyn 

239-240 to 1902 No Route given 
1904 Revel - Moisekyul • 

241-242 1900 Irkutsk - Chita 
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Route Number Date Route . 
243-244 1900 Chita - Sryetensk 

1906 Karemskaya - Sryetensk * 
1913 Karemskaya - Kerak 
1914 Karemskaya - Taldan 
1915 Karemskaya - Blagovyeshchensk 

245-246 1901 Moscow - Savelovo * 
247-248 1901 Nizhni Novgorod - Timiryazevo 

1905 Nizhni Novgorod - Penza * 
249-250 1901 Vladimir- Ryazan * 
251-252 1901 Byelgorod - Kupyansk * 
253-254 1901 Kiev - Poltava 

1906 Kiev - Lozovaya * 
255-256 1901 Novozybkov - Novgorod Syeversk * 
257-258 1902 Byelgorod - Basi * 
259-260 1902 Chita - Manchuriya * 
261-262 1902 Manchuriya - Kharbin * 
263-264 1902 Kharbin - Vladivostok * 
265-266 1902 Kharbin - Port Arthur 

1903 Kharbin - Dalny 
1904 Kharbin - Port Arthur 
1905 Kharbin - K wangchentsy * 

267-268 1903 Kiev - Kovel 
1903 Kiev - Warsaw * 

269-270 1903 Aleksandropol - Erivan 
1903 Aleksandropol - Kars * 
1915 Tiflis - Sarikamish 
1915 Tiflis - Dzhulfa 

271-272 1903 Valk - Shtokmanshof * 
1916 Valk - Kalchenau 
1916 Valk - Alt-Shvanenburg 

273-274 1903 Warsaw - Kalish 
275-276 1903 Vernadovka - Kustarevka * 
277-278 1904 Brest - Kholm * 
279-280 1905 St. Petersburg - Vyatka * 

1914 Petrograd - Vyatka 
1916 Petrograd - Vologda 

281-282 1906 Goroblagodatskaya - Nadezhdinskii Zavod * 
283-284 1906 Bologoe - Toropets 

1907 Bologoe - Polotsk * 
1916 Petrograd - Polotsk 

285-286 1907 Syedlets - Polotsk * 
1916 Warsaw - Polotsk 

287-288 1908 Saratov - Buzan 
1911 Saratov - Astrakhan * 

289-290 1909 Krotovka - Surgut * 
291-292 19IO Rostov-on-Don - Novorossiisk * 
293-294 1911 Kyeltsi - Gerbi * 
295-296 1911 Eisk - Sosyka • 
297-298 1911 Lgov - Rodakovo 

1912 Lgov - Lugansk • 
1917 Lgov - Likhaya 

299-300 1912 Nizhni Tagil - Alapaevsk • 
1917 Nizhni Tagil - Bogdanovich 

301-302 1912 Osipovichi - Uryeche • 
"303-304 1911 Chasovnya - Bugulma • 

1914 Bugulma - Chishmye 
1914 Chasovnaya - Chismye 
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Route Number 
305-306 

307-308 

309-310 

311-312 

313-314 
315-316 
317-318 
319-320 
321-322 
323-324 
325-326 
327-328 
329-330 
331-332 
333-334 
335-336 
337-338 

339-340 
341-342 
343-344 
345-346 

347-348 
349-350 
351-352 

Notes: added by Editor : 

Date Route 
1912 Troitsk - Chelyabinsk * 
1914 Troitsk - Kustenai 
1916 Kustenai - Chelyabinsk 
1913 Ekaterinburg - Shadrinsk 
1916 Ekaterinburg - Tavda 
1913 Bakhm3.ch - Odessa 
1917 Bakhm3.ch - Kremenchug 
1913 Kokand - Namangan 
1916 Kokand - Dzhalalabad 
1914 Fedorovka - Charekonstantinovka 
1914 Kharkov - Nikitovka 
1915 Armavir - Tuapse 
1915 Zhitomir - Korosten 
1914 Lyublin - Razvatov 

Route Not given 
Route not given 

1915 Novonikolaevsk - Semipalatinsk 
1915 Altaisk - Biisk 
1916 Taiga - Kolchugino 
1915 Tiflis - Telav 
1916 Akkerman - Leipchigskaia 
1916 Ekaterinodar - Protoka 
1916 Ekaterinodar - Akhtari 
1916 Protoka - Kushevka 
1916 Kalino - Berdyaush 

Route not given 
1916 Kagan - Samsonovo 
1916 Kagan - Termez 

Route not given 
1916 Zhlobin - Shepetovka 
1916 Pskov - Kreitsburg 

1. 'Krasnoe' is preceded by 'Dnyepr' in the Prigara list and in the 1912/13 railway timetable. 
2. 'Pok.10vskaya' is followed by 'Sloboda' in the Prigara list and in the 1912/13 railway timetable. 
3. Prigara reversed the direction. 
4. 'Taiga' not 'Taezhnaya' in Prigara list. Taiga also arises for 331/2 below; in the 1912/3 rail

way timetable the nearest to 'Taezhnaya' is Taezhnyi, a halt some 60 versts east of Kras
noyarsk, and unlikely to be a terminus for 189/190 . 

TPO ROUTE 115 

by Dr. H. Weinert 

.. =••~ .. 
~ 

Concerning the opening of the Tiumen-Omsk line, I have one more piece of evidence. The book 
"Aziatskaya Russiya" published in St. Petersburg in 1914 gives the following information on p.557 
of vol. 2:-

"Construction of the Tiumen-Omsk line began in 1909; it was opened to traffic in 1913." 
I think that the Post and Telegraph map was either compiled before 1914 or based on old data. 

(The above relates to B.J.R.P. 52 p.15 and page 7 of illustrations, B.J.R.P. 53 pp.26-27 and page 
8 of illustrations, and B.J.R.P. 54 p.19.-Ed.). 
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POSTAL WAGON CANCELS WITH INVERTED ROUTE NUMBER PLUGS 

by Robin L. Joseph 

Members should check their T.P.O.s with inverted number plugs, as it is possible that the top 
number is not the same as the number it covers. I have one cancel, dated 22 Sep. 1909, with T.P.O. 178, 
inverted plug and the number underneath is T.P.O. 54. Route 178 is Kiev-Voronezh and Route 54 is 
Graevo-Kiev. It appears that the Postal Wagon used on Route 54 was then used on Route 178, and the 
clerk forgot to change the plug until after he had started to sort and cancel the mail. 

Route 178 is on the lines of the private company 'Moscow-Kiev-Voronezh' whereas Route 54 
is on the lines of the State owned Company 'South-Western Railway.' It appears that there was an 
actual interchange of Postal Wagons between the two Railways, in line with the compulsory 'Interchange 
Agreement' of 1879. 

USED ABROAD NOTES 

by Robin L. Joseph and Walter Frauenlob 

(I) Katta Kurgan 
It appears that a new type of Katta Kurgan postmark exists, which has not been previ

ously reported (and with a "Syur-Dar" inscription at the foot presumably precedes those described by 
Tchilinghirian & Stephen on pp. 245/6 of 'Used Abroad' Part 3). 

It is on a pair of 1883 7 kop. 
KATTY--KURGANS (K.P.O?) 

12 
OKT 

188? 
SYUR - DAR (OBL ?) 

(R.L.J.). 
(As the photography of black cancellations on blue stamps is usually unsatisfactory, we have 

attempted to trace this cancellation from the photograph supplied.-see Fig. 1 of p. 2 of central illustrat
ions.-Ed.). 

(E. Peel has a loose 7k. with a cancellation dated 11/MAl/1885 missing the left and extreme right 
which is now identifiable as another strike of this new early mark. The upper line ends KURGANSK. 
P.S. (or, less likely, P.O.) and the lower line is SYUR- DARINSK. OBL ... . -Ed.). 

(2) Location of •KETRITSEVO' 
In B.J.R.P. 46, Dec. 1971, p. 7, Dr. Wortman reported the existence of the KETRITSEVO Rail

way Station cancellation. The location of this office was unknown. 
The "1918 Naval Intelligence Handbook of Siberia & Arctic Russia" solves the problem. Ketrit

sevo is the railway station for NIKOLSK-USSURIISK. It appears, from the "Guide to the Great 
Siberian Railway" (1900), that the town of Nikolsk-Ussuriisk was created in the early 1900s from the 
village of Nikolsk. Presumably, the railway station existed before the town came into existence, and 
was given the name of KETRITSEVO. T.P.O. Route 153-154, by 1900, was Kharbarovsk - Vladivostok, 
and before 1906 became Kharbarovsk - Ketritsevo. It remained so until 1909, and then became Khar-
barovsk - Nikolsk-Ussuriiski. (R.L.J.). 

(3) Explanation of the ••R.O.P.T.O.ZHE.D" Oval Cancellations 
Part 2 of the "Used Abroad" Handbooks, p.113, set out the puzzle of the R.O.P.T.O.ZHE.D. 

Ovals of Ordu, Kerrasunde, etc. Briefly, the problem was that, while all were agreed that the meaning 
of the initials was connected with some activity concerned with a railway line, none of the towns with 
the postmark were on a railway line. It had been suggested that the meaning of the initials was "Russian 
Company for Steam Shipping(&) Trade, Railway Division.'' 
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J. N. Westwood, in his "A History of Russian Railways," 1964, pp. 99-103, solves the problem. 
By 1870, the railways from Odessa to Balta, and Odessa to Kiev were opened, and these lines 

were callee.I. the "Odessa Railway." To facilitate the ambitions of Odessa to become a rival to Trieste, 
it was decided to amalgamate the Odessa Railway with the locally based R.O.P.I.T. The amalgamation 
took place in 1870, and the initials R.O.P.T.O.ZHE.D. therefore stand for "RUSSIAN STEAM 
SHIPPING and TRADING and ODESSA RAILWAY COMPANY." 

At the end of the Russo-Turkish War, the railway was separated from the Steamship Company, 
which reverted to the R.O.P.I.T. The former Odessa Railway was amalgamated with two companies, 
the Kiev-Brest and the Brest-Graevo, to become the "South-Western Railway," which became a State 
railway in 1895. (R. L. J.). 

(4) KHARBIN GOSPITAL GORODOK 
One copy of this mark is on record from Mr. Faberge-see B.J.R.P. 36, p.36 and Fig. 

174-although "Used Abroad," p.424 could only suggest it should exist. Mr. Frauenlob now records 
details of a 2.7.1905 partial strike on a 35k vertically laid paper showing more of the word "Gorodok" 
than the Faberge example, but unfortunately not the serial code letter. (see Fig. 2 on page 2 of central 
illustrations). (Data from W. F.) 

( 5) Chardzhui 
Tchilinghirian and Stephen record (Part 3, pp.241/2) the single circle fractional date type mark 

from Chardzhui, Bukhara Khanate, only for Serial "2" although they postulate serials "1" and "3." 
Mr. Frauenlob advises serial "l" as a backstamp dated 24 Feb. 1905 as a Money Transfer Form (Ascher 
No. 5, 15 kop. blue R.154 Novo Radonsk)-(data from W.F.). 

REGISTERED MAIL-ADDENDUM 3 

Data from Dr. R. J. Ceresa, G. Harris, H. Imhof, R. L. Joseph, J. Moyes, Col. A. Prado, Dr. H. Weinert 

Edited by I. L. G. Baillie 

It is most gratifying that this topic, introduced in B.J.R.P. 52 (Groups 1-17, Figs. 1-28) and con
tinued in 53 (Figs. 29-54) and 54 (Groups 18-24, Figs. 55-120), is still attracting attention from several 
members, so that in B.J.R.P. 55 we still have more data to record to extend our understanding. As in 
the previous addenda, I list the data by subject/ group to assist retrieval of information in the future; 
I have now added Groups 25-26, and Figs. 121-134 on p.2 of central illustrations. 

Early Registrations. With reference to Mr. Levandowsky's 1844 'assured closed' Kiev letter to 
Bologna (B.J.R.P. 54, p.5), Mr. Harris has suggested that this is not a separate class of mail, and that 
it is in fact an 'insured' letter-my apologies for having introduced the nonstandard phraseology. He 
has also pointed out that the Italian word is 'ASSICURATA' (with a 'c' not, as in B.J.R.P. 54, a 'G'). 

Group 2: •Recomandirt' (with line over •m'). Herr Imhof has supplied a copy of the front of a 
letter from St. Petersburg (7 Eksp., 27 Feb. 1867), inscribed at top 'Recommandirt 899' with Aus Russland 
VdVtype RyllF (Fig 32, p 1, B.J.R.P. 53; 12.3.1867) and Recomandirt as Fig. 122, addressed to Ham
burg. The point of special interest is a hitherto unrecorded framed REKOMENDOVANO Cyrillic 
mark (see Fig. 121 on p.2 of central illustrations) which would presumably be a St. Petersburg mark 
either for internal or for internal and external use some years before the Fig. 2 mark was introduced. 

Group 4 Handstruck Registration "Labels." Dr. Weinert now extends the use of Fig. 5 to 
1892, and Fig. 29 to 1895. 
Introduction of Registration Labels 

Herr Imhof advises what must be the earliest correct usage (so far!) of the 1899 first type of regis
tration label; it is Fig. 123, perf., and occurs on a "KREMENCHUG P.O./ROMNY-KREMENCHUG. 
ZH.D" 3 Jan. 1899 cover, inscribed 'Recommandirt' and 'Zakaznoe' to Leipzig; it also carries a dotted 
R-in-circle (also in Fig. 123). Other 1899 uses advised are:-
Fig. 124 Verzhbolovo, black on buff, imperf. (April) - Dr. Weinert 
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Fig. 125 Libava Zh. P.O., black on white, perf. (Aug.) - Dr. Weinert. 
The stamps are cancelled by the Libava P.O. of the Libau/Romny railway and there is a hand
stamp 'ZAKAZNOE' mark (Fig. 126). 

Fig. 127 St. Petersbourg (2 line), black on pink, imperf. (Sept.)-R. Joseph. 
The despatch cancellation is single circle 'S. PETERBURG/2 GOR. POCHT.OTD.' code 6, 
fractional date type (for extra amusement, the year '18-99' appears inverted as '66-81'), on 
cover to Holland. 

Fig. 128 Tiflis 1 Otd., violet, perf. (Oct.) with a handstamped 'ZAKAZNOE' (also Fig. 128)-Herr 
Imhof; the despatch cancellation is 22 Oct. 1899, Tiflis 1st Gorodsk. Pocht. Otd. code 2 (Ash
ford Type 2, p. 78, Imperial Russian Stamps Used in Transcaucasia, Part 2, Tiflis : Tiflis Town 
Post; Ashford queries whether this mark might be restricted to registered mail, and on p. 77 
illustrates a 23 June 1899 registered cover with the same registration label-but No. 471:_ 
and despatch mark). Both covers have dotted Rina circle with breaks at 12, 5 and 7 o'clock; 
Herr Imhof's cover is to Cleve in Germany, and that illustrated by Ashford is to Cheshire, 
U.K. 

Fig. 129 SPB Pochtamt/No. 211/Lit, red, imperf. (Nov.) with a franked 'ZAKAZNOE' mark (also 
Fig. 129)-Herr Imhof. · 
The only difference from Fig. 62 is that Herr Imhof's example has "No" a shade to the right, 
and has 'A' added by hand after '211.' The despatch mark is "St. Petersburg/1 Ek" double 
circle, code 11, so there is again no agreement of codes for Ekspeditsiya offices. The framed 
Zakaznoe mark of course might be private or postal; the cover is preprinted BRA TY A TO NET, 
Nevskii Prospekt. 

There is no doubt that registration labels went into use in many places in i899, otherwise it is 
most unlikely that examples from as many offices would have been so quickly recorded for that first 
year. Which in no way detracts of course from the rarity of surviving examples. 

Group 5. Avis de Reception. Col. Prado brings the total to three, with a Moscow 1935 cover 
which is inscribed "Air Mail/Express" ('AVIO-EKSPRES,' 'Par Avion' and 'EKSPRESS/EXPRES' 
labels) also "Insured" and "Registered" ('RECOMMANDE' and the Fig. 89 R-type 'MOSCOU 9/ 
No . . . .. " handstamps) and "Avis de Reception!"-it seems that philatelic enthusiasm was around! 
The British P.O. responded with correctness, though, as the violet boxed "EXPRESS FEE PAID 6d" 
mark was applied. 

Group 10: Used Abroad. Dr. Weinert enables us to add Fig. 130 "Sharasume (Mongoliya)" 
to the list of 3-type labels used abroad-he has one on a Jan. 1918 cover. See also Group 25 for a Khiva 
insurance. 

Group 13. St. Petersburg and Petrograd. Dr. Weinert has a 1900 wrapper with the Latin Fig. 30 
label without the "9" below "St.-Petersbourg" He also describes an unusual variety on a standard 
Cyrillic label used in 1903, in which the inscription reads "S. Peterbyrg/11-ya KONTORE" (the last letter 
being No. 32 on p: 1 of B.J.R.P. 52 illustrations). · 

Group 20: Russia in Asia. Dr. Weinert has greatly extended our knowledge of the spread of regis
tration across Asia, and brought the earlier date back from 1909 to 1887, also with an Irkutsk cover, 
followed by 1889 on a Samarkand cover, both with dotted R in circle. Moreover, he can fill the gap 
with. the following covers, all with "Cyrillic registration labels" :-

1901 Kokand 1903 Aleksandrovsk (Sakhalin) 
1901 St. Bukhara 1905 Evgenebka 
1902 Blagovyeshchensk . 1906 Nikolsk-Ussuriisk 
1903 Vladivostok 1907 Nikolaevsk 
1903 Khabarovsk 

For the period of 1st War, he cites a 1915 cover from Vladivostok with a "Cyrillic registration 
handstamp" plus a 1916 cover from Irkutsk with m/s registration no. and name in French. 

Group 21 : Railways. As will be seen from the earlier remarks in this Addendum, the Railway 
lines to Kremenchug and to Libava both had towns which used labels in 1899. Dr. Weinert also advises 
a 1902 "Cyrillic label" inscribed "St. Zherebilovka/Polyesskikh Zh.D." (adhesives cancelled similarly), 
and an "Elizavetpol Volcz'' Cyrillic registration label of 1903. 

Group 22: Factories. Mr. Moyes gives us our second "factory" label, it is R-type on a May 1927 
cover to Saxony and is inscribed "No. (570)/Klimow-Sawod" ; Klimov Factory is in Kaluga Gub. 

Group 25: Control Labels Used for Registration Purposes. Dr. Ceresa writes to say 'Cash on 
Delivery' covers, which he has seen mainly used in the Ukraine around 1919/21, were franked at 2 % 
of the value of contents ( and usually therefore had very high frankings) and. always carry a green 
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label, with town printed in black, but with "Za Na! (ozhennyi) Pl(atezhom) ('Cash on Delivery') "in 
green at the top. These labels look otherwise like registration labels ; and were used (although not 
always) on C.O.D. mail whether registered or ·not, but no numbering system applied for C.O.D. pur
poses. Some offices had a different arrangement for the Control label, as Fig. 8 (see also Fig. 10 on 
p. 11 of B.J.R.P. 52 illustrations). 

When some offices ran out of registration labels, C.O.D. labels were used (either with 'C.O.D.' 
crossed through or with the C.O.D. portion cut off) and the registration number added by hand. Fig. 131 
shows a cut label on a cover to U.S.A. inscribed 'Zakaznoe' but which has no No., used in Kiev in 1922 
with a KIEVSKII POCHT AMT 3-black-triangle mark. (Our thanks to Mr. M. J. Elcocks of Birming
ham for details of this cover, which carries 10 copies of the 1921 lOOOR value and New York registered 
marks on the reverse). 

Dr. Ceresa therefore concludes that all labels which do not have 'R' or '3' (e.g. Figs. 8, 19, 23, 24, 
27, 34, 40, 41, 43, 48, 62, 102, etc.) are in fact Control labels being used for Registration purposes. He 
adds that a few towns-he believes Baku to be one- in fact never had ~eparate labels for both purposes, 
and never added 'R' or '3' when registering (furthermore, being primarily intended for internal parcel 
receipt use, they are Cyrillic, and Dr. Ceresa states that he has seen separate R labels in Roman alphabet 
applied over such dual-purpose labels for foreign registration). 

Dr. Weinert writes in a similar vein, but to clarify the distinction between insurance labels (always 
having a blue frame, and arising on money letters, money transfers and insured parcel cards, but never 
with 'R' or '3') and registration labels. He also states that handstamps were sometimes used, instead of 
labels, for insured mail, and puts Figs. 8, 11, 23, 40 to 43, 105 and 106 in this category. He details three 
interesting examples : 

(a) 1922 registered cover from Chelyabinsk with blue framed insurance label (Cyrillic) 
attached-in the period of widespread shortage of registration labels. 

(b) 1899 (Sept.) stampless money letter from Irkutsk to Jerusalem with violet handstamp (Fig. 
132). This has 5 five wax seals, all impressed by Irkutsk P.O. 

(c) 1920 Telegraphic Money Transfer Card from Khiva with Cyrillic "KHIVA/Turkest. 
Kontr.Pal" insurance label, Fig. 133. 

I suggest that both these approaches are basically valid, in that both cash on Delivery (green) 
labels and Insurance (blue) labels (and, of course, handstamps) were used on Registered mail, particularly 
when Registered labels were unavailable. 

Col. Prado has sent me a copy of a Perm cover to Mount Athos in 1905, inscribed "contains five 
rubies" in Russia, and with an imperforate label (Fig. 134) with blue frame and blue "No. 85" over black 
Cyrillic "Perm P.T.K."-therefore an Insurance control label just as defined by Dr. Weinert. There is 
a black enumerator number 1067 5 on the front of this cover, but no reference to registration. 

