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Editorial 

It doesn’t seem like six months or so have passed 
since BJRP 85 went to press and here we are again 
with BJRP 86 after ‘beavering away’ through the 
winter period. Speaking about the winter period, I 
was very fortunate to receive a manuscript from 
Lev Ratner of St Petersburg, which is a study of 
Registration from 1872 until 1917. Lev has put a 
lot of time and effort into this manuscript, which 
consists of approximately 40 pages of text, 90 
illustrations and a four-page table. It really is a 
‘coup’ for BJRP and once you have read it, I am 
sure that you will agree and appreciate the 
research, time and effort that he has put into it. 
Due to its size, I have had to serialise it into three 
parts. Part 1 begins in this journal; Part 2 and Part 
3 will follow consecutively in BJRP 87 and BJRP 
88. This is bound to ‘shed’ some new light on 
registration and its interpretation, and may also 
help to answer some of those ‘mysteries’ that have 
been ‘nagging’ us for years. I feel sure that this 
will produce some ‘letters to the editor’ once the 
entire manuscript has been read. 

We have our colour feature, which I trust that you 
will enjoy, and the covers that are illustrated. It is 
at this point that I should like to mention that any 
member who has an ‘outstanding’ or ‘interesting’ 
cover (I use the word cover, but this can equally 
be a postcard, wrapper, or ‘purse’) that they feel 
would be  suitable, please feel free to send  me a  
colour copy with some text and I will be happy to 
consider it. You can send either a good colour 
photocopy or a ‘scan’ on disc. Please see the panel 
(page 48) on technical preferences for articles 
submitted 

This leads me to the BSRP website and I can say 
that the ‘Web Committee’ led by Marcus 
Sherwood-Jenkins really have been making a lot 
of progress. There are a lot of ideas and projects in 
mind and the site will be really worth the time 
spent on viewing it. The ‘web committee’ is open 
to any ideas that the members may have in what 
they want to view and what they would like to see. 
Read more about this in the “BSRP Website 
Growing Fast”. 

We are fortunate again with this journal to have 
had a large variety of articles and studies in which 
to be able to choose a wide range of topics for you 
all to enjoy, as I have said in previous journals 
“something for almost everyone”, and I am most 
grateful to all the authors for the time they spend 

in preparing the articles and for the consistency in 
which I receive them. They are very much 
appreciated. 

Those of you who are able to attend either our five 
London meetings or our once per year regional 
meetings at both Bristol and Manchester, will 
know what a delight it is to be able to meet 
members and share information on your particular 
collecting interests. Not to mention some of the 
many displays of material that members bring 
along to show. In London, we have been holding 
joint meetings whereby we visit one related 
society or they visit us. At our January meeting, 
we hosted the Forces Postal History Society and 
what a successful event that was. Between both 
societies there was an attendance of more than 30 
members. The meeting commenced at 11.00 a.m. 
prompt and finished at around 6.00 p.m. in the late 
afternoon with a break for lunch and a quick 
BSRP committee meeting. In total there were 
displays from 19 members of both societies 
covering well over 26 Russian related topics, all 
of great interest and awe to those of us present. If 
you are able to find the time, I am sure that those 
of you who have not been to any of the meetings 
before or for sometime, will find them very  
rewarding. I shall be stepping down as meetings 
secretary at the end of our year due to 
commitments to our journal, but I am pleased to 
say that Marcus Sherwood-Jenkins will be taking 
over, and I wish him the same success that I have 
had. Marcus will be heading the team making all 
the arrangements and programme for our London 
Weekend meeting in October 2002. This promises 
to be our best weekend event yet, so watch this 
space for more details to come.. 

Congratulations to Terry Page who was elected as 
President of the Society at our April AGM. We all 
wish him a successful and rewarding three years 
in office. 

Finally, I hope that you all enjoy the contents of 
this journal, BJRP 86, and please remember that if 
you have any ideas, thoughts, criticism or 
comments as to what you would like to read about 
or be researched, let me know in our column 
“Letters to the Editor” and I will see what can be 
done. 

Lenard Tiller 
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The Registered Mail of Russia (1872-1917) : Part 1
 Lev Ratner – St. Petersburg Translated by Vasilii Zakharov - BSRP 

Editor’s note: Without the translation work of Vasilii it would not have been possible for us to begin to serialise this 
fine work by Lev Ratner of St. Petersburg in our journal. I must give our thanks and appreciation to Lev Ratner for the 
time and effort that he has put into studying the archive material that has been made available to him at the Popov 
Central Museum of Communications and the Russian State Historical Archives of St. Petersburg and for selecting the 
British Journal of Russian Philately as his choice of journal for the publication of his works. This well-researched 
work will no doubt be of great value to postal historians, all of whom have been ‘searching’ for answers, and looking 
for ‘clues’ to those unanswered and ‘nagging’ questions that have existed for years, the answers to most of which, 
have remained, until now, ‘locked’ in an archive. 