Group 26: Miscellaneous. As it seems that "groups" proliferate endlessly, I will conclude with a 
botch potch of various items which may be of some interest, notified by Dr. Weinert:-

(a) 1902 cover with Cyrillic 'SARATOV/BIRZHA' label. The cover also has a Saratov 
bourse cancellation. 

(b) 1902 cover in Cyrillic "EKATERINBURG. T.K./PERMSKOI GUB" label of the Tele-
graph Office. The cover also has a Eketerinburg telegraph cancellation. 

(c) 1916 cover with Latin "Ekaterinoslav/Gost. Bristol" label of the Bristol Hotel in Ekaterino
slav. The cover also has a similar cancellation. 

(d) 1917 cover with standard Latin registration label and a standard Revel cancellation, 
but with the stamps cancelled only by dotted R in circle. 

(e) 1918 cover with violet unframed 1-line handstamp "Verkho-Pizhetskago Poch. Otd" 
(Vyatka Gub) with registration number in m/s below. 

1914 WAR CHARITY VARIETY: A NEW DISCOVERY-ADDENDUM 
by W. Frauenlob 

In B.J.R.P. 54, p. 19, I reported that the protruberance on the left side of the 'O' of the righthand 
'10' occured twice on the 100-sheet. This I now wish to correct-it occurs four times (as does the well
known "Broken Lance" variety), on Nos. 31, 36, 81, 86. 

(So, seemingly, there is a transfer unit of 25.-Ed.). 
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REPLY CARDS USED IN RUSSIA 

data from W. Frauenlob 

As Fig. 1 of p.3 of the central illustrations is reproduced a Swiss reply paid card used from St. 
Petersburg Town Post (numeral XI) to Switzerland with a St. Petersburg 5 Ekspeditsiya code "!"transit 
mark of 29 March 1897. (Mr. Frauenlob also has a French reply paid card used from Nikopoli in 
Bulgaria to France in 1893). 

The international usage of reply paid cards gives rise to many interesting combinations and, if 
the 'reply paid' identifier is removed when a postal stationery cut-out is created, to erroneous 'used 
abroad' speculations. 

Readers will recall Mr. Frauenlob's 1895 German reply card used in Russia, described on p.25 
and p.7 of the illustrations in B.J.R.P. 53, and Dr. Wortman's comments on p.11 of B.J.R.P. 54. Mr. 
Frauenlob has now supplied a copy of the German message on this card, and a translation, as follows: 

Libau, Samstag Abend. 
Lieber Otto 
die herzlichsten Gluck und Segenswunsche 
sagen wir Buch, die 1hr Dienstag unter dem 
brennenden Weihnachtfbaum versammelt sein 
werdet. Wir feiern deutsche Weihnach im 
Gewerbeverein und werden Buer der Hessen 
und Holsteiner bei Rheinwein und Lichterglanz 
gedenken. Frohlicher heiliger Abend und ver
gnugte Feiertage, hoffentlich bringen sie Dir 
lieber Otto auch etwas Ruhe und Erholungim 
Kreise Deiner Familie. Viele Grusse Dir, 
Emma und den Buben von Marie und Deinem 
Bruder Heinsch. 

Libau, Saturday evening. 
Dear Otto 
We send you best wishes for Tuesday, when you 
have your reunion under the Christmas tree. 
We celebrate German Christmas in the trades
men's club, and we will remember Hesse and 
Holstein by Rhinevine. A merry Christmas 
Eve, and we hope that you, Otto, take repose 
and recreation in union with your family. 
Best greetings to you Emma, and the boys, from 
Marie and your brother Heinsch. 

The calendar for 1895 makes Saturday evening 21 Dec., Tuesday, 24 Dec. and the Konstanz 
arrival mark Wednesday, 25 Dec., so the message did not arrive in time for the Christmas eve gathering. 

Mr. Frauenlob considers that this was using the reply paid half of the card received from the 
addressee, and that the card was taken to the train for posting. 

(Perhaps we can regard the evidence as now fully presented and let this interesting matter rest at 
this point.-Ed.). 

The fourth and final item to mention is the front half (Fig. 2 of p. 3) of a reply paid 3 kop Imperial 
postal stationery pair addressed in a bold and confident hand "Rossiya/Voeno plyenomu Karaurgan/ 
Karskoi Oblast/(name)" followed by two lines of Turki (the language of the message on reverse). Kar
aurgan is not on any of my maps, but Mr. Frauenlob has found it on a 1929 German map to be almost 
exactly halfway between Kars and Erzerum (which puts its very close to the pre-War Russia/Turkey 
border). There are two Karaurgan d.c. code "b" 14.7.17 cancellations, and three Turkish marks
one a faint 2-line boxed black mark on the stamp, one a heavy bridge type black mark partly off the 
card, and one a blue intaglio rectangular mark (with some characters extending into a small protruber
ance on the base of the mark); unfortunately these marks do not reproduce clearly. 

(It is difficult to interpret this last item-it is sent to a prisoner of war with a Turkish-sounding 
name at Karaurgan, an unlikely site for holding Turkish prisoners for any length of time, but is the front 
half, not the reply half, of the reply paid pair, Perhaps the first sender sent the pair with the address 
and first message on the back half by mistake, and so received the front half back which all seems strange 
as Russia was then at war with Turkey and there is no Russian censor mark. Or could it be from a 
Russian occupied area where Turkish marks continued in use? Hoping that sufficient vital details 
reproduce for readers to resolve this problem, the front is shown as Fig. 2 on p. 3 of central illustrations.
Ed.). 
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SMALL LOCALITY CANCELLATIONS 
by E. G. Peel 

I can give the following details for the small localities in Mr. Frauenlob's article on p. 12 of 13".J.R.P. 
54:-

(a) BAIDARY TAVR. Mentioned in "Baedeker" as a Tatar village 
(b) ELENENDORF ELIS. I have partial strikes on loose stamps only. 
(c) KIKENEIZ TA VR. Mentioned in "Baedeker" as a posting station with this spelling; 

not shown in "Atlas SSR." I have only the partial strike " .... ENIEZ TA YR. * * a" 
of 4.8.13, which of course does not settle the question of the spelling. 

(d) KOREIZ TAVR. This place, as also (a) and (c), lies between Sevastopol and Yalta, 
and all three are shown on the map between pp. 411 and 412 in "Baedeker." I have the 
following different Koreiz types:- · 

(i) 3k. post stat. card: "KOREIZ TAVR. G./1 POCHT TEL OTD l" fractional dated 
7.6.02 

(ii) cover 3k and 7k vert. laid: "KOREIZ TAVRICH G/1 POCHT TEL .KONT l" 
fractional dated 14.10.07 

(iii) 3k post stat. card: "KOREIZ TAVRICH G/2 POCHT TEL KONT 2" fractional 
dated 25.10.03 

(iv) cover 3k and 7k vert. laid: "KOREIZ TAVR/* * a" dated 16.10.08 
(e) TSKHALTUVO KUT. Shown in "Atlas SSSR" and in the 1968 Soviet rail map 

as the terminal of a branch line from Kutais some 10 km away to the North West. 

MONEY TRANSFER AND PARCEL RECEIPT CARDS 
by R. L. Joseph and Dr. R. J. Ceresa 

The following information is additional to that already provided by Dr. R. J. Ceresa in B.J.R.P. 
52 (pp 17-20) and by him and others in B.J.R.P. 54 (pp. 15-18), and is supplied by R. L. Joseph. · 
(1) Money Transfer Cards 

It should be borne in mind that, when Money Transfer Cards were first issued in 1896, there were 
fixed charges for transfers of money, i.e. 15 kop. for transfer and 10 kop. for delivery, irrespective of 
amount transferred. The maximum amount which could be transferred was 100 Roubles. Tele
graphic Transfers cost 15 kop. over the charge for the telegraph. (See 'Russian Postal Rates 1901-1904' 
B.J.R.P. 34, and 'What the Watermark tells us' by N. Luchnik, Rossica 73 and 75). 

I suspect that Money Transfers for unlimited amounts came into effect in Nov./Dec. 1906, after 
the Money Letter Service was terminated. 
(2) Parcel Receipt Cards 

There are also U.P.U. Parcel Cards, for Insured or C.O.D. Parcels sent abroad. Two are shown 
as Figs. 1 and 2 of p. 4 of central illustrations. 

I suspect that the adhesive labels (prenumbered), e.g. 'Odessa 1 gor No. 249' were the means of 
· identifying the parcels, one being attached to the parcel, and one to the label. 

Dr. Ceresa has also supplied details of another Parcel Receipt Card, from Mr. M. J. Elcocks of 
Birmingham, shown as Fig. 3 on p. 5 of the central illustrations; from Moscow, 10 Oct 1924. It is 
franked with 5R, 2 x lR, 40k and 30k on front; with 3k and 2k on back, giving a total of 7R 75 kop. 
The points emphasised are:-
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(a) use of Control Cachet of Moscow 
(b) use of Moscow 'revalidation' cachet, as applied to Tsarist postal forms for use in the 

Soviet period, and well-known on Kerensky postcards, but not recorded before 
used on Parcel Receipt Cards in this period. 

(c) charges for three items, except 'Dostov,' in the charges tablet, and an extra unspeci
fied charge of 35 kop in the extra unidentified space at the end of the list. This might 
be to cover telegraphic advice of the arrival of the parcel at the recipient's post office, 
since the form has a violet 'po telegrafu' handstamp top left. 

(d) the C.O.D. charge is 2 % of the sum to be collected. There is something of a mystery 
here, since the parcel was only insured for l0R but the C.O.D. was 165R 80 kop. 
Was the sender collecting a previous account at the same time (if so this was an 
ingenious method of collecting unpaid debts), or what other explanation exists? 
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THE 1916 PROVISIONAL 10 AND 20 KOP SURCHARGES ON ARMS 
TYPES AND ROMANOVS 

by Dr. Howard Weinert 

Some new information has come to light concerning the 10/7 and 20/14 Romanov and Arms sur
charges, which have been discussed recently in B.J.R.P. 51-54 by Rev. Tann and Mr. Peel. I have 
obtained an incomplete run of the Russian-language monthly stamp journal Filateliya published by 
Eichenthal in Petrograd beginning in 1914. In an article entitled "Russian Provisionals" in the Jan. 
1917 issue, the following information is given: "First to appear was the 10/7 Romanov stamp, followed 
by the 20/14 of the same issue, and the other day there appeared for sale the 10/7 Arms stamp; the remain
ing 20/14 Arms stamp will appear shortly." In the Feb. 1917 issue the new issues listing contains the 
20/14 Arms stamp. In the April 1917 issue, the quantity printed for three of the stamps is given: 10/7 
Romanov-64 million; 20/14 Romanov-8 million; 20/14 Arms-24 million. 

Combining this contemporary information with the data in B.J.R.P. 51-54, I think a reasonable 
guess for the release times of these stamps is: 10/7 Romanov-September 1916; 20/14 Romanov-Septem
ber or October 1916; 10/7 Arms-December 1916; 20/14 Arms-January or February 1917. 

Regarding late usage of the provisionals, I have a registered postcard with one copy each of the 
l0/7 Arms and 20/14 Arms sent from Petrograd on 8 April 1921 to Nicaragua, where it arrived on 25 
May. At this time these stamps sold for 100 times face value, so the postcard was franked with 30 rubies 
postage. The correct rate for international registered postcards was 28 rubies. 

Concerning the scarce surcharged postal stationery, I have two used examples. One is the 10/7 
Arms cover (Higgins and Gage, No. B64a, 145 x 120 mm.) with additional 1 kop. (pair) and 3 kop. per
forated Arms stamps sent from Udzhary (Baku guberniya) on 18 Sept. 1917 to Petrograd, where it arrived 
on 25 Sept. The franking was thus 15 kop., which was the correct rate at this time for ordinary inter
city letters. The other item is the 10/7 Arms letter card (Higgins and Gage, No. A 17) used as a field
post card by a German soldier from K. D. Feldpost No. 396 on 25 Oct. 1917. 

1918 DORPAT OCCUPATION SURCHARGE 
by John Tovey 

In B.J.R.P. 45, Eric Poulter described a "first day postcard" usage of the "20 Pfg" surcharge on 
the 10k Russian adhesive stamp, sent by a Dorpat resident to a friend in the town, stating clearly in the 
message that it was a "first day cover," as shown by the 5 March 1918 date. The Dorpat single line can
cellation was, apparently, valid only between 5 and 23 March 1918, as were the stamps; there cannot 
be a great number of surviving examples, even taking the 'philatelic' element into account. 

Recently, I was very pleased, to obtain another "first day postcard" of the Dorpat single line 
cancellation (seep. 5 of central illustrations), this time however the postcard was the Kerensky type 5k 
postal stationery postcard surcharged "20 Pfg" by the Carl Matthieson Printing Company in Dorpat. 
25,000 of these postcards were surcharged, and they were valid for the same period as the surcharged 
adhesive stamps. 

This postal stationery item is addressed to Subbath in Kurland, a place which I have not been 
able to locate but suspect to be near Riga. The reason for the 7½ pf "Oh.Ost." adhesive being applied, 
and cancelled at Riga, is not clear. The R in circle would seem to indicate registration; the German 
censor mark is not known. 

It is relevant also to note that this item, unlike Eric Poulter's, was sent only for reasons of necessity 
as the following translation of the German message sadly indicates:-

Dorpat, 5.3.18 
My dear Mr. Haack! 

At last, after 2½ years of separation I am able to write to you as the Bolschevik occupation 
has come to an end and the German troops have freed m from all the terror. Our goal is 
now our Sabbather homeland. Could you please write if it is possible to move into our house 
when we return to Sabbath. We are worried. Reinhart, he suffers from lung tubercoloses. 
Dr. Mende is treating him. Reinhart will remain in Riga when we return. Your sons are 
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all well as far as I know and are remaining in Russia, except for Otto and my people. Edgar 
is now a happy father and is contented with his life. He will write to you soon. We have 
lived through a difficult year. I have been almost a year without work. Lys and Herr 
Buthner were carried away to Krasnojavok by the Bolscheviks. Grosse and Kruger are 
leaving for home to-morrow. Please write at once how things are as we would like to return 
by the end of the month. Greeting to you and your wife. From us all. 

Your, 
old 

E. L. STUEDEA 

My thanks are extended to Mr. A. Saardson for translation from Eesti Philatelist of an article 
entitled "Estonia: Tartu Issue, March 5th, 1918" 

Many people of German origin lived in Tartu (Dorpat) and when units of the Germany army 
occupied the town in February 1918 they asked for communications with Riga and Germany to be re
established as soon as possible. The commandant, Lt.-Col. von Reichenbach, issued an order on 4 
March, 1918 for a postal establishment ("Das Kaiserlich Deutsche Zivilpostampt, Dorpat") to be opened, 
appointing Walter von Koskull as postmaster. 

It was laid down that all correspondence should be in German, would be censored, and sent only 
to Germany and occupied eastern areas. The postal rates were 20pfg. for local letters, 40 pfg for letters 
to Germany, and 20 pfg. for postcards. All letters were posted unsealed and the rates were twice the 
official German charge. Mail was handed to the German Fieldpost by the town commandant's office 
(acting as official despatcher) in sealed bags for delivery to Riga. 

In Riga, the correspondence was franked with "OB.OST." stamps in accordance with occupation 
rates. This action indicates that the service was regarded as a private one, working within the occupation 
postal administration, but having its own stamps, cancel and postal rates. (After expenses had been 
deducted, the income was used for social relief). 

30,000 10 kop. Russian stamps of the 1909 issue were overprinted 20 pfg., and 28,100 of the 20 
kop stamps were overprinted 40 pfg. (the 40 kop stamp is known blue and dark blue). 25,000 Russian 
postcards (issued 1917 with 5 kop stamp) were overprinted 20 pfg. All overprinting was carried out by 
Carl Mattieson at his printing shop in the town. (An order of 24 March, 1918 allowed all remainders 
to be sold to dealers and collectors). 

A one-line rubber stamp, made by Hermann Berg in Tartu was used to cancel the stamps, black 
ink being used. The first mail bag arrived in Riga on 11 March, 1918. 

The "DORPAT" rubber stamp can be regarded as a censor mark, as the stamps were cancelled 
after censoring. The word "Gepruft" also appears in manuscript, in red ink. All correspondence was 
censored in Riga in the normal manner as indicated by the circled "R."On 22 March a bridge cancel 
from which the Russian text had been removed came into use. Black ink was used-diameter of cancel 
28mm. 

As the service ended on 22 March, 1918, after only 18 days, the stamps and postcards, correctly 
used, are scarce. From an Estonian viewpoint, the stamps must be considered the first issue after the 
Declaration of Independance had been made on 24 Feb., 1918. 

TPO,s DURING 1918/23 PERIOD 
by Robin L. Joseph 

T.P.O. marks of the 1918-23 period appear to be few and far between. From information avail
able to date I know of only the following examples :-

1. Ukraine: 20 shagiv definitive. Warsaw -268-Kiev (Ceresa collection). 
2. South Russia: 1920 Wrangel 5 ruble surcharge on 5 kop: 

Kharkov -59- (Sevastopol) 
3. South Russia: Deniken 15 kop: Kerch-131-Dzhankoi 
4. Georgia: 1923 Soviet 10000 ruble machine surcharge on 1000 ruble: 

Telav-334-Tiflis 

3.9.1920 
17.4.(?) 

21.3(or 8) 1923 
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5. Armenia: at a recent B.S.R.P. meeting, Dr. Ceresa showed 3 copies of the May 1922 second 
gold kopek issue of Armenia (two of Type 46 State 8 on 3 kop., one of Type 55, 5 on 50 kop, 
all perf.), and stated that two further examples were known to him, of "POCHT. VAG.1. 
RESPUB. ARMENII" code letter "z" double circle cancellation, without date between 
the parallel bars. He stated then that these marks were probably applied just prior to the 
withdrawal of this second gold kopek issue, and suggested that the mark should therefore 
exist also on the early Soviet stamps used in Armenia. 

How many more 1918-23 T.P.O. marks are known? 

BATUM: A NEW POSTMASTER HANDSTAMP 

P. T. Ashford 

It must be said that, philatelically, the British Occupation of Batum in 1919/1920 is rather dull, 
and it is often difficult to bring it to life on the album pages. The transfer subjects of the lithographed 
"Aloe Tree" stamps are simple to detect and are quite interesting, whilst, of course, of forgeries, there 
is almost unending variety. The handstamps have their moments of interest, but many of the later 
items of this kind were produced in such dubious circumstances and in such minute quantities, that 
collectors might well be excused if they decide to give them a miss. They could well end up by paying 
a lot of good money for a forged surcharge. 

From the postal history angle, Baturn is also rather dull, since most of the adhesives are cancelled 
by the BATUM "i" datestamp, seen almost invariably applied to both genuinely used material, and also 
to stamps cancelled-to-order. Any crumbs of material that are out of routine are therefore to be cher
ished and recorded with disproportionate pleasure. 

In B.J.R.P. 39 we were pleased to record a hitherto unknown cancellation from a sub-office in 
Baturn oblast, on occupation stamps, reading MARADIDY POCHTOVO TELEGR. OTDELENIE: 
DAY A CORRESPONDENTSII. From that breakthrough, in B.J.R.P.'s 48 and 51 kind friends enabled 
us to record a similar type of BATUM &.T.K. used not only as a cancellation on adhesives, but in con
junction with the fairly well known "Postmaster handstamp" used prior to April 1919 to denote that 
(in the absence of postage stamps) postage had been paid in cash. For further information readers are 
referred to B.J.R.P. 45 (pps. 25-26)-an example is shown as (1) at the foot of p. 9 of central illustrations. 

Literally buried in the Cherrystone Stamp Centre auction of September 29/30 1977 in lot 1628, is 
another quite new discovery. No less than a Postmaster's handstamp, almost exactly the same as for 
Batum P.T.K., but from KOBULETY. The auctioneer evidently failed to spot the difference in wording 
as the preceding lot (bearing the same estimated value) was a cover showing the normal postmaster 
handstamp from Batum. The Kobulety handstamp, which the writer has tried to reconstruct in actual 
size for comparison with the Batum type (see (2) on p. 9 of the central illustrations) reads KOBULET 
SKOi POCHTOV-TELEGR. KONTORY. It is evidently impressed on a cover to Constantinople, 
without (understandably) the "Batum P.T. Kontora No. 1" seal which accompanies impressions of the 
Batum handstamp. From the auction catalogue the date is not identified, but presumably would be 
around Feb./March 1919. The Kobulety cover was offered with a B.P.A. certificate which could indi
cate it having found its way to New York from an English collection. Interesting too, are the facts 
that 35k. was charged for foreign postage, and that the P.O. official's endorsement shows the same signa
ture as at Batum. Kobulety is a village near the railway, 22 versts to the north of Batum, between the 
tea plantations of Chakva and the station of Notanebi. Readers of "Imperial Russian stamps used in 
Transcaucasia" (Part 1) will know that a Stantsiya P.O (ordinary mail office) existed on the Kobulety 
railway station immediately prior to World War 1. However it seems to have acquired a new found 
importance to be described in 1919 as a full Post-Telegraph Office. 

A spirited bid by the writer failed to acquire this very interesting item. One cannot help wonder
ing if the new owner realises that he now possesses a cover which under he can justifiably write "O.R.C."? 
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THE BASIC STAMPS OF AZERBAIJAN: ADDITIONAL DATA (2) 

by P.T. Ashford and I. L. G. Baillie 

We have already published articles on these stamps in B.J.R.P. 32 and 35 (Mussawat issues) and 
B.J.R.P. 33 (Soviet issues). In the long intervening period of nearly 15 years we have not found much 
more to add. However it is opportune to note a few additions/corrections in relation to these articles 
of the early 1960's. 

Mussawat I~ues (Second unless otherwise stated) 
5R. Sheet of 285 stamps in l pane. When we examined the relation between sheet size and 

transfer block size in B.J.R.P. 35, we were unable to complete the transfer subject pattern in the lower 
right comer of the sheet. Now we have seen examples of this corner, and have also found that transfer 
subject Eis recognisable by a small dot on the inner frameline to the right of the 'L' of 'RBL.' The 
emergent pattern is regular in that the bottom of the sheet is now 

ABC/DEF/ABC/DEF/ABC/DEF/x 
and the right hand side column of the sheet now reads doWnwards as. 

AD/BE/CF/AD/BE/CF/xx/x 
it is unfortunate that the lowest 3 stamps in the last column defy subtyping! The items which we have 
seen from this corner show a clear plate crack in the 'blue'· plate from Col. 13, below the stamp in Row 
15, upwards through Col. 14, Row 9. There is one other plating feature now thought worth recording: 
Col. 1, Row 7; the blue is incomplete in the upper left comer square. 

lOR Transfer subject 'D' can additionally be recognised by the absence of a stop after 'RBL,' and 
subject 'C' can be recognised by a dot on the inner frameline under the first 'E,' and another under the 
'Q' of 'REPUBLIQUE.' 

25R To be more explicit about our remarks in B.J.R.P. 32 on the sheet size for the First Mussawat 
issue of this value, we have seen two 10 x 8 panes; one, with beam over (and a vertical sheet divider cross 
below and to the left), looks like Pane A whereas the other, without beams (and with two sheet divider 
crosses; one, horizontal, below and to the left, the other vertical, above and to the right), looks like Pane 
D. The former pane shows several vertical red lines on the examples we have seen, indicative of plate 
scratches or crack, particularly through Cols. 2, 4 and 8. 

50R In the righthand column of Pane A, there are sizeable green background marks between 
Rows 3 and 4 on most examples we have seen; Col. 4 of Pane B usually shows at least a few extraneous 
green marks, but the lower panes are free of them. This value is also strange in that the green beam 
is across the top and down the right hand side of the plate (albeit some l and three-eighths in. from the 
stamps), whereas the other 2 colours only give beams over. 

Soviet Pictorial Issue 
2R (4-pane sheet). The stamp in which the space between the well and the oil is not properly 

prepared on the printing plate are Pane A: Row 1 Cols. 13/15, Row 5 Col. 15, Row 6 Cols. 13/15; Pane 
B: All Rows Col. 1, Row 1 Col. 2; Pane C: Row l Col. 15, Rows 1 Col. 15; Rows 3/5 and 6 Col.s 13/1 
Row4 Cols. 14/15; Pane D: All Rows Col. 1. It will be observed that all these run down near the middle 
of the printing plate and that some of these stamps also show other regions of inadequate plate prepar
ation of these the most remarkable is Pane B Row 1 Col. 1 in which the sky above 'POCHT. MARKA' 
is black instead of white! In the converse sense, Pane B Row 3 Col. 2 shows an obvious lower right 
white patch which is constant. In B.J.R.P. 33 we recorded the plate crack on Pane A, Row 5 Col. 1-
there is a "balancing" crack coming onto Pane B Row 5 Col. 15, about ¼in. lower. 

50R (4 pane sheet). Like the 2R, the 50R (but this time only some sheets) also shows consider
able evidence that the printing plate was inadequately finished off before stamps were printed-the most 
distinctive stamps are Pane A Row 1 Cols. 11 and 12 in which the sky above the tower is violet, not white, 
and Pane B Row 1 Cols. 1 and 2 with similar inelegancies, but other marks (such as blobs of colour 
between some stamps) also arise. It so happens that the material in our possession with these blemishes 
to the worst excesses are marked "Baku 'o'," and that those without that mark are.either much cleaner 
or even effectively free of the blemishes; it is therefore tempting to suggest that poorly printed sheets 
were rejected and cancelled to prevent their issue to the public (this of course implies a desire for per
fection, even to the stage of not issuing stamps after printing, which seems at variance with the general 
run of Transcaucasian practice in those days-but constant inconsistency is also a hallmark of these 
practices!). 
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150R (4 pane sheet). We must apologise for a confusion in the text of our B.J.R.P. 33 article
the transfer block for this value is horizontal, not vertical, as the illustrations in the centre of B.J.R.P. 
33 showed-subject 'E' most clearly establishes the arrangement. The gap between the upper and 
lower panes is only about twice the normal gap between stamps. 

250R None of the lower values which we have seen in large blocks has selvedge marks other 
than beams above or to the right; the 250R, however, has 3 divider crosses like many of the Mussawat 
values. It seems to have been a sound plate for the orange, but for the purple there are several lines 
(in Pane A one line runs intermittently from Col. 2 Row l to Col. 6 Row 7, another from Col. 10 Row l 
to Col. 11 Row 4, and a third from Col. 11 Row 5 to Col. 14 Row 9; in Pane B there are three more: 
one from Col 3 Row I to Col 8 Row 9, the second from the right of Col 10 Row 1 to Col 11 Row 6, 
and the third (crossing the second) from Col. 9 Row I to Col 13 Row 7) which look more like scratches, 
from accidental damage, than plate cracks. 

In Pane B Col 14 Row 9 there is 'a clean line over the 'R' of 'RESPUBLIKA' in the lower tablet, 
but more interestingly this is the first value of this set (at least where we have recorded seeing any quan
tity-some of the sheet sizes recorded in B.J.R.P. 33 from other references perhaps have transfer block/ 
pane misfits) in which the transfer block does not fit all panes. In the lower pane, the lowest row is 
merely AB and eight times (we now show the mark to identify 'B' top right of p. 6 of central illustrations). 

400R The conventional beam is to the right of the sheet (as is normal for sheets when the width 
is less than the depth: viz. the beam is at the top only when the foot of the stamp is to the right) but on 
this value there is often a considerable inking of the top edge-more as though ink leaked or dripped 
or in some other way was carried to the edge· during paper movement than that it was directly printed. 
A mark to the right of Col 12 Row 13 (similarly for Col I Row 14) in. the upper pane seems constant, 
and smudges over the lowest row in the lower pane seem fairly frequent. This lowest row seems to be 
ABCABCABCABC, as Eis absent but Bis regular, being recognisable by a minute break in the line 
over the 'L' of 'SOTSIALISTICHEE! 

500R With beam to right and 3 sheet divider crosses. The missing 'O' in the '50' (for '500') variety 
is in the black design; from a misplaced. background variety which we have seen, the grey lilac background 
design on this stamp also has several peculiarities such as a gap in the second quarter of the length of 
the lower tablet. Some lack of care in preparing the plate for the background is clear, e.g. in the lower 
pane, Col 2 Row 7 the left hand worker has a shaded instead. of an unshaded hat. The transfer blocks 
fit the upper but not the lower pane. The lowest row of the latter does not contain subject E (the only 
one so far identified) so it may contain only AB pairs (like 250R) and/or CD pairs. 

2000R With beam to right and. 2 sheet divider crosses (mid top; mid bottom), we feel that the 
left selvedge on the sheets we have seen has been wide enough to prove that there is no third divider cross. 
The transfer block (we now show the mark to identify 'A' at right of p.6 of central illustrations) fits the 
upper pane, but the lowest row of the lower pane is in-filled; unfortunately, having seen only the left 
half of this row, the full arrangement of subjects cannot yet be ascertained-we can only state that the 
bottom row starts ABABA BAB. 

3000R With beam to right and 3 sheet divider crosses and both brown and blue colour marks 
(similar to top of 400R sheet) at extreme left. From a re-examination of the material in our possession 
we could advise that the diagrams iri. B.J.R.P. 33 for the 3000R transfer subjects currently labelled ABC/ 
DEF should be reid.entified as BCA/EFD (as shown at top left of p. 6 of central illustrations), the reason 
being that the complete transfer blocks were entered from the right sides of the panes, not the left as 
we originally.assumed. This change is also consistent with the inverted stamps being in line with the 
transfer blocks above. The left side of both panes, excluding the bottom row of the sheet, is made of 
the BC/EF portions· of the transfer block; in the bottom row, the sequence is ED (inverted pair) ABC 
FED (inverted. triplet) ABC. The top left area of the lower pane shows several stamps with brown 
marks in the value tablet-Col. 3 Row 2 is the most pronounced-and the upper right area of this pane 
has various extraneous brown marks, mainly between stamps but Col 8 Row 4 has a large brown mark 
mid-top. 

5000R Beams at right (also edge to overall green background) and 3 sheet divider crosses. As 
for the 300R, we are now satisfied. that the transfer block was entered from the right, not the left, side, 
so that again the ABC/DEF labelling in B.J.R.P. 33 should be corrected to BCA/EFD (the corrected 
labelling is shown at top of p. 6 of central illustrations). This gives Cols 1 and 2 of both panes made of 
the BC/EF portions of the transfer block; in the bottom row, like the 2000R, the absence of sufficient 
transfer marks still makes it difficult to determine the plate make-up (B in Col 10 makes xxxxxxxxABC 
the id.entity to date). 
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Soviet Famine Relief Issue 
SOOR Beam over; 3 sheet divider crosses. The in-filling bottom row of both panes is 

ABCDEFDEF. There are several scratch lines on the plate-the major one being on the left pane, 
running from Row 1 Col 2 down to the left divider cross, and is on the background plate not the main 
design plate. 

lOOOR Beams to right (the background beam exists in 2 states: !in. and three-eighths in. res
pectively to right of lower right comer of lower pane) and 3 sheet divider crosses. Col. 1 of both panes 
contains the in-fill (as the transfer block fits neither pane)-only subject 'B' being positively identified, 
we are not sure of the arrangement in that column but as 'B' seems to be absent, wonderifitisrepetitively 
ACE reading downwards. 

AZERBAIJAN STAMP FORGERIES 
by Max A. Ayer 
(We acknowledge thanks for permission to reproduce this article, which first appeared in The American 
Philatelist of July 1977, pp 541/2, and to reproduce the forgeries on pp 6 and 1 of central i/lustrations.-Ed. ). 

To my knowledge, no illustrations of the forgeries of the 1921 lithographed stamps of the Aur
baijan Socialist Soviet Republic, 1 to 5,000 rubies, have ever been published. These are said to have 
been printed in Vienna about 1922. 

The purpose of this article is to define the characteristics of these forgeries so that a collector 
may be alerted, as some of the later issues that were surcharged, either by a steel-stamped enumerator 
or by a rubber stamp, could have been placed on the forgery by another forger. 

Some of the double surcharged stamps are high in price and they are rare, making them very 
difficult to obtain. The double surcharged stamps issued in November 1922 lasted but a few months. 

Forgeries were all made from a single original, but in the genuine stamps they were set out in 
groups so there are many differences in one or more of the group. These differences occurred in all of 
the 15 denominations. The colour of ink also varied in many of the sheets. Probably the greatest 
variance occurred in the 5,000 ruble, which was printed on a very light to a very dark green background, 
depending upon the amount of ink that was applied to the greyish newsprint. 
Characteristics of the Forgeries 

1 Ruble: The symbol in the top left-hand tablet should curve upward and inward; nearly touching 
the dots. The dot after the "B" in "PYB" is just above the bottom level, while in the genuine it should 
be above it. In the word "Socialistic," there should be a spot at the right, but it is missing in the forgery . 

2 Rubies: The forgery shows the Turkish letter in the top border in three pieces instead of two. 
In the final letter of the Russian word for "Republic," the "A" bulges as if a sharp object had been stuck 
through it before it was transferred to the stone used in lithographing. 

S Rubies: In the Russian word for "five," the second letter is shaped more like an "R" in the 
forgery. In the Turkish circle, the top symbol touches the circumference and the handle of the sickle 
just touches the inner part of the crescent in the forgery. 

10 Rubies: The forgery shows the serif on the "l" in "10" as almost non-existent. Also in the 
forgery, there is a break in the second top line under the Turkish inscription. The right horn of the 
crescent should be higher and closer to the left horn. 

25 Rubies: In the forgery, both the letters "A" at the beginning and end of the line on the bottom 
(Russian letters) do not touch the line as they do in the genuine stamps. 

SO Rubies: There should be space between the right horn of the crescent and the frame line. The 
right horn also should be slightly thicker at the top. The handle of the sickle does not touch the crescent 
as it does in the genuine stamp. The penultimate letter in the Turkish word on the top line has a dot 
in the genuine stamp, but it is missing in the forgery. 

100 Rubies: There is a diagonal break at the seventh letter of the Russian word for "Republic" 
in the forgery shown. In the genuine stamp, the horns of the crescent touch the inner frame line, but 
they do not in the forgery. 

150 Rubies: The blacksmith on the right has spots over his eyebrows in the genuine, but in the 
forgery they are missing. The last letter, "Turkish," in the top border, has a long top which extends 
on both sides of the uprights in the genuine, but in the forgery the line is short and does not extend to 
the right. 
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250 Rubies: The "KA" of "MARKA" are not joined together at the foot or bottom as shown 
in the forgery. The Turkish symbols on the right are misshaped. 

400 Rubies: The dot is missing after the "PYB" in the lower tablet value on the left of the illus
trated forged stamp. 

500 Rubies: The forgery has a dot missing which is slightly to the right in the penultimate Turkish 
letter in the top inscription of the forgery. 

1,000 Rubies: In all four corners of the forgery, the crescents are almost semi-circles. 
2,000 Rubies: A "tick" at the right of the symbol above the Turkish numerals is missing in the 

forgery. In the value tablet, the Turkish symbol is not correct and is misshaped. 
3,000 Rubies: In the genuine stamp, the "3000" figure is crowded. The left horn of the crescent 

should touch the inner frame line. Also, in the Turkish value tablet, the top symbol should touch the 
rim of the circle. 

5,000 Rubies: The zeroes are smaller, thinner, and not so crowded as they are in the genuine 
stamp. The right horn of the crescent should show space between the tip and the inner frameline. 
The lettering is shaky in the Turkish lettering at the top, as shown in the forgery. This can be seen by the 
three dots under the fifth letter from the right. 

(Note: The errors shown are on all of the forgeries, but because of grit or dirt there can be other 
slight variations. However, these are not common to all of the stamps). 

THE RUSSIAN REFUGEE POST-Part 2 
by J. G. Moyes 

An error in B.J.R.P. 54 needs to be corrected. On page 30, lines 14-15 should read as follows:
"Reference in the P.R.O. files has been found to all of these camps (bar Arno, Scutari, Prinkipo and Proti) 
being open until at least the beginning of April 1921 and in most cases well after this date. 
Opinions at the time of issue 

Bibliography: add-
Philatelic Magazine-June 16th, 1921 
Stamp Collecting-June 18th, 1921 
Scott's Monthly Journal-September, 1921 
Philatelic Magazine-October 9th, 1921 
Stanley Gibbons Monthly Circular-November 1921 

Dealers and collectors in 1921 were more wary of speculations than they are today when non
postal "Stamps" and manufactured covers are openly collected as such. When the Refugee Post sur
charges appeared, dealers and collectors would have asked whether they served a postal purpose. From 
their point of view an inter-camp service might appear to be a system functioning to serve a useful pur
pose, considering that Allied Posts did not offer a comprehensive delivery and collection service at Con
stantinople, and the Turkish Post was at that time not highly regarded by anyone. The scheme could 
have passed as genuine if not enquired into too deeply, more so if marketed after its supposed closure. 
The first record of the existence of the stamps in U.K. was in January 1921. The first indication of how 
they were used seems to have come in April. The first covers were seen as late as October, at least the 
first seen by one of the leading magazines and by implication no one had seen them until then in U.K. 
My gratitude is extended to Mr. Ed Wisewell Jr., of Massachusetts for his help in locating some of these 
references, particularly the S.M.J. of September 1921. 

The Philatelic Press at the time was cautionary. Stanley Gibbons condemned the issue origin
ally, but in November's S.G.M.C., they reversed this, saying "If we have been more hostile to these 
issues than circumstances would now appear to warrant, it is largely with a view to counteracting the very 
inflated statements which have been current concerning them." The cause was the receipt of a letter 
from a British officer in Constantinople who claimed the Russian Post " .... was used and these stamps 
sold to thousands who had no interest at all in philately to frank their letters .... " The bulk of the 
letter consists of an attempted justification as to why the Russian refugees should want to use Russian 
P.O.s and not the British or Turkish system. It finished." .... I can confirm as a fact that the volume of 
ordinary postal business was greater at that time at the Russian PO than at either the British or French 
P.O." 
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The Philatelic Magazine of October 1921 says "It has been claimed in certain quarters that these 
stamps were never used for legitimate postal purposes. This statement we are now in a position to con
travert, as we have lately been shown a large number of letters, postcards, etc., franked entirely with 
stamps of the Russian Army type and posted at Constantinople on vat ious dates in January, March 
and April of this year. They came from a non-philatelic source and were addressed to private indivi
duals in several countries." It finishes "As stated in the Philatelic Magazine for April 21st, the Russian 
Army Post provided the means of communication between the refugee camps at Constantinople, Gallipoli, 
Lemnos, Belgrade, Cattaro, etc." No cover became available to the press then until several months 
after the supposed closure of the Post, while information on the system appeared. at quite a late date, 
after the appearance of the dubious ornamental surcharges. The same Journal on June 16th had. pub
lished· a report from a Bright and Sons correspondent which said " . . I can vouch for the fact that a 
minimum of 300 letters a d.ay for six weeks was franked by this issue." The correspondent had been to 
the Russian Embassy of Wrangel's government in exile where he was told that this issue was originally 
for the Army only but owing to need its use became general ! This does not conform to the historical 
evidence from Part One of this article where it was seen that, where the greatest need existed, no post 
claims to have operated. I stick to my argument from Part One that, if Wrangel's government had full 
knowledge of the Post, it could not have been a legitimate scheme unless it was for those who needed it. 
If they had full knowledge of it as it did operate, or purports to have operated, then it was only a fund
raising scheme. 

"Stamp Collecting" had written to the head of the Russian Post on January 17th, 1921 when they 
first heard of the issue. They could not publish a reply until July 18th, when they were told that the 
stamps were issued in December 1920 for circulation between the camps of the troops and. refugees and 
that after printing the "cliches" were destroyed.. The Jetter does not mention the operation of a postal 
system. 

The following comes from a letter written by Mr. Y. Souren to Scott and Co., and. published . 
in Scott's Monthly Journal of September 1921 : "At this time Wrangel's Council of Ministers decided. that 
they would help as much as they were able, and concluded to establish connections between the different 
camps, and to keep a special staff of couriers, whose duty it was to carry letters for the refugees (military 
or civil) from camp to camp. Immediately afterward they established Post Offices in the different 
camps, with postmasters under whom were a few clerks and letter carriers or couriers." Souren goes 
on to tell us that non-refugees could also use the Post and send letters to the camps, but they had to 
pay in Turkish currency, "Immediately many dealers and. collectors hastened to the Russian P.O.s to 
secure stamps for their collections or for sale. Sometimes there were so many 'Philatelists' in line that 
regular fights occurred between the collectors anxious to secure stamps." 

The P.R.O. files say that the French considered their obligation to the refugees ended on January 
31st, 1921. Souren tells us that the French withdrawal of recognition, the only recognition of the Wrangel 
government amongst the Major Powers, meant that the government was no longer permitted to keep 
official P.O.'s open, but seeing the profit to be made the head of the post approached him, Souren, with 
the proposition of buying Russian stamps from him and making a new surcharge. Souren wanted to 
produce these himself for 5-10% of the end product, but this was not to be. Someone else produced 
them, he says. It seems that they did not sell well at Constantinople, but he tells us that they were sold 
in Paris at a later date. Souren therefore claims that the first issue was legitimate, but the second, the 
ornamentals, cannot be so as the Russian government in exile was no longer recognised and thus had 
no rights to keep P,O.'s open. Although mentioning P.O.'s and a system, Souren offers no first-hand 
knowledge of the working of a new postal scheme. 

How much of this can we accept as the truth? Souren was quite happy to be part of a dubious 
plan to print unnecessary surcharges if he could keep part of the total production. He must have thought 
that there would be a good market for them if he wanted payment in this way. If he had printed them 
himself, as he had wanted to, he would not have exposed the details in this fashion, at least not until he 
had sold his share. Also, Souren must have known the Wrangel Postmaster to have been approached 
by him with such a proposition. The conversation, he relates, took place in the Postmaster's house. 
Rosselevich held the contracts the Postmaster made with Essayan for printing the surcharges, which 
were also for a percentage of the printing. How much did Souren know of the background to the pro
duction of the first surcharges? More than he tells us, apparently. The Wrangel Postmaster was res
ponsible for much of the bad reputation this issue has achieved; a close association with him is not a good 
credential where we are trying to sort truth from fiction. 

In the first part of this article, first hand. evidence of the existence of someone in a camp selling 
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these issues was mentioned, and if one camp sold them others must have too. We can accept that the 
.stamps were placed on sale, but we still need first-hand evidence of a functioning postal system b~tween 
the camps using these stamps, no matter how restricted this system might be. Both the British officer and 
Bright's correspondent mentioned above, refer to the Russian P.O.'s handling a fair volume of mail. 
Against this we must remember the Neratov letter which tells us that the Russians handed over mail to 
the Allies, and vice-versa, for distribution. This mail cannot be franked with Refugee Post surcharges. 
All of it would have passed through the Refugee Aid Bureau. which was the clearing point for refugee 
mail, and would show signs of being handled by other postal systems. A reasonable volume of refugee 
mail must have passed from the camps to the Bureau,just as the two sources above say, but this would not 
have needed to be franked with Wrangel surcharges. 

The Philatelic Magazine and Stanley Gibbons Monthly Circular both refer to there being no 
justification for accepting these issues originally. No information could be obtained, at the time the 
plain surcharges were issued, as to how they were used. Opinions only changed several months later 
after the Post claimed to have closed down. There were enough dealers and collectors in Constantinople 
to have made enquiries in January 1921. We have no evidence from them at that date supporting a 
fully operational postal system, only a condemnation from the philatelic press. 
The Sale of Stamps at Constantinople 

Bright's correspondent, who went to the Russian Embassy, and the "Stamp Collecting"' report, 
signed, apart from by the Postmaster, by the head of the Chancellory, both give us reason for accepting 
that the Russian Government in Exile were fully aware of the issue. Whatever the circumstances sur
rounding the issue of stamps, it seems it was with their sanction. The revenue received from the sale of 
surcharges from the first stones would thus have passed to Wrangel's government (the revenue from the 
sale of "Reprints" from the later stones is another matter entirely). The total sum involved would have 
been small and would. have done little to alleviate the problems of the refugees, but let us hope that the 
money was used for this purpose rather than any other. 

Relations between Wrangel's Government and the Allies were not good. This came to a head 
with the British when information reached Lord Curzon, the Foreign Secretary, that a source of income 
to the Russians had suddenly materialised. A document seen dated September 10th, 1921 notes that a 
Russian representative had paid 300,000 dollars to the Bulgarian government for one year's maintenance 
for 7,000 Cossacks due to be transferred there from Lemnos. The Foreign Office demanded to know 
from what source funds had become available to the Russians to start paying their own way, and that 
this source should. help to keep the refugees in British hands. It was suspected that this money had 
come from the French but this was found to be untrue. Apparently the U.S. Government had placed 
at the disposal of the Kerensky Ambassador at Washington the credits for the sale of war materials 
ordered in the U.S. in 1917. This was also the source of funds for the maintenance of the Washington 
Embassy. 

Wrangel was not co-operative with the Allies. Requests for information from his government 
were rarely answe,ed in a way the Allies wanted. Several answers seen bear no relation to the questions 
posed. Wrangel's major concern in 1921 was political recognition of a non-Red Russian state. A 
representation was made to the League of Nations for this. Apart from this, he indulged. in romantic 
notions such as a planned landing of troops at Vladivostok. Haverbeck mentions this, and says that 
30,000 men were gathered at Lemnos for this purpose. This is totally wrong. The Allies saw to the 
movement of the Army, not Wrangel for his own purpose (see Part One). The plan never got off the 
drawing board and was dismissed by the British government, when intelligence reports reached it about 
the intention, as fanciful scheming. 

Wrangel and his government wanted to go their own way, therefore, without interference. They 
themselves did not inform the Allies of the money from the U.S.A. The transfer of the 7,000 incident
ally caused considerable annoyance to the Bulgarians. When they first arrived, they were not allowed 
to disembark. Much documentation has been seen on this, but from an unrelated report it turns out 
that the French were responsible with Wrangel for arrangements over the transfer. Anglo-French 
politics were not cordial at this time, and co-operation with France was as difficult as co-operation with 
Wrangel. The Bulgarians did not want these men. 

It can be seen that the British government was not always the first to know of any fresh develop
ments. There are three reasons for this, apart from the Russians desire to go their own way. Firstly, 
the Red Cross units dealt with relief work, with the Allies providing the funds; the Allies did not take 
direct control of relief operations. Secondly, the Refugee Aid Bureau, financed. by the British, was run 
by Russians without interference; Lord Curzon wanted. as little to do with the refugees as possible. 
Thirdly, the Russian Government in Exile was not recognised by the British. 
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For these reasons there is every possibility that, if the Russians sold the stamps to raise funds for 
themselves, then the Allies may not have known, or more likely concerned themselves if they did know. 
After all, the sum involved would have been negligible in terms of Allied aid, and postage stamps for 
collectors would have been considered a subject of no importance whatsoever. The Russians did have 
the right under the Capitulations to keep post offices open, it must be remembered, as long as the French 
Government still recognized them, and this gave them the legal right to issue their own postage stamps. 
I find it hard to believe that the stamps would have passed unnoticed, although the tone of the note deal
ing with U.S. funds implies that this money was the first notification the British had of any source of 
income to the Russians, and this in September 1921. 

The Capitulations had been ended by Turkey in 1914, but the Treaty of Sevres restored them on 
lJth August, 1920. A Russian government had a right to Post Offices on Turkish soil as long as recognit
ion by an Allied. power continued. (which it had, by France, until the end of January, 1921). Wrangel's 
Government can be said to have had the right to open offices in the refugee camps in Turkey. Outside 
Turkey, such offices would have been a matter of negotiation with the country in question, and are most 
unlikely to have been allowed. It seem~ improbable that stamps would have been on legitimate sale 
except in the Turkish camps, and then only for a short time, i.e. January, 1921. Evidence of the salt 
of stamps in one camp was offered in Part One and if in one camp then surely in the other Constantinople 
camps. Rosselevich produced the following list from the Postmaster's papers of where stamps were 
sent; Belgrade, Gallipoli, Lemnos, Bemadotte, Khalki I, Khalki II, Tuzla I, Tuzla II, Chatalosa, Can
robert, Lann, Selirnie, Buyuk-Dere, Terapia and the Pera office. We cannot accept this list as a matter 
of course, as much of the information Rosselevich had was, by his own admission, prepared by the Post
master for propaganda purposes. He tells us that a large quantity sent to Belgrade went to Paris even
tually, while very few stamps were sent to Lemnos. Belgrade and Lemnos are the two non-Turkish 
camps on the list, remembering that Belgrade was not actually a camp but the centre for refugee aid in 
Serbia. The legitimate sale of the stamps is, I feel, of some importance. Anyone, anywhere, can print 
"stamps" and sell them. If the Refugee Post surcharges are to be taken seriously then a case for legitim
ate sale must be put forward. For the mi>nth of January, 1921 I suggest that the Russians did have the 
right to issue stamps, but failed to provide a postal system within which to use them. These issues need 
not therefore be universally condemned; criticised for what they are most certainly, but not totally con-
demned. · 

The sale of stamps in the camps woulc!. not have amounted to much. The main sales would have 
been at the Wrangel Pera office. It was argued earlier that this office and the Aid Bureau had to be the 
the same if any genuine postal system existed. As the facts point to no genuine system operating, this 
equality need no longer apply but I think it still does. The similarity of the Pera mark to the original 
Bureau cachet, size, shape and wording "Russian Post Constantinople," and the use of the seal cancel, 
surely another Bureau cachet, point to the Pera mark being itself a Bureau cachet or a cancel copied from 
one. The existence of unaddressed covers with the Pera cancel, and others addressed but with no 
arrival cancels, items which make no pretence of being anything other than philatelic souvenirs, so differ
ent from the manufactured covers, points to the Pera cancel (or cachet) being used where the stamps 
were sold, cancelling the stamps on cover for those who wanted them. If the Pera mark is a Bureau 
cachet then stamps were sold at the Bureau, and equally if stamps were sold at the Bureau then the Pera 
cancel must be a Bureau cachet. 

I have seen a breakdown of the Bureau's expenses for October-December, 1920; there is no indic
ation of any new postal system, projected or established. Refugee mail was, and continued to be, handled 
by the Bureau in co-operation with the Allied P.O. 's at Constantinople. The accounts were expenses, 
not income. No discrepancies would have been noted. (no mention of them is made any way) when the 
accounts were audited, as the bill was paid, albeit grudgingly. 

A few words should be added about the Bureau. It was a joint British-Russian affair established 
at Constantinople in May, 1920 to cater for the welfare of the refugees from the early evacuation. It 
was the natural successor to the co-operative committee set up to vet the applicants for the early evacu
ation. The British paid the bills but the work was done by Russians. I cannot find, unfortunately, 
the address in the P.R.O. files. The Wrangel Pera Office, however, according to previous writers on this 
.issue, was at 27 Rue Saguize Agach, which, Tchilinghirian and Stephen ("Used Abroad," Part One) 
tell us, was the Consular office handling mail in Constantinople up to 1868. Presumably, when the 
ROPIT offices took over, this office went back to other Consular duties. As the Bureau was set up 
while fighting continued in South Russia, it is likely to have used one of the Consular offices attached 
to the Embassy, as it was an organisation run by Russians, to help refugees who had already left Russia 
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and were in camps at Constantinople and elsewhere. The Bureau handled refugee mail, including mail 
from the Crimea addressed to refugees who had left. It held lists of who was where and and was the 
centre for refugee problems. If the pretence of a new postal system did not centre on the existing body 
for refugee mail, it would have looked very odd to potential purchasers of stamps. 

To summarise this survey of how the stamps were sold, the hypothesis that the Aid Bureau was the 
centre point of operations looks acceptable. The bulk of sales according to Rosselevich were at the 
"Wrangel Pera office." This had to be somewhere where the residents of Constantinople and the refugees 
knew mail was handled, to give the stamps some credibility. It had to have official sanction from the 
Russian Government in Exile and therefore needed to be in some established refugee centre. It had to 
be a centre which had some concern and some dealing with refugees. The Refugee Aid Bureau fits all 
these criteria, and its cachets appear to be the source of the Wrangel Post cancels. The greatest number 
of sales would have been from here, and a few more from each camp which received supplies. 
The Surcharges 

Each of the values will be dealt with individually, in an attempt to distinguish the order of printing 
of each setting and to offer guide links to sorting out the respective printings of stamps when found as 
singles. Some comments are necessary first on the method of production. 

The printing method is of paramount importance with these issues. The recurrent groups of 
identifiable transfer subjects and their flaws, the nature of the transfer flaws, the flat surface with no sign 
of indentation of the surface, all point to lithography. Opinion still varies on this but I firmly come down 
on the side of lithography. The different forms that this can take complicate the matter somewhat. 
The opinions below are based on the appearance of the surcharges and the apparent method of laying 
down the printing stones. I have sought the help of a professional printer, but he could not draw 
definite conclusions although noting that certain features strongly indicate certain procedures. 

Modern day photo-lithography is far removed from processes of even twenty years ago, in the 
preparation of the plates and the speed of working. Metal plates have long superceded sandstone, 
except for high quality, short run art work. When the original Refugee Post surcharges were produced 
in 1920-1 the use of metal plates was well established partly through cost, for the large scale printer, 
but also through the convenience as metal plates could be bent into cylindrical form, resulting in speed, 
this being the revolutionary step in lithography. Naturally, anyone printing in a big way was following 
this, but the work required new techniques in preparation, and large capital outlay. The smaller m:tn, 
with limited resources and a reluctance to learn new techniques, was still using the old established method 
on sandstone blocks and more primitive machinery. If this was so in the U.K., as I am told it was, then 
it would be particularly more so in a backward country such as Turkey before Ataturk. Old litho stones 
<:an be used many times over; the etching in of the design is very slight and the cleaning off of a design 
only reduces the thickness by a small fraction of an inch. As these stones vary from two to four inches 
in thickness, this process can be repeated m1ny times without additional expenditure on new stones. 
The standard. of production of the Refugee Post surcharges is low and the workmanship poor-it is 
not the work of a quality printer. The method of laying down the impressions, discussed below, appears 
to show a series of hand transfers. This could only be, in the form they were made, standstone. Rossel
vich says that the perpetrator of the system took portions of broken litho stones with him to Europe 
from Constantinople. Although agreeing with Kethro and Baillie that carrying large heavy chunks of 
stone around in one's personal baggage is unlikely, the mention of sandstone in "Mr. X's" papers is 
significant, and fits the evidence of the production of the surcharges, and looks acceptable as the printing 
medium. 

Lithography can be direct stone to paper, or offset. Offset gives accuracy in register, facility in 
operation, and even pressure throughout the design, a cleaner result, a very flat effect and a duller colour, 
than direct stone to paper. The original settings show the opposite of some of the above, in particular 
the pressure. It is very noticeable on some sheets that one side prints lighter than the other. Also, the 
occasional sheet shows overinking giving a raised effect. 

Offset was well established in 1920 but required more sophisticated equipment, and the original 
settings do not appear to emanate from such. There is no improvement in the second settings in quality. 
The general impression is of duller colour, possibly due to the variable standard of ink used, but it could 
be a pointer to offset. This is unlikely, though, as the numerous non-constant flaws of spots of ink and 
smudging here and there are not indicative of offset, while uneven pressure can still be noticed on the 
stamps in sheets. 

The different settings of each value show the same identifiable transfer subjects and therefore 
the second set were in some way prepared from something that produced the originals. This could only 
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be from the original transfer units, some part of the original stones, or from further units made from 
either. I believe we can ignore the possibility of the forged stones being prepared by any photographic 
means from examples of surcharged stamps, as we know the original perpetrators of the issue were 
responsible for both groups and were thus in possession of the original transfer units, etc. 

The original plain surcharges were prepared in Constantinople by one man, in one place, at the 
same time, and, it seems, legitimately. The method of laying down the stones should thus be consistent 
for all values. The forgeries or "reprints" were macl.e at an unknown date, not all necessarily at the 
same time, at either Paris, Constantinople or both, with whatever remnants from the originals that were 
at hand, and were produced surreptitiously. Apart from the restriction of available transfer subjects, 
consistency in the production of these new stones is by no means assured. For the plain surcharges we 
have at least one setting for each value produced from joined transfer units and this consistency in pro
duction should give us a logical way of sorting out some settings as being the first before examining them 
for indications of progressive flaws. These are the regular I ,0OORand Kethro and Ashford's first setting 
of the large 10,000R. 

We can be confident that the respective transfer units were prepared from single impressions for 
each value, used repeatedly to produce the desired size of unit, as the designs are unworn on all sub
types and there are no duplicated alignments. These single impressions could have been anything, but 
were probably designs drawn on to sandstone. Whatever they were, four or five impressions, depending 
on the value, were taken to form the transfer units. These were all horizontal runs on the first set of 
stones, and the units surely sandstone sections. For the plain surcharges the designs would be com
plete, but part of the ornamental surcharges was not and the transfer unit was completed by hand. 

The modern method of transferring the subjects by photographic or other mechanised means 
gives good alignment. We do not have good alignment of impressions with each other on these sur
charges. The occasional instance on the finished stones of split transfers of joined units, indicates that 
the subjects were transferred by hand. Transfers could be taken stone to stone or on paper. Paper 
was the established method for convenience. Certain single transfers on the 10,000R and 20,000R 
large plain surcharges would not be feasible stone to stone, whereas paper transfers cut to required units, 
or single transfers on paper from joined units allow this easily. 

To summarise, the likelihood is that the original surcharges were prepared from transfer stones 
on paper and the finished stones used to print the surcharges direct to paper. This gives the transfer 
units and the finished stones both in reverse. To produce the forged or "reprint" stones, either or both 
could be used without a change in the method of preparation. If the original transfer units were avail
able these would obviously be preferable but Rosselevich tells us that parts of the original finished stones 
were used. It will be seen with each surcharge that, although at times the same transfer units were pro
bably used, at others they were not. It can only be concluded that whatever was available was used. 

It must be remembered that for part of the original stones to be used to provide the transfer sub
jects, a part showing all the transfer subtypes would be needed for these to be seen again on the . new 
stones. Also if we set an equal number of each subtype on the new settings we must expect an equal 
number of each to be on whatever part of the old stone was used in such circumstances. Probability is 
very much against this being achieved by random use. It is also unlikely that any part of the stone thus 
used was deliberately severed to obtain examples of each of the subtypes in case future philatelists spotted 
the difference. Even if this was done, more care would have been taken to lay down the new stones in 
exactly the same order as the originals. 

As the same people were responsible for both sets of stones, we should expect some similarity 
in the construction of both. Both groups are lithographed, and both made from the same identifiable 
subtypes. The alignment of the impressions with each other improves slightly on the "reprint" stones, 
but the impressions sometimes appear to have a thinner look to them. This could be caused by wear 
on a badly prepared stone, with the designs not properly fixed with acid. If the new stones were pre
pared from impressions which had already seen a fair amount of use, some retouching would have been 
necessary to whatever was used as transfer unit. Any break up of the impression on the first stones 
would not be uniform so this thinness would not be from the use the surcharge stones had seen, but 
must be from the reprint stones themselves. The improved alignment would not be achieved by direct 
stone to stone transfers, pointing to paper transfers again, from a transfer unit, itself in reverse, as the 
possible means of producing the new stones were both in reverse. 

Rosselevich says that the broken stones used to construct the new stones were used to manu
facture fresh surcharges before being employed as transfer subjects for the "reprints." Producing such 
surcharges by hand. from small units could be time consuming and awkward; it would result in flaws 
possibly appearing which are not seen on the first settings in sheets. Such flaws do exist on the -transfer 
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units of the reprint stones but are just as likely as not to have been caused by misuse, retouching of 
the preparation of the units ready for laying down the new stones. If the means of producing stones of 
sheet size were available then full stones would have been made. Smaller units could only be a stop gap 
measure, or perhaps a means of surcharging stamps not available in sheets, or for "intentional · errors." 
Even so, it is worth looking for examples of second setting flaws not seen on the first stones, laid out in 
multiples as per the first setting. I only have one example, on a strip of 5,000R, which, due to the 
identical lay out of the subtypes on both stones, may only be a non constant flaw in printing, and thus 
not an example of it. As Rosselevich mentions the possibility as a fact, we must bear it in mind. 

I propose to deal with each surcharge in turn but not in order of value. The reason for this is 
that the plain surcharge second stones fall into two specific groups. Firstly the 1,000R and large 1 0,0O0R, 
secondly, the 5,000R and large 20,000R. The first group has been made from individual transfers 
to the stone, the second by transfers from joined units. 

None of the second stone surcharges can have a legitimate status; they could not have been pro
duced to serve a postal purpose. It is doubtful whether the first stones can either, although they can be 
compared with many similar examples in the Russian field from the time of the Civil War which are 
accepted by collectors notwithstanding their status. The stamps may well have been prepared with the 
intention of starting a postal system which it was found could not be run profitably or comprehensively, 
and if so they have some standing, but the second stones were for private profit only and thus have none. 
lf the Refugee Post surcharges have any legitimate claim to acceptance by collectors, therefore, I believe 
that all second stone productions must be rejected as forgeries. Recognising them is the problem! 
The 5,000R Surcharge 

This surcharge is claimed to be for the original letter rate and then, with the supposed change 
in rates in January, 1921, the postcard rate. It is seen on postcards and envelopes as much as any of 
the surcharges. 

The only known lay-out of the subtypes is 1-2-3-4-5 repeated twenty times throughout the sheet 
on each horizontal row. Details are given by Kethro and Ashford: their illustrations Figs. 9-13 are 
reproduced (with thanks to Mr. Ashford.-Ed) on p. 8 of central illustrations-see also B.J.R.P 16, 
p. 466. Examination of complete sheets shows that two separate surcharge stones existed, both show
ing the same layout. The alignment of impressions on every horizontal row is identical throughout 
both stones; the vertical alignment varies from pane to pane on the same stone, and each stone differ
•ently. Therefore no multiple transfer unit of more than one line of impressions was used, and the 5,000R. 
transfer unit on both stones was thus a horizontal line comprising the five subtypes. As the alignment 
and spacing of both transfer units is identical, the only way of telling them apart is by the transfer flaws. 

To find out which stone is the original we must look for constant flaws which occur throughout 
the stone on each subtype and compare them with the same flaws on the other stone. Constant flaws 
on individual impressions are of no use, for this purpose as we need to ascertain which flaws are on the 
transfer units used for each of the stones. As with all the plain surcharges, as each stone for each value 
·shows the same types, the second must have been produced from the first, either from the same transfer 
unit or part of the finished stone, or from any new unit made from either. We have two immediately 
obvious flaws: 

Firstly, the dot under the line under RUBLEI on subtype 5 (see B.J.R.P. 16 p. 466). This is 
seen throughout one stone, hereafter referred to as Stone A, on all panes. On the other stone, here
after referred to as Stone B, we find this clearly on pane one (top left of printed sheet), faintly on pane 
three (bottom left), and disappearing on panes four and two. It will be seen later that, on the l,OOOR. 
surcharge (which is the other surcharge prepared for use on the kopeck value sheets and for which the 
method of production should be identical therefore) pane two appears to be the last to be transferred, 
while on other values it will be seen that the top left of the sheet (thus top right of the stone) was laid 
down first, then bottom left. With the same person producing all the stones, it is likely that whatever 
order was used was consistent. On Stone B this dot should thus have been present on the transfer unit 
at the start and gradually it has disappeared with each fresh transfer to the stone, rather than it has 
developed during the course of production of the stone. We can immediately say that if the same transfer 
unit or new unit made from it has been used to prepare the second 5,000R. stone, then Stone A is our 
original printing. 

The second obvious flaw, or flaws rather, are the dots seen over the T of POCHTA in subtypes 
1 and 2. These only occur on Stone B, so if any part of Stone A or its transfer unit was used to lay 
down Stone B, these dots have developed somehow after Stone A had ceased to be used. If any part of 
Stone B, or its transfer unit, were used to prepare Stone A, these dots have been removed and we know 
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that somewhere the unit, whatever form it took, was cleaned and/or retouched. Bearing this in mind,. 
we can have a comparison between the Kethro and Ashford flaws as seen on both stones, and then con-· 
sider some new flaws which they do not mention. 

Type Flaw Stone A Stone B 
Subtype 1 Dot over T of POCHT A 

Dot in A of ARMII 
Protrusion in last O of 5,000 

No dot 
Faint or absent 
Clear and large 

Dot present 
Often clear 
Unclear but 
able 

still notice-

Subtype 2 

Subtype 3 

Subtype 4 

Dot over T of POCHTA 
Protrusion on U of RUSSKOI 
Dot in O of POCHTA 

Dot between P and 0 

No dot 
A dot 
Clear and solid 

Often lighter colour 
than rest of surcharge 
On all four panes 

Dot present 
A dot, sometimes joined 
Smaller, unclear but still 
visible 
More solid 

Subtype 5 Dot under line under RUBLEI On panes l and 3, not 
on 2 and 4 where it 
fades away. 

There are five new flaws (seep. 9 of central illustrations) which must be considered. These are: 
(1) On subtype 1, on the line under RUBLEI, there is a break near the fourth letter on Stone A. 

On Stone B this shows as a weakness in the line, but occasionally as a break. Where this 
line is intact on B it can be seen that where the break should be there is a very ·thin line 
of join, which looks like a hand retouch. If this were a retouch to the transfer unit it 
should be more thorough. However, the absence of any other retouching on the transfer 
unit for B makes any such hand repair unlikely. It was probably a piece of grit, dust or 
hair sticking to the unit at this point. Returning to Stone A, the left side of the sheet (the 
right of the stone) shows this more clearly than the right (left of the stone), probably through 
poor cleaning of the transfer unit between pulls. This extra evidence of the left of the 
sheet being laid down first gives a clear picture of the state of the transfer unit at the start 
of work on Stone A. It must have shown a break and would not have been the same unit 
that had already laid down Stone B, nor a unit made from it, nor part of Stone B or a unit 
made from that, unless various retouches had been made, which for the break in question 
had caused a flaw rather than repaired it. 

(2) On subtype 3, on the pair of lines under ARMII, Stone A varies on the second line between 
weakness and a break by the right stroke of the third letter. Stone B shows this as a con
stant break, and thus on the transfer unit at start of work. 

(3) Also on subtype 3, a dot similar to the dot over T of POCHTA on subtype 2 of Stone B, 
but very much fainter and smaller is sometimes seen on Stone A on panes 2, 3 and 4. It 
is not seen on Stone A pane 1 and so was not on the transfer unit for A at the start of work. 
This has developed with several pulls and become a transfer flaw; it is seen on various 
impressions on all panes of Stone B, but still faint, and was therefore on the transfer unit 
at the start of work on B. 

(4) On subtype 5, on the line under RUBLEI, Stone B shows a constant break by the third 
letter. This is not seen on Stone A nor is there any indication of a repair to the line which 
is intact throughout. 

(5) On subtype 5, on the pair oflines under ARMII, Stone A on the first line shows a constant 
break at the left and occasional weakness at the right. Stone B shows both these as con
stant breaks in the line. 

Comparing each of the flaws we have on Stone A individually with Stone B it becomes apparent 
that Stone A is the original. There is no reason for thinking that the transfer unit of Stone B has under
gone extensive retouching. New flaws 2 and 4 indicate that very little if any retouching has taken place. 
The transfer unit for Stone B is either the same unit as was used for A, part of Stone A, or a new unit 
made from either. Without knowing the state of Stone A at the end of its life, for this we would need 
the very last batch of sheets printed, we can only look at Stone A to see if any run of five horizontal 
impressions from it shows consistency with all or most of the features of Stone B. Nothing I have seen 
does so. The original stone would have seen much more service than the transfer unit, of course, which 
would only have been used for twenty pulls. The transfer unit of A was also used for the preparation 
of the small plain 10,000R. surcharge transfer unit, but this unit does not show the features of Stone B, 
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so this additional usage has not caused the transformation. The absence of obvious retouching on the 
Stone B transfer unit points then to the re-use of the Stone A transfer unit rather than part of Stone A 
(i.e. a run of five horizontal impressions, as the alignment precludes larger unit). New flaws have devel
oped on it however, apart from the development of other flaws seen on Stone A. This could have come 
about through carelessness in preparing the unit for laying down Stone B, and would be a simple and 
convenient answer. But two alternatives come to mind. If, as Rosselevich said, parts of the broken 
stones were used to produce surcharges, then why not the transfer units also if they were available? It 
seems either broken stones or transfer units would create nothing but extra work; I find it hard to accept 
it. If the means of producing full stones were at hand, full stones would have been made; time would 
not have been wasted on hand transfers from small units, unless some at present unseen circumstance 
dictated it. The second alternative is the possible existence of a third setting between the two we have 
and with the identical layout of the subtypes. Third settings do exist for the large 10,000R. and 10,000R. 
ornamental. If laid down with the same transfer unit as the known two settings, this would give an 
opportunity in twenty fresh pulls to the stone for the flaws to develop more towards the state we see 
them on Stone B. No material seen bears this out, though. 

While the existence of a third stone remains conjecture, we can use the known flaws to sort out 
·surcharges found in singles or small multiples into Stone A or B. Only A can be accepted as a legitimate 
issue within the terms of reference discussed before. The second stone would have been produced at 
a later date for private gain. A good proportion of 5,000R. surcharges can be correctly allocated using 
all the flaws. As a general guide, Stone A shows a more solid, thicker appearance, while Stone B is 
often seen as a drier print with parts of the design patchy and unclear. Surcharges showing indistin
guishable subtype flaws are far less numerous than on other values, and then are usually due to under
inking which from multiples seen, are invariably from Stone B. 

A very clear type with no subtype flaws exists. This can be found with the Postmaster's guarantee. 
lt is sometimes seen as an inverted surcharge. Other values have similar types. They look genuine, 
but cannot be from the stone used for surcharging complete sheets. These are only ever seen as singles, 
but they may be from a multiple unit. The genuine impressions were available to the man in question 
so why should these types exist? The first explanation could be that these types were now impressions, 
and thus forgeries, made for some purpose! The second explanation could be that these are not new 
impressions at all but the original single impressions (or a new unit made from the same) used to lay 
down the transfer units for the original stones. These would not show subtype flaws, of course. The 
flaws are on the transfer units, caused by the process of laying down the unit. This argument explains 
the existence of these clear types and is therefore preferable to the alternative which presumes their manu
facture for some devious purpose, but it does not explain the reason for their use on adhesives. 

The RUSSKII "error" on the 15k. and 20k. must be a forgery, and a forgery of this forgery exists. 
The style of lettering is wrong and the spelling is a grammatical mistake no Russian would make. Unfor
tunately the "error" is known on cover. The 15k. exists cancelled with the Pera intaglio seal addressed 
to Gallipoli, and on another cover from Lemnos to Pera. The 20k. is known from Khalki 2 to Pera. 
Its use with the cancels implies it was made by the perpetrators of the system as a special item. All 
so called "errors" on this value and others are manufactured items. Partially missing designs, e.g. the 
value, and pairs, one without surcharge (except on the 5 x 8 rouble sheets-these are dealt with later) 
were caused by erasing designs from the stones. Double impressions are the result of sending the sheet 
through the press for a second helping (or could these have received their second surcharge from an 
individual unit?). Far too many inverts exist for these to be accidental feeding of the sheets the wrong 
way round. 

Apart from the perpetrators of the issue, others have brought out their own forgeries. Those 
seen all have the second stroke of P of POCHTA shortened, the O from the same word on a level at the 
bottom with the other letters instead of being raised, and the U of RUBLE! has the bottom stroke on 
the horizontal instead of rising sharply; this letter on the forgeries can be found with and without a ball 
at the end of the stroke. 

The 5,000R. surcharge stones were prepared for use on the 1909 Arms type kopek sheets of one 
hundred impressions in four panes of twenty-five. The stones were however also used on the Denikin 
kopek values; the Denikin sheets were not of the same format (although the panes were still 25) and their 
use must be discussed here. 

Dr. Ceresa has kindly supplied the following information. The sheets of the Denikin kopek values 
exist in four panes of 25 side by side, forming a strip. Some sheets seen indicate that a second run origin
ally existed so the printing stone was at least of 200 impressions. Comparing the inscriptions on the stone 
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which are sometimes inverted, there is a possibility of the stone being of 300, three rows of four panes of 
25 with an inscription at top and bottom (or, more likely, 400-see Mr. Baillie's article following this) .. 
Rayhack in Rossica 83 suggests 400. However it seems that more than one stone exists, at least for the 
70 kop. value for which there is an entrepreneur tete-beche recorded, and there may only be one imprint 
on each (normal on one, inverted on the other). 

The only large multiple seen on Refugee Post surcharge on the Denikin issue has been two hori
zontal panes of the 70k. The surcharge is the top of Stone A. Although the full selvedge is present at 
the bottom and at the right, including a part inscription, there is no indication of any surcharges on it,. 
which means the bottom half of the surcharge stone was covered. 

The original run of four panes would have to be severed into two for surcharging, otherwise there 
would be much inconvenience with the overhanging part of the sheet. If the only sheets available were 
the post office issue of strips of 4 x 25, then all the surcharges on kopek value Denikin issue would be on 
multiples of fifty at a time, and if the original sheets were of 300 then problems would arise in aligning 
the multiples of fifty with the surcharge stone (equally if the sheets were of 200). The top strip would have 
a wide selvedge at the top just as the bottom strip would have at the bottom; a central strip would have 
no selvedge to speak of. The two-pane block of 70k. seen shows an addition to the surcharge stone to 
assist the alignment. The bottom right hand. corner surcharge has a guide line added, to the right. 
13mm. long. There is also a guide dot added 21mm. to the right of the base of the final stamp in hori
zontal row 2. Neither the dot nor the line has been seen on any other Stone A sheets examined. The 
guide line would be useful in aligning the sheets of Arms type, so if it was on the stone when these were 
surcharged there would have been no reason for removing it. This indicates, making allowance for 
limited material seen, that the 1909 sheets were surcharged first and then the Denikins. It would there
fore be to the Denikins that we must look for the state of Stone A at the end of its life should Rossele
vich be correct about the re-use of broken stones, and to the Arms type sheets that we must look for 
the state of the Stone A transfer unit as these will show the stone in a less worn state. Available material 
has dictated that Arms type sheets be studied rather than Denikins and as these would give a truer picture 
of the transfer unit, from the above observations, the extent of the transfer flaws noted earlier would be 
the nearest indication we can obtain of how it appeared at the start of work. 
The Small 10,000R. Plain Surcharge 

I have yet to see a complete sheet of this surcharge, and multiples of any size seem particularly 
elusive. The few connected pieces seen show no variations of Kethro and Ashford's five subtypes repeated 
for each horizontal row. On comparable pieces no variation has been seen in vertical alignment or any 
variation in the subtype flaws. As far as it is possible to say at the moment, we only have one setting 
which makes this surcharge unique. We have at least two settings for all other surcharges and a second 
of the small 1 0,OOOR. plain may well come to light eventually; ther~ is, however, good reason for thinking 
it may not. Apparently the small format Savings Bank stamps which received this surcharge were not 
readily available in sheets in the West until the remainders were sold off by the Soviet authorities in the 
1930's. The fourth basic stamp seen with this value is the 70k. Denikin, but it is improbable that this 
was a value available for sale at Constantinople. Rosselevich gives quantities from the Postmaster's 
papers of how many of each basic stamp received which surcharge; the Denikin with this surcharge was 
not mentioned. If these lists were prepared for the benefit of dealers, the stamp should have been included. 
The stamp is scarce, and quantities printed must be small. This surcharge on the Savings Bank values 
is not as common as other values, which indicates a smaller printing and, most likely, only one surcharge 
stone so that a second does not exist. 

The transfer unit for the small I O,OOOR. was prepared from the transfer unit of the Stone A 5,000R. 
The value was omitted and the new value 10,000 added to each of the five impressions. The subtype 
flaws (the Kethro and Ashford illustrations, Figs. 14-18 are reproduced on p. 8 of central illustrations) 
are thus basically the same as the 5,000R. first stone. This new transfer unit would then have laid down 
the stone of l 00 impressions, five at a time from twenty pulls. Little can be added to this as we do not 
have a second setting to distinguish from the first. We can accept that the stone was made and used 
in Constantinople, and that genuine surcharges are an original printing. What is hard to understand 
is the need for a second 10,000R. surcharge when we already have the larger version for the rouble values. 
As it is unlikely that any surcharges were needed, the most probable explanation is that it was produced 
as an extra item for collectors. 

Forgeries of this surcharge are easily spotted. The first letter of POCHTA is too tall and thin, 
while the second letter has a conspicuous dot to the north east, and the last letter has the central bar too 
high. The second O of 10,000 is smaller than the other. On the second letter of RUBLEI the down 
stroke does not turn up at the bottom at the left. 
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The 20,000R. Plain Surcharge 
· This value is claimed to have been the registered double letter rate! With the supposecl. ch1.nge 

in rates it became the registered normal letter rate, we are told. Registration cachets of the Refugee 
Post do exist but are rare and their status must be questionable. Those known are from the Pera office 
except that our editor, Mr. Baillie records a cover in BJRP 52 from Belgrade with the notation Zakaznoe 
N.321 but no label. Most covers franked at the 20,000R. rate have the French or Russian word for 
"registered" in maunscript but not an accompanying number. While on the subject of cachets added 
to covers, this seems a suitable time to mention another which has been notified by Mr P. T. Ac;hford, 
this is a triple circle, the two outer rings close together and the third a few millimetres less in diameter, 
with the inscription Russian Post Constantinople in the centre, in Russian. This makes the cachet 
identical so far to the Aid Bureau Cachet of pre-November 1920, but the inscription around the inner 
circle reads "Refugee Sanitary Division of the Russian Arniy," As Mr. Ashford points out, this mark 
must have been something to do with disinfection. From its similarity to the Aid Bureau cachet this 
must be another of their marks. 

20,000r. values had no use originally if we accept the rates given by Haverbeck, and as stamps 
would not have been available until January 1921 anyway, should we not argue that this value was printed 
as an afterthought? It was suggested earlier that there may have been every intention of starting a 
system which it was found could not be implemented and that the sale of stamps and the covers developed 
from this as a scheme to raise money. If this hypothesis is correct, it would help explain an unusual 
coincidence from the Rosselevich articles. Amongst the papers he held were lists of which camps received 
-each surcharge. Apart from Pera and Belgrade, only Khalki II, Buyuk-Dere and Terapia received any 
20,000r. plain according to these lists. If we add Chataloja to these three we have the camps which 
had double ring cancels. Only four camps apparently did not receive any l,OOOr. surcharges and these, 
-strangely, were Khalki II, Buyuk-Dere, Terapia and Chataloja. If the Rosselevich papers showed the 
true position we can draw the following conclusions: Firstly, only one distribution of stamps took place 
to those camps that received any and it consisted of whatever was available at the time; secondly that 
the 20,000r. was the last of the plain surcharges printed; thirdly, the camps at Terapia, Khalki II and 
Buyuk-Dere being the only ones receiving any of this value, the 20,000r. was not a value intended to 
-serve much purpose; fourthly, the double ring cancels seem connected with the distribition of this value. 

· The four subtypes which exist on this value were described by Kethro and Ashford-their illus-
trations Figs. 28-31 are reproduced on p. 8 of central illustrations, as are the K. and A. "common char
acteristics" Figs. 24-27. Kethro and Ashforcl. gave only one setting of this value but Kethro and Baillie 
-establ~shed a new setting from a pair showing the subtypes in different order to any position on the known 
arrangement. A recent batch of sheets obtained included one of the 20,000r. which enables the new 
setting to be given in full. All the subtype marks are clear except on the top row but fortunately Mr B. 
Conway has some strips of this setting from the top and bottom of the sheet and has kindly confirmed 
the subtypes be as those given. The Kethro and Ashford setting is also given. 

V I 2 V l I V V 4 4 V 4 4 V 
I 2 3 4 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 I 2 3 

20,000r. Plain Settings: I 2 3 4 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 ·1 2 3 
1 2 3 4 1 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 
1 2 3 4 1 1 2 1 2 3 4 I 2 3 
1 2 3 4 2 3 4 I 2 3 4 I 2 3 
1 2 3 4 2 3 4 I 2 3 4 I 2 3 
V I 2 V 3 4 V V I 2 V 3 4 V 

New Setting K. and A Setting 

Taking Kethro and Ashford's setting first, the alignment of the subtypes with each other and the measure
ment between them shows that the transfer unit was a horizontal four showing the four subtypes. Check
ing the horizontal alignments shows that rows 2-7 were laid down by transfers of the four followed by 
similar transfers of four with the fourth unit cut from the transfer paper and placed singly at the top for 
four pulls and presumably discarded on the other two. The bottom row is another transfer of the four 
cut into two. 

On the new setting, the transfers were not made four at a time. The horizontal alignment of 
all 1-2 pairs apart from the top row is identical as is their measurement. The same applies to all but 
two of the 3-4 pairs. The vertical alignment shows that we have no joined vertical units. Between 
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all 2-3 pairs we find varying alignment and measurement. We either have two transfer units or one 
unit with every transfer of four on paper cut into pairs to aid laying down accurately. Taking the first 
four columns, we find on checking the alignment and spacing that horizontal rows 2-7 have been laid 
down by six 1-2 transfers followed by six 3-4 transfers, with row three subtypes 3-4 transferred singly. 
Row 8 is a 1-2 joined transfer followed by a joined 3-4. The fifth column on horizontal rows 2-7 are 
all individual transfers, while the sixth and seventh columns have joined 3-4 transfers on horizontal rows 
2, 4, 6 and 7 but individual transfers on row 3, and a joined. 1-2 unit on row 5. On the top row all four 
transfers are individual. We thus have thirteen 1-2 transfers and twelve 3-4. No transfers have been 
discarded as they would have been on the Kethro and Ashford setting. 

It is clear that both settings have been laid down right of the stone first (left of the printed. sheet). 
This is as we saw on the 5,000r., and. is what we expect when the same person was responsible for them all. 
Unfortunately, only one sheet has been available of the new setting, so constant flaws on individual 
impressions cannot be identified with certainty. A number of flaws can be seen on each of the subtypes 
thus showing their presence on the transfer unit (or units, should there be two). 

On the new setting the first stamp on row 2 does not show the K and. A flaw on subtype I, the dot 
to the north east of the sixth letter of RUSSKOI. This transfer should be the first to have been laid 
down and if it is constant then it is not on the transfer unit at this stage but has developed on the very next 
transfer. The printing of this whole sheet is so clear that I feel it is most unlikely that it was on the unit 
but failed to print. If another sheet turns up also showing this dot missing we have our first indication 
of the state of the transfer unit at the start of laying down. The first stamps in rows 3-8 all show this 
subtype 1 flaw clearly. On the other side of the sheet, though the dot is less clear it is plainly visible. On 
the top row stamps 1 and 4 have part of the design missing around this spot. On the K. and A. setting 
this dot on the letter is often detached and is always smaller than as seen on the left of the sheet on the 
new setting. 

There are six new flaws (seep. 9 of central illustrations) to consider. These are:-
(1) On subtype 1 on the new setting there is a dot under the first O of 20,000 on most impressions 

except stamps 1 and 4 (not counting blanks) on the top row where there is only a faint 
trace of it, barely visible. 

(2) Another new setting subtype 1 flaw is a dot to the north east of the 2 of 20,000. This is 
not seen on the first stamp of row 2, which should. have been the first laid down, nor on the 
top row. The dot is fainter on the subtype 1 impressions from the centre of the sheet. 
On the top row, positions 3 and 4 show the line of the figure broken at this point, 3 more 
than 4. 

(3) On the new setting, subtype 3 shows a new flaw, a dot under the line beneath RUBLE!. 
This is seen on all impressions but much fainter on the right side of the sheet. 

(4) New setting subtype 4 shows a dot below the second O of 20,000 seen on all impressions 
bar two from the right of the sheet. 

(5) Also on new setting subtype 4 there is a dot to the right of the last letter of RUBLEI. This 
first appears on the 4th stamp of row 5, position 29; it is also seen on 36, 43 and 50, on the 
right of the sheet it is again seen except on 46. A similar dot can be seen on subtype 2 
but much lower. 

(6) Another subtype 4 new setting flaw is a dot in the second S of RUSSKOI which is quite 
clear on positions 8, 15, 22, 29, etc., but becoming fainter all the time. 

A new way of distinguishing the subtypes, and an accurate way in most cases, is to compare (see 
p. 9 of central illustrations) the shape of the second letter of ARMII: 

subtype 1 shows the letter sloping back from the curve giving an angle of more than 90 degrees. 
subtype 2 shows a noticeable swelling on the lower part of the upright. 
subtype 3 has a very distinctive centre to the curved part of the letter, usually seen as a dot 

on the K. and A. setting, in the corner. 
subtype 4 has the lower half of the down stroke making an angle of less than 90 degrees 

with the lower part of the curve. All subtypes show a distinctive centre to the 
curved part of the letter, not just subtype 3. These flaws show on both settings, 
but are much clearer on the new setting, the first and the only legitimate setting. 

On the design of the surcharge itself, the only sign of progressive weakness with successive trans
fers occurs on the line under RUBLEI on subtype 3. This is not seen on the left of the sheet but begins 
on the right and is seen on 10, 17 and 24 with 10 showing weakness the clearest. The Kethro and Ash
ford setting shows this line weak throughout all impressions approximating to the state of the new setting 
transfer unit on its final transfers i.e. those on the right of the sheet. 
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Most of the new flaws have a tendency to fade or disappear with each new transfer in the laying 
down of the stone and thus have disappeared or faded from the transfer units. Returning to the K. and 
A setting, new flaw 1 can be seen very faintly on some impressions while new flaw 2 is constant but faint. 
New flaw 3 is not seen on the K . and A. setting, neither is new flaw 4 or 5. Each of these fades on the 
final transfers of the new setting. New flaw 6 is seen on the K. and A. setting, but faintly. 

The K. and A. flaws for distinguishing the subtypes are present throughout the new setting apart 
from the subtype 1 dot on O of RUSSKOI on position 5, and the spasmodic appearance of the dots by 
the A of POCHTA on subtype 2. In some cases, the new setting shows these flaws more obviously 
than the K. and A. setting, but as with the new flaws they are less obvious on the right of the sheet, in 
other words on the final transfers. 

The new setting transfer unit or units bears no comparison with the K. and A. setting unit, except 
on the final transfers. The break-up of the line under RUBLEI is significant as if the K. and A. unit or a 
part of the K. and A. stone was used to lay down the new setting some re-touching was necessary; there 
is no indication of any. The new flaws fade with successive transfers so the K. and A. unit of stone could 
not have produced these. To appear in the way they are seen on the new settings first transfers. Com
paring all flaws it is apparent that the new setting is the first. 

There are blobs for dots after ARMII on 14, 16, 31, 35 added (as with those encountered on the 
other values) for some purpose and added to the second setting for the same purpose or to make the 
setting look identical to prospective purchasers. My guess is that these were markers added at the 
start of work as a guide to spacing and alignment. 

On the K. and A. setting, which we must now term the second setting, the transfer unit is a joined 
horizontal four so we have the following possibilities for it, discounting any photographic means of 
producing new units. (1) The transfer unit used for the original brought back into use; in this case this 
unit would thus have been a joined four with impressions deliberately transferred in twos. (2) A new 
unit of four made from transfers from the original two parts. (3) Part of the original stone. (4) An 
intermediate unit made from transfers from any of the above; this is a possibility if a third stone exists, 
as yet undiscovered (a third exists for the large plain 10,000r. which was also prepared to surcharge the 
rouble sheets so a third 20,000r. could be found). 

We can discount (3) as no 1-2-3-4 units from the first setting match the alignment of this run on 
the second setting transfer unit. If possibility (1) is correct, I think it likely we would find 1-2-3 or 2-3-4 
joined units occasionally on the original setting to fill gaps on the right of the sheet conveniently. The 
first large 10,000r. stone was also laid down by two units, of two and three impressions. The size of 
unit may have made it practical to do this for the basic large size rouble sheets. Possibility (4) must 
remain conjecture until a new setting emerges, so (2) remains as the most likely means of preparations 
of the second stone. 

It is doubtful if the original two transfer. units were put to further use before laying down the 
second stone, or preparing a new unit for this purpose, as the K. and A. flaws, and those new ones which 
are still seen, still correspond in appearance to the final transfers on the first stone. The steady deterior
ation of these flaws over just a dozen transfers indicates the units were not properly treated to fix the 
design on the stone (if indeed the units were sandstone). If further use was made of these units, they 
would. have needed to be so treated prior to their use. No constant flaws appear on the subtypes of the 
second setting that are not seen on the first. An intermediate stone would probably have produced 
some fresh constant subtype flaws, as would using the transfer units or part of the original stone for 
small hand transfer multiples as implied by Rosselevich. If a third stone exists, I would not think it 
intermediate to the two we have. The transfer unit of the second setting should be a new unit of four 
made from transfers from the original two units, these original units not having been used for any other 
transfers in the intervening period between laying down each stone. 

The sheet sizes need to be considered. The stones for both the large 10,000r. and 20,000r. were 
prepared to surcharge the 7 x 8 sheets of the rouble values which have six blanks. Other sheet sizes were 
used and this leads to some oddities. The laid paper sheets of 5 x 5 were used and these show an extra 
vertical row on each side on the selvedge. The Levant lr. was in 5 x 8 sheets resulting in the pairs some
times seen with one surcharge missing, as the first wove paper lr. used for the 10 piastre surcharge did 
not have blanks. These sheets would have a vertical line of surcharges down both sides of the selvedge 
except in the corners where the blanks would fall. 

The Denikin sheets were in panes of thirty according to Rosselevich in Rossika 58, but in sheets 
of one hundred being two panes of fifty, 10 x 5, according to Rayhack in Rossika 83, on values he could 
find in large multiples (see also Mr. Baillie's article following this). If in thirties there would be sur-
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charges in the selvedge on all sides. If in panes of fifty these would need to be split or else there would 
be three vertical rows without surcharges. Denikins have been seen with surcharges in the vertical 
selvedge bearing out this hypothesis. 

The Romanov Sr. was used, this being in lOxS sheets. The other basic stamps no matter what the 
sheet size, are all the same dimensions. The Romanov Sr is not; from perf. to perf. it is 1 ½mm taller and 
tmm wider. The sheets would need to be split for surcharging, but even on a S x S multiple there would 
still be a displacement of 7 tmm. top to bottom and 2½inm. side to side. The few copies seen all show 
displacement so they were probably surcharged by the stone. This may seem obvious, but no copy I have 
seen can be typed because the basic stamp is engraved. and cannot take up the litho surcharge thoroughly. 
(Note: my copy in Robson Lowe sale 26 Nov., 1968 was possibly subtype 1, and K. and A. recorded 
one "clear" subtype 1.-Ed.). This puts it into the possible forgery category of the type mentioned 
before, but the displacement makes this seem unlikely. On this value Denikins and the laid paper issues, 
where S x S units would be surcharged, no example has been seen of extra surcharges on the top or bottom 
selvedge, only on the sides, nor any example of a blank falling on a stamp. The top and bottom of the 
stone were thus covered. 

The Sr. Romanov surcharge is a very scarce stamp. The weakness of the surcharge because of 
the engraving means it is not possible to say whether it is from the first stone and legitimate, or the second 
and therefore not so. Rosselevitch said it was not listed by the Postmaster iri Constantinople. The 
lists would have been prepared for the dealer's benefit so if it wa'> available for sale originally it should 
have been included. As it was not, it would apµear tha: this was a later production and therefore strictly 
a forgery. Apparently two covers are known but I have a record of only one, Tuzla-Pera, 16-17th Janu
ary 1921. Haverbeck had one on piece, and a used copy off paper is known. Others must exist, 
but if only a few copies were surcharged then not many would have been used on manufactured covers. 
The reason for the scarcity of the stamp would., I think, be the scarcity of the Sr. Romanov in sheets. 
In 1921 this stamp would have retained some value quite unlike the arms type rouble values which were 
available in quantity for next to nothing. 

There are two forgeries seen with the Postmaster's guarantee. The first is K. and A's. very clear 
surcharge with no subtype marks. This type does not have the four distinguishing features (see Figs. 
24-27 from K. and A. on p. 8 of central illustrations) of the genuine surcharge, i.e. the dot in K of 
RUSSKOI, a protrusion at the bottom of the second O of 20,000, a thickening at top right of 
Tof POCHTA, and the change· of angle or thickening of the line below ARMII at the left of the orna
ment. This type can be readily recognised at first glance. The second type however has these four 
features but fails to show the subtype marks. It would be easy to say that this type is from the genuine 
printing and that the impressions simply fail to show the subtype marks, but this type is met too often, 
particuarly on Denikins, and the genuine sheets show the subtype marks clearly. Using the new flaws 
on the second letter of ARMII shown on the illustrations, it can be seen on single impressions that these 
clear types can be typed, which points to the use of the transfer unit cleaned. up for further use. Dots 
have disappeared but not marks attached to the letters. The status of this type must be questionable 
but where it fits into the cycle of events is conjecture. It ought to follow the second setting, which itself 
is not an acceptable printing. 

A third forgery, easily spotted, has the second and third letters of POCHTA almost touching and. 
all lettering too thick. A very similar type exists with smudgy, very shiny ink, and is probably the same 
forgery. This type looks to be typographed. 

The second setting is strictly a forgery although it could be called a reprint from a new stone made 
with the same transfers. I · choose not to call these reprints. Only the original stones can be said to 
have a legitimate status. ·impressions from the first 20,000r. stone can be identified from the new flaws. 
given, in many cases, but do not seem to be common. 

(To be continued in a later BJ RP) 
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DENIKIN ISSUE: WITH AND WITHOUT WRANGEL SURCHARGES 
by Ian L. G. Baillie 

Resolution of the sheet sizes of the Denikin adhesives would clearly be helpful to some of the 
problems which Mr. Moyes poses in the preceding article, and the purpose of the present article is to 
further this end. I do not pretend to know the answers, but the following evidence is, I suggest, relevant. 

Kopek values-Without Surcharge 
I have several 2 x 2 25-pane 100-sheets, all evidently from a 400-plate with individual lO0-sheets 

arranged also 2 x 2, (much as I hold the Arms Type stamps of Russia to be printed), with inverted imprint 
above the top left 100-sheet A, and wandering beams to the right of both right hand 100-sheets B & D. 
The 100-sheets fitting this arrangement in my collection are:-

5 kop: A (no gum stops); B (no gum stops); D (gum stop at foot) 
10 kop: D (gum stop at foot; dot 9mm above and 1mm to right of No. 10) 
15 kop: A (no gum stops: 2 examples; dot 9mm below and 1mm to left of No. 91) 
35 kop: A (no gum stops); D (gum stop at foot; dot as 10 kop D) 
70 kop: A (gum stop at top); D (gum stop at foot; dot as 10 kop D) 

There is also a pair of 15 kop with Nos. 1 and 2 with a dot 9mm above and hnm to left of No. 1 (pre
sumably C), and a 25-pane with a dot 8mm to right and 1mm above the top right stamp (by elimination 
and analogy, also C?). There is also a block of 4 from lower left corner of a pane with a large dot 8mm 
to left and Imm below the lower left stamp (see below!). 

Kopek values-With Surcharge 
As Mr. Moyes states (op.cit.), multiples are difficult to find; I have:-

(a) 500r/10 kop. 4-block, subtypes 4 and 5, with selvedge above, showing a hair line(? plate 
surface crack) running about 20 degrees up to right above col. 4 in selvedge. This 
crack is not on my limited unsurcharged material. The surcharge is Moyes' 'stone B' 
and shows the 'large dot' variety in Row 2 (No. 19, not No. 69 and thus from the upper 
half of the surcharge plate). 

(h) 5000r/15 kop. 25-pane, with small margins all round, showing a hair line(? plate sur
face crack) running about 45 degrees up to right from below the middle of row 4 in 
left selvedge to a little above the top left corner of the top right stamp-the line is not 
quite straight. There is a hollow dot 5mm to left of centre of row 3. Neither of these 
marks is on my limited unsurcharged material. The surcharge is Moyes' 'stone B' and 
shows the 'large dot' variety in row 2, col. 2 (viz. No. 62 of 100-plate of surcharge, not 
No. 12, not on row 3, col. 2, viz. Nos. 72/22 and is thus the lower half of the surcharge 
plate). 

{c) 5000r/15 kop. 4-block form top right position of (b), showing the same hair line; again 
Moyes' 'stone B.' 

(d) 500r/70 kop. Cols. 1-5 plus 6-8, bottom 3 rows of sheet, with large dot 8mm to left and 
Imm below the lower left stamp (see above!). Below this dot is "V.V.D. v NOVO
CHERKASSK." of imprint (i.e. the second half-the remainder" EKSPEDITSIYA 
ZAGOTOVL. TSYENNYKH BLANKOB" is presumably below adhesives to the 
left of this block). The lower selvedge is over 50mm deep, with the gum stopping about 
20mm below the stamps. The surcharge is Moyes' 'stone A' (as is the block recorded 
in the Moyes' article) and is from the upper half of that 100-plate, as for example the 
'large stop' of No. 22, and the dot to the left of the 'P' of 'POCHTA' of No. 47 show. 

(e) 500r./70 kop. Top 3 rows of, presumably, a 5 x 5 pane, with a wandering beam to right 
(not that of 100-sheet D mentioned above) and a hollow dot 4mm to the right of row 3 
(neither of these is mentioned by Moyes for his 50-block, as his block is trimmed too 
close to know whether they were present). Cols. 1-3 of row 3 are the only stamps 
potentially common with (d) above, but detail examination suggests they are not the 
same. The surcharge is (seemingly Moyes' 'stone B' although the dots over 'T' of 
subtypes 1 and 2 are not positively present) is from the upper half of the 100-plate, as 
for example the 'large stop' of No. 19 shows; it also shows a vertical and a horizontal 
line in the top right corner to align the surcharge with the stamp design, (and the usual 
pencil lines to match, on the reverse), although not the guide dot to the right of No. 20 
(on the Moyes 50-block)-the selvedge, being 34mm, is wide enough to confirm this. 
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Kopek values-Summary 
The evidence in favour of 400-plates (2 x 2 100-sheets) seems incontrovertible; however, the 15 

kop and 70 kop items (b) to (e) surcharged, and the 4-block 70 kop unsurcharged, do not fit, and may 
therefore be from the alternate plate make-up described by Dr. Ceresa to Mr. Moyes, although we cannot 
yet define it fully. The upper and lower portions of the 100-plate both occur on Denikin stamps, even 
though the upper seems also to be used on part sheets only 1 pane high at the time of surcharging. 

Ruble values-Without Surcharge 
I have one 120-sheet (4 panes, 2 x 2, 5 cols. x 6mms) of each of the values except the 7r., with 

imprint reading downwards to left of rows 3-6 with a regular beam (frame colour) above and irregular 
beams to right (both in centre and in frame coloms). Each sheet also shows hollow dots at the middle 
of all 4 sides (only above and below on 2r.), a few mm outside the stamp area, and colour registration 
crosses nearby, above and below the central gutter. Gum stops and weaknesses suggest that these 120-
sheets were not printed initially in larger sheets, so the sheets seem to be at full printing plate size. 

On the 2r. value there is a 34mm x 6mm rectangle of centre colour 7mm to right of rows I and 
(mainly) 2 of the lower left pane. 

On the Sr. value there is a similar sized rectangle (lower face sloping down to left) above and to 
the left of the blue beam above the imprint. 

On the 7r. value (of which I have only an imprint block of 12, apart from singles), the centre colour 
block is about 40mm long, top edge sloping down to right, to the left of the imprint opposite rows 5 and 
some of 6. 

On the tor. value "2.p." is manually marked on the plate, reading downwards in frame colour 
just above the beam above the imprint, the 4 dots are larger and for the frame colour only; the centre 
colour block is a 25mm x 6mm rectangle positioned much as with the 2r. 

All my smaller blocks seem to match these 120-sheets, so I have no material from the 2 x 50 plate 
mentioned by Moyes in addition to the 30-panes which he also mentions (and presumably are those of 
my 120-sheets). 

Ruble Values-With Surcharge 
Again the larger multiples are difficult to find; I have little to contribute. 

(a) 10,000r./2r.: Setting C-ref. pp 466/7 of BJRP 16: horizontal pair of 2r. with large 
selvedge above; the stamps have subtypes 4 and 2 (viz. Nos. 11 and 12) and there is a 
blank above the left stamp but subtype 2 (viz. No. 5) above the other; thus 1 row of 
surcharge was above the pane (and there would be 1 below). The stamps are Cols. 
2 and 3, row 1 of the upper right pane, so both spare cols. of the surcharge could be 
to the left of the stamp pane and there would be no "surcharge omitted" stamps. 

(b) 10,000r./lr. : Setting A; 4-block with subtypes 1, 2/3, 4 as Nos. 19, 20/26, 27. The 
stamps are from Cols. 3 and 4, rows 3 and 4 of the lower left pane. Thus all spare 
rows and cols. of the surcharge would be below and to the left of the stamp pane, and 
stamps 2 and 5 of the pane would be "surcharge omitted." 

(c) 10,000r./lOr.: Setting A: 4-block with subtypes 4, 3/2, 3 and therefore Nos. 25,26/ 
32, 33; the stamps do not seem to come from my 120-plate so maybe come from a differ
ent plate. 

(d) 20,000r./2r.: Row I and 2, col. I plus left selvedge of lower left pane, showing centre 
column block; surcharges on stamps but not in selvedge thus spare cols. would be to 
right of pane. 

(e) 20,000r./5r.: Setting A; 4 block with subtypes 1, 2/3, 4 as Nos. 47, 48/54, 55. The 
stamps are the lower right block of 4 of the lower left pane, giving the 2 spare rows 
above the stamps and the spare cols. one on either side (also stamp 28, immediately to 
the left of the lower row of my block, would be "surcharge omitted."). 

These items demonstrate that there is no logic in the location of the surcharges on the Denikin stamps, 
even when taking the specific panes (which must have been cut apart prior to surcharging) into account. 
Only if the 7 x 8 surcharge plate is completely symmetrical in relation to the 5 x 6 stamp pane would the 
6 blanks in the surcharge plate be off all stamps; most of the above suggest that that this symmetry was 
seldom achieved, so that 'one without surcharge' pairs arose (even if intentionally so) quite frequently, 
although perhaps only in late printings. 
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Ruble Values-Summary 
None of my material is inconsistent with the Denikin stamps being printed from 120-platcs (2 x 2 

panes, 5 x 6), although at least two frame panes of the lOr. value seem likely to have been used. The 
JOO-plates (2 x 50) must be relatively rare, and their use for the Wrangel surcharges is not proven, 
although the 120-plates were, as 5 x 6 panes, certainly used. 

Concluding Comments 
Both for the kopek and the ruble values were printed fiom plates (or stones) of more than one 

size, and the correlation of the stamp plates to the Wrangel surcharges is becoming clearer but further 
data would. clearly be helpful to resolve outstanding problems. 

Mr. Moyes has raised, in correspondence with me, the interesting question of whether one could 
establish at this late stage the sources of the mint sheets of the Denikin stamps, of whether sheets brought 
from Russia by refugees (and therefore presumably purchased at post offices) differ from any residual 
stocks later sold by the Soviet authorities, why so much material exists and whether printing was at more 
than one site. 

I have not seen Denikin stamps in quantity in association with bulk Soviet-sold. Russian material; 
perhaps others have. But the widespread. use of Denikin stamps in the Kuban, Don and Ukraine areas 
for nearly a year seems to me to imply vast quantities of most values (even though the percentage to 
survive is low) and. to account for the numbers in collections as well as for the various 'printers waste' 
errors which (as for the basic Russian Arms type issue) can be found from time to time. 

1921/23 STAMPLESS MAIL 

Date from Dr. T. T. Rutkowska, G. G. Werbizky and Dr. A. H. Wortman, F.R.P.S.L. 

With reference to the data from Mr. Frauenlob given on p.33 of BJRP 54 (and Figs. 1-3 on p.9 
of illustrations therein), Dr. Rutkowksa provides the following interpretation: 

Fig. 1: the inverted m/s mark is 'vtor(nik) 25/XII' i.e. 'Tues(day) 25 December' 
Fig. 2: the m/s inscription is 'sbor 1250 rub/vzyskan/zav pocht (plus signature)', meaning 

tax collected 1250 rub-Postmaster (plus signature)' sbor' can mean any of a wide 
range of taxes, but the one implied here is not specified. 

Fig. 3: the smudged framed 4-line mark is deciphered as "pochtovii sbor/1300rub/vzyskan/ 
P. T. Nachalnik (plus initials)', meaning 'post tax/1300 rub./collected/Post and 
Telegraph Master (plus initials)' 

She suggests that these endorsements were used at that time as proof of money collected rather than 
as postal markings on covers; she considers it most unlikely that such a bulk of money could be put in 
an envelope and posted. for a distance. An alternative explanation she offers is that someone used the 
envelope to take money to the office. 

So we must continue with doubts on whether these endorsements are of direct postal significance. 
Mr. Werbizky supplies details of a further stampless cover in this period, purchased in U.S.A. 

The only postal mark is of Vladivostok d.c. 1.2.21 code 'b' applied top right on the front of a cover 
addressed. to Detroit, U.S.A.; the back flap is sealed with a sticker of the Globe "societe intern.de corres-
pond. et d'echange" inscribed "timbres poste, cartes postales, monnaies, etc." and "membre No ....... " 
(the membership number if entered-which on this cover it is not-presumably serving as an indication 
of the sender). He raises the pertinent questions of why no stamps were used, and how these covers 
came into existence (to which we would add, why if it reached USA there was no postage due charge)? 

We would add for the record a stampless cover exhibited not long ago at a BSRP meeting by 
Dr. Wortman. This cover was official, being sent from the All Russian Co-operative Bank, Krasnodar 
Division, to a Division in Moscow. It carried a 26.1.23 Ekaterinodar 2 Gor. Kub mark, an imperf. 3-
type registration label with 'No.' at top and' KRASNODAR' (Cyrillic) below in black (the white paper 
having a red bar across the lower third) and the word 'spechnoe' in pencil above this label. There was a 
signature on the back. 

So, with even these few examples, we now have mail abroad as well as private and official internal 
mail without adhesives in the 1921-23 period. 
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THE FAR EAST REPUBLIC DVR OVERPRINT 
Data from G. G. WerbizkY 

Mr. Werbizky has supplied a photocopy of another 3 kop. "Kerensky" postal stationery post
card, unused, but otherwise as those shown on p. 10 of the BJRP 54 illustrations. His card has a small 
'Ross' mark in the lower right corner which, he explains, is the expertisation mark of the late A. M. 
Rosselevitch. 

GEORGIA: 1921/22: ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
by P. T. Ashford 

I hope readers will forgive a foolish mistake of mine in BJRP 53 (page 41) where l describe a SR 
Menshevik Georgian stamp used on 9.2.21 as being from Novo-Senaki. The cancellation (in Georgian) 
in fact reads POTI SENAKI. That is, POTI. Senaki is added since Poti was within the uezd of Senaki, 
the Georgians not adhering to the old Imperial guberniya. The same applies to Dr. Ceresa's SR stamp 
cancelled 3.3.21 mentioned in BJRP 54, page 34. Dr. Ceresa must be congratulated on this item, the 
latest date we know of from Poti before the Red Army moved in. Care must, however, be exercised 
with regard to Tiflis and Batum cancellations bearing such late dates. So many appear to be impress
ions of the forged datestamps manufactured in Constantinople, and illustrated in BJRP 34, BJRP 35, 
BJRP 47 (in particular the item shown on p. 43); and also referred to in BJRP 48. 

Since writing the notes for BJRP 53, I have seen a nice registered cover from Tiflis 5 to Boston 
(U.SA.), dated 14.2.21 from the collection of Mr. Norman D. Fritzberg (Minneapolis) bearing four copies 
of the SR Menshevik Stamp (see Fig. 1 of p. 10 of central illustrations). This date would be just three 
days before the Georgian Menshevik Government left Tiflis for Datum. (It is interesting to note also 
the enumerator number on this cover.-Ed.). 

GEORGIA: 1923 
date from G. G. Werbizky 

In his article on Georgia on p. 34 of BJRP 54, Dr. Ceresa reviewed three Feb. 1923 covers, giving 
8.:Z.23 as the last date he knew of for a cover with the unsurcharged Soviet pictorials, and 24.2.23 as 
probably the day of issue of the surcharged issue. Mr. Werbizky has kindly supplied a photocopy 
(see Fig. 2 of p. 10 of central illustrations) of a sealed letter card ("Otkrytoe Picmo" without reply card 
attached, perforated on the two longer sides, franked with three surcharged pictorials plus an obligatory 
Famine Relief stamp, from Batum on 6.3.23 to Brussels, Belgium (whose faint arrival mark is on the 
back), a nice genuinely used (non-philatelic) item. As can be seen, the lOOOR value is surcharged, but 
there is no trace of a surcharge on the SOOOR values. 

THE GENERAL ISSUES OF THE TRANSCAUCASIAN FEDERATION 
. (Part 2) 
by P. T. Ashford and I. G. L. Baillie 

Part 1 of this article appeared in BJRP 39 over 10 years ago, and we can only apologise that the 
conclusion has taken so long to be completed. We will take this opportunity to update the record in 
some details, at the same time. 
First Issue (40,000R to 500,000R) . 
· ·40,000R: the multiples which we have seen all show the arrangement ABCABCAB across the 
8-wide pane, so by analogy with 150,000R we suspect them to be from the righthand pane of two 8 x 18 
panes (ABC being at top, GHJ at foot above base beam). 

75,000R: Stamp, Col. 2, Row 9 in the lefthand 8 x 18 pane has a significant plating mark in that 
a white blob below the 7 of 75,000 elongates the 7. 

150,000R: The transfer marks in BJRP 39 are correct, but were not correctly allocated within the 
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9-units as the rows are incorrectly annotated: ABC of BJRP 39 should be CAB (viz. the A/D/G column 
of BJRP 39 occurs as Col. 3 not Col. 1 in the 9-unit) as examination of alignment within the sheet shows. 
The revised arrangement is shown on p. 11 of central illustrations. The panes are each 8 x 18, with 
subtypes BCABCABC; ABCABCAB across the whole sheet; thus the B/E/H column is 20 % commoner 
than A/D/G or C/F/J. There is a small plating mark, a coloured dot to the left of stamp, Col. 6, Row 3, 
in the righthand 8 x 18 pane. 

300,000R: The sheet make-up for this value is not as described in BJRP 39, for the sheets or panes 
are 13 across x 11 down, with dividing selvedge dots above and below Col. 7. As these give only 143 
stamps, we suspect that they may be½ sheets, but have only seen items from one 143-block to date. The 
9-unit of BJRP 39 was applied from a fit to the lower left corner; vertically there are 3 units, the top 2 
lines of the 143-block being the lower 2 lines of the 9-unit, and horizontally there are 4 units, the righthand 
column being BE/ADG/BEH/CFJ reading downwards. We have now identified further transfer sub
ject marks for this value (see p. 11 of central illustrations). 

350,000R: all items we have seen come from one 8 x 18 unit which, by analogy with 150,000R 
we take to be the righthand of 2 panes, the subtypes of the 9-unit transfer subject being arranged 
ABCABCAB. There is an odd situation in Rows 16-18 where one would expect AB/DE/GH in Cols. 
7 and 8 but finds xC/Ex/xx, presumably in fact BC/EF/HJ. 
Second Issue (lk. to 18k.: Gold currency) 

It has always been accepted that the date of the Second Issue, in the stabilised gold currency was 
24 October, 1923. This date was quoted by Chuchin in his "Caucasus" catalogue. However, the late 
E. S. Voikhansky in the 1976 edition of his "Postage Stamps of Azerbaijan, 1919-1923" gives the date 
as I December 1923. This could be the official date of issue, but we can produce 4 stamps with Nov
ember 1923 dates (lk at Delizhan on ?6.11.23; lk at Batum 29.11.23; 4k at Erivan on 28.ll.23;and 9k 
at Dusheti on 1.11.23). Some of these could be unadjusted datestamps, or be uses before the official 
date. 

This set of 7 bears a strong resemblance to the preceding issue except that the more attractive 
design now arises for the higher instead of the lower values. Like the preceding set, unissued imper
forate, ungummed, stamps exist as well as the issued perforated, gummed, stamps. 

1 kop: two 8 x 18 units comprise the 288-sheet; alignment variations within the printing plate 
show a 2/3/3/; 3/3/2 arrangement across the sheet, and a 3 x 3 transfer unit. We have not been able to 
identify any subtype marks (the 'k' of 'kop' is often broken, but not with regularity). There is a broad 
beam across the top of the whole sheet, and stamp, Col. 4, Row 2 of the righthand pane shows a coloured 
mark between 'F' and 'S' of 'ZSFSR.' 

2 kop: we have seen the bottom 8 rows of an 8-wide pane, and 7 rows with selvedge dividing dots 
immediately below; which is compatable with an 18-high unit with subtype marks (shown on p.11) from 
a 3 x 3 unit arranged ABABCABC across the unit which (by analogy with the lk value) is perhaps the 
lefthand pane from a two 8 x 18 pane 288-sheet. 

3 kop: we have not yet seen large enough multiples to identify panes or transfer units. 
4kop: we have seen only the top 7 rows of an 8-wide pane, and can only presume a sheet make-up 

like the 1 and 2k values; the transfer subject marks (shown on p. 11) from a 3 x 3 unit, arranged 
ABCABCAB, implying that it is the righthand pane of a two 8 x 18 pane 288-sheet which we have seen. 

5 kop: we have seen only the bottom 8 rows of an 8-wide pane; the transfer subject marks (shown 
on p. 11 (from a 3 x 3 unit, arranged ABCABCBC on the top 6 of these rows, but the bottom two rows 
are the lower two rows of the 9-unit for Cols. 1-6, and the lower righthand comer block is DE/GH not, 
as one might have expected, EF/HJ! So it seems likely that this pane is only 17 high, not 18 high. It 
might be rash, but is tempting, to presume that it is the righthand of two panes 8 x 17 from a 272 sheet. 

9 kop: we have seen the upper 9 and lower 8 rows of an 8 wide pane, whose subtype marks (shown 
on p. 11) from a 3 x 3 unit, arranged ABCABCAB on the top row and central dots opposite row 9 in 
both selvedges; the vertical continuity of subtype marks indicates an 8 x 17 unit. The 3-high transfer 
unit does not fit a 17-high plate, and the bottom 2 rows of the pane are the upper two rows of the 9-unit 
in Cols. 1-6, and the lower righthand comer block is DE/GH (like the 5 kop value) not, as one might 
have expected, AB/DE this time! Again a 2-pane (8 x 17) 272-sheet seems a possibility, and again it 
may be the righthand pane which we have seen. There is a thin beam above this 8 x 17 pane, but off the 
selvedge over Cols. 1-3 on the trimmed sheets we have seen. 

18 kop: we have seen two 4 x 9 down blocks from lower lefthand and righthand comers of a pane 
or sheet respectively, and two blocks from the top of a pane or sheet, one 4 x 8 down and the other 4 x 9 
down, but without side selvedge. From the lower righthand block and its minor misalignments, the 
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relationship of subtypes to the 9-unit of transfer subjects is established (see p.11); subtype B is particularly 
obvious, even without magnification. From the 2 spare positions at the base and the left one is tempted 
to deduce a pane of 8 x 17 with 9-units entered from top right; if this is true, one is tempted to conjecture 
a two 8 x 17 pane 272 sheet, but the evidence does not prove this. What is clear is that there were some 
problems in preparing/repairing the printing plate in the 2 spare spaces around the complete 9-units. 
Below, in Cols. 3-8, the lower 2 rows of the 9-unit were used. To the left, viz. Cols. 1 and 2 (rows 
numbered assuming a 17 high pane/sheet), rows 7 /9 and 10/12 are from the two right hand columns of 
the 9-unit, whereas rows 13/15 are from the two left hand columns, and rows 16 and 17 (in the lower left 
comer 4-block of the pane/sheet) contains two vertical 'F over J' panes-moreover the righthand pair 
(i.e. the two lowest stamps of Col. 2) is about 2mm to the right of its expected position, an aberration 
which aligns the top right comer of the row 16 stamp with the bottom right comer of the stamp above, 
whereas (due to the asymmetry of the design) it is the left corners which ought to align. There is a 3mm 
guideline between rows 16 and 17 to the right of cols. 2 and 5. 
Final Comments 

For students of printing plate composition, there two issues (sets of 8 and 7 stamps respectively) 
present a fascinating variation of sheet sizes and arrangements, and misfitting of transfer units to sheet 
and pane sizes, solved by various inserted transfer unit subtype combinations, which greatly increase the 
attractiveness of these stamps. 

~ 
THE "CARPET" WATERMARK ON USSR POSTAGE STAMPS 
translated by Dr. T. T. Rutkowska 

We are grateful to Dr. Rutkowska for the following translated summary of an article in "Filateliya" 
No. IO, 1977.-Ed. 

Paper with the watermark "carpet" (Stanley Gibbons catalogue Type 103) was used for the first 
definitive issue of stamps, by the Goznak printing house in January 1925, dedicated to the first anni
versary of the death of Lenin. 

The "carpet" watermark can be placed either vertically or horizontally in relation to the picture 
on the stamps. In the vertical position the central 'stamen' of the 'flower' is stretched in the vertical 
direction, as are the 'petals' of the 'flower'; the 'puffins' of the labyrinth face each other and are placed 
horizontally. In the horizontal position, these details are turned through 90 degrees, in that the stretch 
on the 'stamen' and the 'petals' is horizontal and that the 'puffins' are placed vertically. 

Each position of the watermark, viz. vertical or horizontal, can be further divided into two vari
ations A and B, which differ in the positions of the 'puffins.' In position A, if one is looking at the face 
of the stamp, the 'puffins' are in a clockwise direction, whereas in position B they are anti-clockwise. 

Thus, depending on the position of the printing paper rolls or sheets of paper as they are put on 
the printing machines, the stamps may have one of four different positions of the "carpet" watermark. 
But on some stamps, particularly those which were printed on thick paper in the 1930's on old and worn 
out machines, the exact position of the watermark is difficult to recognise due to the rather 'round' appear
ance of the 'stamens' and 'petals.' 

The same can be noted on the stamps of the "29th Anniversary of the First Russian Revolution 
1905-1907" which were issued in Dec. 1925. 

Stamps of the 3 kop fiscal value with 34.5mm picture size, perf. 12½ and 13½ have vertical water
mark, whereas the 3 kop value with 35.5 mm picture size has both vertical and horizontal watermarks. 

MORE SOVIET VARIETIES 
data from L. A. Kolot, George V. Shalimoff and Dr. A. H. Wortman, F.R.P.S.L. 

1924 Worker issue imperf. At a recent B.S.R.P. meeting, Dr. Wortman showed the 10 kop imperf. 
with the second and third letters of 'ZOLOTOM' joined at the foot; this variety occurred on the 
1st stamp in 3rd row of a 25-pane. 
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l 925 Lenin Mausoleum issue. Mr. Shalimoff writes as follows: 
For those who enjoy the quest for minor varieties, such as printing flaws, two more should be 

added which can be seen easily with the unaided eye. 
The imperforate 7 kop. value of the 1925 Lenin Mausoleum series occurs with a white spot, 

around 0.8mm in size, between the legs of the Russian letter "P" in the word "KOPEEK" (Fig. 1, on 
p. 11 of central illustrations). The spot is on the baseline of the letters of the word and extends to the 
outer frame line. The spot touches the serifs of the Russian letter "P." 

The second variety was found on the imperforate 20 kop. value of the same set. In this case, 
there is a red spot or balloon, around 0.5mm in size, in the sky above the mausoleum and Kremlin wall, 
slightly to the right (Fig. 2). The spot is a heavy spot of ink, very readily seen. 

Both varieties have been confirmed with two or more examples. But it should be noted that 
both have been found only on imperforate examples so far. Information whether these flaws exist on 
the perforated copies and whether on both thick and ordinary paper would be appreciated. Sheet 
positions of these varieties are also unknown. 

Mr. Kolot has supplied all the following addition to the list of Soviet varieties:-
1927 S.G. 505 Jubilee. Sakhalin Island is all white (Fig. 4 of p. 12 of central illustrations) instead of 

half red (Fig. 3). This variety is quite common and is mentioned in Minkus catalogue (U.S.). 
(data from V. Shalimoff). 

1929 Regarding S. G. 547 the 10 kop. "Deformed K" variety mentioned and illustrated in BJRP 54, 
I received a letter from the expert committee of V.O.F. stating that this variety occurs in one of 
numerous printings of this stamp. It does not exist on imperforate stamps or stamps without 
watermark. Unfortunately the position of this variety in the sheet is unknown as no complete 
sheet (with this variety) exists. Any information on this stamp will be appreciated. 

1933 S. G. 637 Red Banner. 1mm round retouch just above figs. "18" of "1918" date (Fig. 5). 
1943 S. G. 1033 Komsomol 15 kop. greenish blue shade, normal is blue. 
1943 S. G. 1040 Teheran 30 kop. Two white wedges in the red flag (Fig. 7)-absent on normal (Fig. 6). 
1946 S. G. 1220. Soviet postal service. Defective "R" in "SSSR" (Fig. 9)-compare with normal 

(Fig. 8). 
1951 S. G. 1745/46 Hydroelectric. Stanley Gibbons mentions that there are two stamps, with and 

without hyphen. I have yet to see lR without a hyphen but I have two varieties of lR (bottom 
left corner redrawn). In the first (Fig. 10) the top of the '1' is pointed, the line under 'XXV' is 
thick and the bottom of the scroll touches the side of the '1 '. In the second (Fig. 11) the top is 
pointed, the line is thin and end of the scroll is angled., the lower edge not reaching the side of the 
'l '. 

1952 S. G. 1755 Gogol. Two shades: Brown and grey brown. In the brown variety (Fig 12), the arm
chair on the right is all brown. In the grey brown variety (Fig. 13), the chair's back is divided 
vertically into brown and greybrown halves. 

1952 S. G. 1773 Uspensky. Brown black and blackish brown shades. 
1952 S. G. 1790 Bekhterev exist on white and on yellowish grey paper. 
1957 S. G. 2067B Handicraft. Two varieties: (1) value tablet (Fig. 14) has a single line frame; (2) The 

frame has double vertical lines (Fig. 15). 
Rough Perfs. 

Some stamps of 1943/48 period have very rough almost pinpoint perforation. These varieties 
are printed on poor quality greyish paper and found mint or postally used but not C.T.O. 
1943 S. G. 1014 War Episodes. 1947 S. G. 1305/07 Health Resorts. 
1943 S. G. 1019/20 Bering. 1948 S. G. 1394 Sports 15 kop. 

ART POSTAL STATIONERY POSTCARDS 1977 
by H. Norwood . 

Twelve cards were issued during 1977, all of which were airmail cards bearing a 4 kop. stamp for 
internal airmail post. On most of the cards issued this year the printer's inscription along the central 
separating line does not include a serial number; in the following list in these cases the printer's refer
ence is preceded by "Ref." Like all the previous issues in this series the cards are printed by offset
lithography on chalky paper. 
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42. 5th January 1977 70th Anniversary of Birth of S. P. Korolev 
Designed by Y. Artsimenev. 
The illustration is a portrait of Korolev flanked on the left by a 'Vostok" space-ship and rocket 

on its launching pad with the inscription below "Acadamician S. P. Korolev (1907-1960) principal con
structor of the first cosmic-rocket system." All in brown. 

The stamp shows a "Vostok" space-ship and rocket against a background of the Earth with the 
first sputnik and a "Vostok" space-ship circling it. All this in light blue tones against a dark blue sky. 

Stamp size 42 x 27.5mm. Ref: 16/IX-76. MT Goznak. Order 6320. 200,000 issued. 
A special cancellation designed by Y. Artsimenev was used on 12 January, 1977 at Baikonur 

space-port, Zvezdni Gorodok, Zhitomar and Moscow Head Post Office. It is inscribed "70th Anni
versary of the birth of S. P. Korolev" and has a Vostok space-ship and rocket on the left. 

43. 5th January 1977. 150th Anniversary of Birth of P. P. Semenov-Tyan-Shansky 
Designed by P. Bendel. 
The illustration is a portrait of Semenov-Tyan-Shansky against the background of a landscape 

with Lake lssyk-Kul. Multicoloured. On the left is the inscription "Russian scientist-geographer 
P. P. Semenov-Tyan-Shansky (1827-1914)." 

The stamp shows a globe and compass with to the left of it the mountainous landscape of Tyan
Shan, and to the right a view of Lake Issyk-Kul. 

Stamp size 48 x 19mm. Ref.: 16/lX-76. MT Goznak. Order 6319. 200,000 issued. 
A commemorative cancellation designed by A. Medvedev was used on 14 January 1977 at Head 

Post Offices in Leningrad and Lipetsk. 

44. 9th February 1977. 90th Anniversary of Birth of V. I. Chapaev · 
Designed by Y. Aniskin from a colour photograph by A. Ryazantsev of P. Vasilyev's painting 

"Chapaev in Battle" showing Chapaev, sword in hand, leading a cavalry charge. Multicoloured. 
The stamp bears a portrait of Chapaev taken from the memorial plaque on the Frunze Military 

Academy building where Chapaev studied in 1918-19. To the left of the portrait is the inscription "Hero 
of the Civil War V. I. Chapaev 1887-1919." 

Stamp size 45 x 17mm. Framed. Ref.: 25/XI-76. MT Goznak. Order 8135. 200,000 issued. 
A commemorative cancellation designed by A. Medvedev was used at Cheboksary Head Post 

Office on 9 February 1977. The cancellation shows a hammer and plough within a five-pointed star 
with a sabre across the lower portion. 

45. 23rd February 1977. 90th Anniversary of Birth of P. N. Nesterov 
Designed by P. Bendel. 
The illustration is a portrait of Nesterov with, in the background, an aeroplane performing the 

aerobatics known as "Nesterov's Loop." Alongside· is the inscription "Russian airforce-man and 
founder of aerobatics P. N. Nesterov (1887-1914)." 

The stamp design is based on a picture by Artseulov showing Nesterov's monoplane ramming 
an Austrian "Albatros" biplane. 

Stamp size 48 x 21mm. Card No. L69374 22/Xl-76. MT Goznak. · Order 8095. 200,000 
issued. 
A commemorative cancellation designed by Y. Artisimenov was used at Gorky Head Post Office 

on 27 February 1977. 

46. 7th May 1977 Heroic Town Tula 
Designed by Y. Bronfenbrener from colour photograph by G. Kostenko showing the monument 

in Victory Square, in the centre of Tula, to the heroic defenders of the town; a red ribbon runs along 
the top and left of the picture and in the upper left comer are the town crest and Gold Star medal. · 

The stamp is similar to those on the 1975 series of cards commemorating Heroic Towns and 
includes the Victory medal. 

Stamp size 46 x 27mm. Card No. L99480. 18/111-77. MT Goznak . . Order 2416 
A commemorative cancellation incorporating the Gold Star medal was used at Tula Head Post 

Office. Designed by A. Korneev. 
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47. 20th May 1977. USSR-Hungary Philatelic Exhibition, Yerevan 
Designed by Y. Levinsky. 
The picture shows the monument symbolising Hungarian-Soviet friendship which was presented 

to Moscow by Budapest and is a copy of the monument in Budapest sculpted by E. Vuchetich, 
Z. Kishvaludy-Strobl and B. Busa and built with the aid of architect I. Fedorov. The monument is 
depicted in lilac and mauve and is flanked by the cyrillic letters CCCP to the left and. BHP to the right 
with a surround of stylised stamps; the letters and surround are in bright green. The stamp bears the 
letters CCCP centrally with the Hungarian flag on the left and the Soviet flag on the right. 

Stamp size 39 x 19mm. Ref.: 10/11-77. MT Goznak. Order 2395. 200,000 issued. 
A commemorative cancellation designed by A. Medvedev has a representation of a Hungarian 

and a Soviet stamp in the centre. It is inscribed in Russian and Armenian and was used at Erevan 
Head Post Office for the duration of the Exhibition, 20 to 29 May 1977. 
48. 9th June 1977. 7th International Conference of Transport Workers' Trade Unions 

Designed by R. Strelnikov. 
In the illustration are a cargo ship, a train, a container lorry, an 11-62 aircraft and the figure 

··vn" against an olive-green background of industrial buildings. 
The stamp depicts the same means of transport and figure "VII" as in the illustration but set 

against a background of two globes of the Eastern and Western earth hemispheres bound with a blue 
ribband inscribed "Moscow" 1977." 

Stamp size 36 x 23mm. Ref.: 15/11-77. MT Goznak. Order 2427. 200,000 issued. 
A special cancellation designed by V. Ostroukhov, showing the four means of transport was used 

at Moscow V-454 post office from 26 to 30 September 1977. 
49. 18th August 1977. Centenary of Birth of F. E. Dzerzhinsky 

The illustration is a portrait of Dzerzhinsky with a plain red flag behind him. 
On the stamp, against a background of stylised flags, is a Cheka emblem, a hammer and sickle 

on a sword, with a laurel branch behind it. 
Stamp size 51 x 24mm. Ref.: 18/111-77. MT Goznak. Order 2542. 200,000 issued. 
A commemorative cancellation, designed by G. Serebryakov, incorporating the Cheka emblem 

was used at Moscow Head Post Office on 11 September 1977. 
50. 1st September 1977. Bicentenary of Pavlovsk 

The picture shows a view of the Palace seen from the River Slavyanka, with the archway entrance 
to the principal room drawn round as a frame. 

The stamp depicts the obelisk commemorating the founding of Pavlovsk with a park scene includ
ing the Visconti Bridge as a background; on the right is the park statue of a draped female figure, "Flora." 

Stamp size 41.5 x 21.5mm. Ref. : 14/IV-77. MT Goznak. Order 4089. 200,000 issued. 
A commemorative cancellation designed by Y. Kosorukov was used in Leningrad and Pavlovsk 

on 23 December 1977. 
51. 14th September 1977. "USSR-a member of the Olympics Family" 

Designed by G. Komlev. 
The illustration shows the Olympic flame over the Soviet flag and 5-ring symbol of the Olympic 

Games, and beneath is a laurel branch and a red ribbon with the inscription "USSR-a member of the 
Olympics family"; around and behind this is a stylised running track on which are written the names of 
the towns, with dates, where each of the seven post-war Olympic Games was staged. 

The stamp has a view of the Lenin Stadium, Moscow, with "XXII Olympic Games" written 
above and "Moscow-80" written below. 

Stamp size 45 x 18mm. Ref. : 25/lV-77. MT Goznak. Order 4180. 500,000 issued. 
A special cancellation, designed by Y. Kosorukov, depicting the Olympic flame, the Soviet flag 

and the 5-ring Olympic symbol was used on 14 September 1977 at Moscow Head Post Office. 

52. 7th October 1977. New Constitution of the USSR. 
Designed by Y. Artisimenev. 
The illustration is:-top, a red ribbon with a red hammer and sickle in the middle; beneath this 

the words "Constitution (basic law) of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics"; in the centre is a small 
representation of the Kremlin Palace flying the Soviet flag and with a large leafy laurel branch in silver
grey in front of it; under this is written "Adopted at the special, seventh, session of the Supreme Soviet 
of the USSR, in October 1977." 
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The stamp features the national emblem of the USSR, hammer and sickle on a globe and round 
this a wreath of wheat sheaves bound with red ribbon. On either side of the emblem there are red flags 
and beneath it silver-grey laurel branches. · 

Stamp size 39 x 27mm. Card No. L99892 30/lX-77. MT. Goznak. Order 6168. 200,000 
issued. 
A commemorative cancellation designed by A. Medvedev was used at Moscow Head Post Office 

on 7 October 1977, the date when the new Constitution was adopted. 
53. 2nd November 1977. 60th Anniversary of October Revolution 

Designed by Y. Aniskin. 
The picture features Yevseyev's statue of Lenin which stands at the Finland railway station in 

Leningrad. The statue is in grey and is shown against a red background of army trucks with CPSS 
(Communist Party of the Soviet Union) in large letters above them with, at the tops of the letters, the first 
sputnik and a five-pointed star. All this is surmounted by the dates 1917-1977. 

The stamp shows the cruiser "Aurora" with a searchlight from its mast piercing a cloud of smoke 
from a gun. To the right is the inscription "60th Anniversary of the Great October Socialist Revolution." 

Stamp size 44 x 22mm. Framed. Card No. L99924. 26/Vlll-77. MT Goznak. Order 
6171. 200,000 issued. 
At least thirty-six cancellations commemorating the 60th Anniversary of the Revolution were 

used during the summer and autumn of 1977. Those most likely to be found on this card are a series 
of similar cancellations used at Moscow International Post Office in red, and in black at Head Post 
Offices in Moscow, Leningrad, Kiev, Minsk, Tashkent, Alma-Ata, Tbilisi, Baku, Vilnius, Kishinev. 
Riga, Frunze, Dushanby, Erevan, Ashkhabad, Tallin. All these show "60" and "October" prominent 
on a flag and have a local design on the right; the name of the town is in Russian and in the local lan
guage where appropriate. These cancellations were in use from 5 to 8 November 1977. They were 
designed by V. Shornikov. 
Addenda to earlier lists 

Some additions to the lists of special cancellations used on earlier issues of these cards and which 
have been listed in BJRP 52 and 53: 

No. 5. 25th Anniversary of "Znaniye." A cancellation of Moscow Head Post Office dated 
7.VII.72. Designed by A. Medvedev. 

No. 15. 50th Anniversary of Caucasus Nature Reserve. A cancellation of Moscow D-234 
dated 6-12.Vl.1974 depicting the head of an animal with two horns pointing vertically upwards, and 
underneath the Latin letters ITC, boxed. 

No. 16. 175th Anniversary of Birth of A. S. Pushkin. A cancellation similar to that used in 
Moscow was used at Michailovsk. These cancellations show a quill pen and a scroll with commemor
ative wording and the date 6.VI.74 within a single-line circle. 

No. 18. 50th Anniversary of Russian Society for preservation of Nature. A cancellation of 
Moscow 1-157 dated 29.Xl.1974 depicting a gull flying over water. Above the gull is a cluster of leaves. 

No. 20. 30th Anniversary of Victory in the Great Patriotic War, Hero-town Moscow. A special 
circular cancellation with the words "Moscow-Hero-town," laurel branches and the top of the Spaski 
tower was used at Moscow Head Post Office in 1976 and 1977 and is known on this card as late as October 
1977. 

No. 30. International Philatelic Exhibition "Sotsphilex-75." I can now confirm that the can
cellation of Moscow 1-157 does exist on these cards. Also that a third special cancellation was used at 
Moscow Head Post Office which may exist on a card. These three cancellations are each of entirely 
different designs. 

REVIEWS OF NEW PUBLICATIONS 

JOURNAL OF CHINESE PHILATELY: Editor Wing Cdr. P. I. Padget, Nos. 190 and 193-6 (Vol. 24 
No. 5; Vol. 25 Nos. 2-5) of June, Dec., 11 and Feb., April, June, 18. 

Dr. Orth describes the first recorded forgeries of Mongolia, May 1931 issue, and H. G. Morgan 
lists postal establishments in Sinkiang, with 1919 populations quoted, in 193; Dr. Orth illustrates 9 regis
tration labels and marks from Urga from 1900 to 1924 in 194. 
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CUMULATIVE INDEX TO BJRP 1-53, ROSS/CA 1-87, RUSSIAN-AMERICAN PHILATELIST 
I-24AND THE RUSSIAN PHILATELISTl-11; compiled, edited, and available from R. L . Joseph(address 

p2); published by BSRP (£3 to members, £5 to non-members). 

Although it may seem introspective to publish a review of a BSRP publication in BJRP, we want 
all BJRP readers to know of it. The hard work and perseverence of Robin Joseph have been essential 
to the success of this BSRP venture, which in 69 well-filled pages gives us for the first time an index cover
ing these four series of journals, and a work of reference which so quickly enables the sources of inform
ation to be esablished. 

Whilst the debt to previous indexes is freely acknowledged in the introductory notes, this new 
lndex is more than merely an extension of previous efforts in this direction, in that the data on all except 
the old. Rossicas 1-43 have been reworded and brought into a consistent pattern. The list of headings, 
preceeding the detail entries, is most useful as it enables one to search under the headings used by the 
compiler, and. saves much waste of time (and loss of patience). 

If you have used the previous indexes, you will know that searching for data is greatly facilitated 
by intelligent use of an index. This new one makes this an easier task than hitherto, as great care has 
been taken in selection of headings and in the valuable insertion of cross-references to other headings. 
For example, "Poland" entries are given under six clear subheadings, followed by cross-references to 
five other subheadings dealing with Poland (e.g. "Airmail: Poland," "Postal Markings: TPOs : Poland," 
etc.). This emphasis on user needs characterises this new index. 

A co-compiler of the first BJRP/Rossica index, I am by experience fully aware of the difficulties 
which one encounters when embarking on such a venture-and I would (of course!) have done it slightly 
differently myself. For example, I would have tried to avoid more of the less-informative but colourful 
titles which authors originally chose, removed the articles 'a' and 'the' from the front of entries, worked 
even longer to arrange entries under each heading in chronological sequence of subject rather than basic
ally by publishing date, and would have succumbed to the temptation of aggregating all entries into a 
-single listing irrespective of journal series. These are all, however, small details-the basic fact remains 
that the user can very quickly learn how to operate this new Index and rapidly (which is the acid test) 
locate the articles relevant to his specific query. 

Surveying the long array of authors' names shows how well the great experts and the other con
tributors have over the years taken the trouble to record their data, their conclusions and their (some
times controversial) opinions . Let us hope that, in the future, collectors will be able to continue to 
benefit from the many articles which perusal of this Index proves still need to be written! 

So, our thanks to Robin Joseph, our appreciation of the intense effort involved, and our recom
mendation to all collectors of "Russia" (in the broadest sense) that this Index is a "must." 

I. L. G. B. 

"DIE POSTSTEMPELFORMEN JN ST. PETERSBURG VON 1766-1914"; A RESEARCH REPORT 
by H. Imhof; published by Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaft Russ/and/ U DSSR in the BDPh e. V., Bad Berelburg, 
March 1976. 

BSRP is most grateful to BDPh for presenting our library with a copy of this major contribution 
to the classification and understanding of the total range of St. Petersburg cancellations. The present
ation arose during a visit of our then President, Alex Droar, to Germany to meet the BDPh members, 
and this copy is therefore also a memento of that important philatelic occasion which we hope will lead 
to many friendly contacts and to wider co-operation in the future. 

It is a brave venture to attempt to handle the welter of St. Petersburg marks and reduce them to 
any semblance of order, as Eric Peel found when compiling (concurrently with the BDPh researches, as 
now transpires) his BJRP 53 article on the local marks from 1880. One can work only from material 
to hand or material already reliably recorded, and new discoveries frequently lead to significant changes 
of opinion. 

Herr Imhof, has, through an extensive recording exercise with BDPh members in a research group, 
amassed a clearly presented and delightfully illustrated range of marks with known periods of use-the 
variety of patterns, codes, dates and ornamentation as the styles changed and developed down through 
the years is clearly established. This is apparantly intended to be the first of a series of research group 
publications stemming from BDPh activities, and we keenly look forward to their future output. 

It is clear from a comparison of the reviewer's collection of these marks, with those listed by Herr 
Imhof, that there are many marks recorded in Germany which are far from common, if held at all, in 
U.K., and this in view of the selective types of correspondence which historically survive is not surprising. 
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In the reverse sense, there are marks in the reviewer's collection (and in Eric Peel's BSRP 53 article) 
which are not recorded by Herr Imhof, and readers can rest assured that BJRP has already appreciated 
the desirability of bringing all the data together. 

Some of the more difficult questions in establishing the functions which some of the marks like 
"Gorod Eksped Pocht." represented are left understandably unanswered by this BDPh publication, and 
more work is needed before the subtleties of Otdiel, Otdielenie and Gorod are resolved (if in fact they 
arereallyd.ifferent)-town posts and national posts have lived alongside in various relationship in towns 
in the past, and the example of the General Post and the Penny Post in Edinburgh and Leith as expounded. 
by R. M. Willcocks in p49 of "Postal History of GB and Ireland" (1972) must not be overlooked; per
haps philatelically we sometimes search for significance where natural human vaguaries were-in spite 
of possible rules-paramount?). 

But none of the above remarks is intended in any way to belittle the significance of Herr Imhof's 
mammoth work. He has clearly laid out the broad pattern and it is a structure deserving the greatest 
respect. There must have been a daunting amount of very detailed work put into the task by many 
people, and we congratulate Herr Imhof on initiating so well what we may hope will become one of the 
focal growth points for Russian philatelic studies in the future. We confidently recommend all those 
interested in St. Petersburg marks to examine their own material, classify it by Herr Imhof's system and, 
advise Herr Imhof and BSRP of any new data which they may find. I. L. G. B. 

IMPERIAL RUSSIAN STAMPS USED IN TRANSCAUCASIA PART III by P. T. Ashford 
Those who already have Parts I and II will be eager to acquire Part III. In his usual careful and 

scholarly manner all known cancellations from about sixty places in the Tiflis Guberniya are described 
with accurate and clear illustrations and with prices. He gives details of an equal number of places where 
it is known, or reasonably assumed, that there were post offices but from which no cancellations are so 
far recorded.. At the remarkably low price asked many will want this work if only to see whether they 
have in their collection any of these as yet unknowns. (Available from P. T. Ashford, 9 Pentre Close, 
Ashton, Chester CH3 8BR, at £1.50 plus 15p postage or 3 US dollars). 

A. H. W. 

FRANCE-URSS PHILATELIE: Editor G. Rumeau; Nos. 53/55 (93/95)-Jan., Sept. 1977 and April 1978. 
M. Lipbschutz, R.D.P., describes the Dec. 76 Paris-Berlin-Moscow Exhibition, and R. Guerin 

commences a serialised article on local Red Cross postcards in No. 53 which continues through Nos. 
54 and 55. Also in No. 53 is a review of Soviet sport on stamps by V. Fourman. 

"TPO" THE QUARTERLY JOURNAL OF THE T.P.O. AND SEAPOST SOCIETY: Editor V. Denis 
Vandervelde, Vol. 31 No. 4 (Winter 77) and Vol. 32 No. 1 (Spring 78). 

Much interesting material, but nothing this time of direct BSRP interest. 

SCAN DINA VIAN CONTACT: Editor P. S.S. F. Marsden: 5 Nos. in Vol. 9 (June 77 to June 18 inclusive) 
Finland occurs regularly, e.g. early machine marks (1915/16) by M. Sheldon (No. 97), mail from 

Norway 1973/4 by the editor (No. 98), the Lion issue by A.Watson, and special cancellations 1975/6, 
by the editor (No. 99), imperforate proofs by J. V. Uexhull (No. 4), the Lions again by A. Watson and 

. more on the imperforate proofs by B. Isaccson (No. 5). 

EESTI FILATELIST: Editor E. Ojaste: No. 20-21 (1977) and No. 22-23 (1978). 
Of 160 and 208 pages respectively, these annual magazines are a great tribute to the enthusiasm 

and careful work of contributors and the editor. Excellent illustrations and multi-lingual summaries 
enable English, German and Estonian languages to be used. Space considerations preclude extensive 
comments, but the following approximately chronological list of subjects covered by many authors 
indicates the value of these Journals as works of reference: 

Forerunners: 1552 onwards post stations (77 p105): 1801/73 (78 p117); 1901/17 double circle 
marks-misnamed 'bridge type,' unfortunately (77 p107); 1914/17 Fellin & Tallin welfare 
labels (77 p77); 1915 list of postal establishments (78 p93); 1917/40 advertising cancellations 
(77 p128). 

Estonian independence: 1918/20 Estonian FPOs (77 p131 and p184); 1918/40 postal rates (77 
pl15) and TPOs and their cancellations (78 p3); 1919 censor marks (77 p141) "Eesti Post" 
overprints (77 p51); 1919/20 cancellations (78 pl16); 1919/41 fiscals (78 p154) and money 
transmission 78 p86); 1920 list of postal establishments (78 p109); 1924/40 international 
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reply coupons; 1929/39 Zeppelin and catapult mail (78 p40); 1930 on, stamp booklets (77 
p68); 1931 list of postal establishments (78 p120); 1938 UPU article on Estonian postal ser
vices reprinted (77 p21). 

Post independence: 1940/41 bilingual cancellations (22 p138); 1940/44 mixed frankings (77 p72); 
1941 Hummuli fantasy issues (78 p140) and rail accident (78 p37); 1941/51 destruction of 
"remainders" etc. (78 p169); 1942/4 Finnish P.O.s in Estonia (77 p.41); 1945/9 displaced 
persons' mail (77 p57); 'Estonia' themes on postal stationery (77 p149). 

In addition there are important details in 77 p.144 and 78 p.193 on forgeries in recent years of 
various overprints, postmarks, and even of a guarantee mark, plus other items on the Estonian postal 
museum, medals, coins, etc. We have quoted starting pages only, and trust the authors will for the pur
poses of this review accept anonymity. 

OBITUARIES 

DR. RUDOLF SEICHTER 
It is with the deepest regret that we have to record the passing of Dr. Seichter; born in 1889 he 

was the son of a philatelist. From 1914 to 1931 he was in the medical branch of the German Navy and 
in 1932 he set up practice as an ear, nose and throat specialist in Soltau, near Hannover where, apart 
from a return to marine medicine in World War 2, he resided until his death. 

Dr. Seichter was the foremost surviving student of the complex philately of the Ukraine, and the 
premier authority for specialisation and expertisation of the trident overprints and other issues from 
that troubled land after the end of World War 1. He had specialised in these issues since 1922, and in 
l 935 became President of the UPV; he had received many national and international awards for his 
unique collection. He brought to this subject an extreme care in the examination of authenticity of 
background data and usage, and of the identification of forgeries and of dubious status issues of various 
types, which will stand as a permanent monument to his love for precision. Whilst he was cautious 
in his approach to giving his seal of approval to other than the most rigorously proven issues, he never
theless maintained a strictly neutral stance, and readily accepted upgrading when justified by the evidence 
just as he was ready to demote issues hitherto approved should new evidence require a reversal of decision. 
Both the late Cecil Roberts and I owed Dr. Seichter a great debt of gratitude for his help and encourage
ment during the preparation of the Trident and Shagiv handbooks, respectively. 

On a more personal note, Dr. Seichter was a most charming individual, friendly to newcomers, 
encouraging to those wishing to learn from him, and co-operative with other experts in his chosen field. 
I recall with gratitude the many kindnesses he showed to me, and with pleasure entertaining him and his 
charming wife when brought to Bristol by their hosts, Cecil Roberts and his wife. His letters were a 
delight to receive-his English was reasonable, but his choice of words was graphically expressive of the 
subtleties of thought and shade of meaning, as well as indicative of his real sense of humour. 

It will be well known that, a few years ago, he decided that advancing years prevented him from 
working effectively on his material, so he sold it intact to another collector. We must be grateful to 
him that this masterful source of knowledge has thus been retained for future reference rather than being 
dispersed. 

BSRP was delighted when he became one of the very select band of Honorary Life Members and 
philately has suffered a great loss through his death. Many of us also mourn a friend, and we wish to 
extend our deepest sympathy to his family in their great loss; it is doubly sad to know that they now also 
mourn Frau Seichter who died toward the close of 1977. 

I. L. G. B. 

MR. KURT ADLER 
Again we have to advise the sad news of the death of an Honorary Life Member-this time, at 

the age of 70, the great Russian philatelic expert Kurt Adler. He was educated in Vienna and became 
assistant conductor of the Berlin State Opera, then of the German Opera in Prague, before becoming 
chief conductor of the Kiev State Opera. In 1935 he organised the Stalingrad Philharmonic Orchestra, 
and was their conductor for two years. 
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In 1938 he went to America ; he conducted in Mexico and Canada before joining the New York 
Metropolitan Opera as assistant conductor-in 1951 he became their conductor and choirmaster, the 
appointment he retained until he retired in 1973. 

Readers of BJRP and of the Rossica Journal will be aware of the great breadth of knowledge and 
understanding which this internationally respected musician brought to the stamps and postal history of 
Russia and allied territories. From his magnificent collection he was so often able to exemplify and 
illustrate material to resolve issues not fully understood by others, and his personality and charm came 
through in his writings. 

BSRP was once privileged to meet him-at a special Summer meeting when he visited U.K. nearly 
20 years ago-and those of us who were present will recall the great pleasure he gave to us all in his 
skillful appreciation of the material we showed to him that day. He was a delightful individual, taking 
great joy in his hobby and in the personal contacts which this brought. 

In Kurt Adler, Russian philately possessed one of those rare experts whose work and authoritative 
views contributed so greatly to the progress which has been made. It was a great sadness to hear of h"s 
illness in his final years, which must have been a great test of his fine spirit, and now we have to extend 
to his wife, son and daughter our deep sympathy on his passing. 

FRANZ SEE 

On 30th January, 1977, the death occurred at the age of 80 of Franz See in Vienna, Austria. He 
was a retired official of an Austrian tobacco company, which operated in Sofia, Bulgaria until around 
September 1944. Philatelically active up to the very moment of his death, he was one of the leading 
postal historians of his country and the international philatelic community owes much to his researches 
and initiative. 

During his many years in Bulgaria, he made many finds in Balkan and Russian philately. The 
most dramatic instance was his rescuing of a Bulgarian official archive on the way to the incinerator. 
It turned out to be the source of the famous run of correspondence between the various Russian post 
offices operating in Bulgaria during and after the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78 and now reposing 
in leading collections around the world. His results and further acquisitions were written up in various 
issues of the Rossica Journal both pre- and postwar. He also contributed valuable information to the 
BSRP series "Stamps of the Russian Empire Used Abroad," demonstrating that he had superb material 
pertaining to the Russian post offices in the Danubian Principalities and the ROPiT offices generally. 

An example of one of his many initiatives was his writing to various postmasters in Western 
Belorussia and Western Ukraine, just after their incorporation in the USSR in September 1939. The 
interesting frankings, markings and official replies he received are among the very few surviving examples 
we have from that important transitional period. 

The present writer had the great honour of corresponding and meeting Herr See over the past 
25 years, resulting in a most pleasant relationship with a fine, courteous and erudite philatelist in the best 
Austrian tradition. His passing is a great loss to all of us and, on behalf of the BSRP, an expression of 
deepest sympathy goes out to his wife, Minka and relatives. 

A. c. 

DR. LEON KOZAKIEWICZ 

It is with great regret that we record the death of Dr. Kozakiewicz, who died on 29 September , 
1976 and was a member of BSRP for several years. He was one of the 1939 founder members of the 
Polonus Philatelic Society, one of their early presidents and for many years as a member of their Board 
of Directors. In addition to helping Polonus P.S. in many ways, he was prominently connected with the 
Polpex arrangements-for example, he donated the Kozakiewicz Research Award trophy (replacing it 
when won outright after three wins), and also acted as one of their judges. 

He was a specialist in Poland and related areas such as the Ukraine and Lithuania, from extensive 
pre-adhesive material onwards. Within this range, his early material was particularly fine, including 
primarily the 1860/1865 adhesive stamp. As the obituary notice in the Polonus P.S. Bulletin records, 
his outstanding item was a lower left corner block of six, stated to be the largest mint block known. 

We would extend our sympathy to Mrs. Kozakiewicz and to their sons and families in their sad 
loss. 
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