The Society and I are greatly indebted to Professor Zakharov for the time and effort that he has afforded us with the 
translation of this original manuscript sent to me by Lev Ratner. 

The manuscript itself, totals about 40 pages of text, two tables (one of which spreads over four A4 pages) and is 
complemented by forty illustrations. I hope that you will now begin to appreciate the extent of the work that has been 
put into formulating this article, the benefits of which will be revealed throughout the series. Due to the size of the 
manuscript and the number of illustrations, I have had to serialise it into several sections (Parts), which will run 
consecutively, beginning with this issue and continuing through the subsequent issues of the British Journal of Russian 
Philately. 

This article considers the postal circulation of foreign destinations, which is why so many pre
registered letters and items sent with postal 1871 covers bear manuscript or label markings 
wrappers by the Russian state post  (with the such as ‘Eingeschreiben’, ‘Recomendovano’, 
exception, unless otherwise explicitly stated, of ‘Recommendirt’. They are not however indicative 
post in Poland and Finland), and also any of Russian registered mail”. [1] 
correspondence of earlier times, which served as a 
basis for the introduction of registered post in the But H. von Hofmann and some others think that 
country. In preparing this article, reference was registered post appeared in Russia before 1872 
made to publications of the postal authorities, to and, in order to resolve the differences in opinion, 
archival material in the Popov Central Museum of one needs to consider the period before the official 
Communications and also to Russian State introduction of registered letter post, as well as 
historical and St. Petersburg historical archives. any special features of correspondence even 

before this. 
The concept of ‘registered’ letters was officially 
introduced in Russia in June of 1871, with the The period before 1872 
establishment of “Provisional Decrees Concerning 
the Postal Departments”. One of the changes In his article entitled “Concerning the 
introduced by these decrees was the introduction responsibility of Russian postal authorities in 
on the 1st January 1872 of registered letters as one handling correspondence”, N. Sokolov, a lawyer 
type of internal postal correspondence. The for the Russian postal authority, wrote: “During 
majority of Russian historical researchers consider the reign of Catherine II, ordinary letters, money 
this as incontrovertible, but some people outside packets and parcels could be sent by post. In 1807 
Russia differ about when exactly registered post a fourth category was added to these three forms 
appeared in Russia. of postal correspondence -- insured letters”.  [2] 

For example, David Skipton says that “registered Insured letters were introduced in order to achieve 
mail (zakaznoe) was not introduced in Russia until a more reliable transmission of money documents, 
1871. ...Prior to that time, the only thing and to obtain increased postal income deriving 
approaching registration in Russia was insured from handling them. It was precisely these, which 
mail (strakhovaya) but, with the exception of its were the precursors of registered letters and they 
being entered in a logbook or register, it was not 
treated differently.... Russian mail of this nature 
sent abroad was often treated as registered by the 

formed the basis for their introduction in 1872. As 
was later stated in a review of the activity of the 
Russian postal authority  “Instead of insured
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letters two further types of correspondence were 
introduced, (a) valuable packets, (b) registered 
letters”. [3] 

During the first period, insured letters had no 
special name. They were sometimes called 
‘letters with documents’, which were often 
restricted to the transfer of documents sent in 
‘letter form’. For example, in the “Instructions to 
Regional (Guberniya) Postmasters”, these 
transfers were listed as:  “Bills, Bonds, Debt 
Acknowledgements, Deeds of Purchase, Bills of 
Sale, ...” Gradually, to these letters with 
documents, became attached the term ‘Insured 
Letters’. 

In his submission for Imperial assent of 
“Changes in Postal Taxes” in April of 1807, the 
Minister of Internal Affairs proposed that “for 
transmission of Bills, Debt Acknowledgements, 
Letters of Trust and other money documents, to 
levy a postal weight charge twice as much as the 
tax usually charged for ordinary letters, leaving 
at the same time the freedom to all to send 
ordinary letters as before”. [4] This submission 
received Imperial assent on 17th April 1807. 

Since no insurance fee (страховой сбор) was 
levied in respect of insured letters, namely a fee 
related to the value of the item sent by post, if 
we use definitions of rather later times, we might 
say that the description used is inaccurate. 
However, the postal authorities in those years, 
differentiating between payment for sending 
insured letters and an insurance fee, (“On 
accepting an insured letter.. a doubled weight 
charge is levied, but not an insurance fee”), 
considered the increased amount of the weight 
charge (весовой сбор) as an insurance fee. As 
postal documents of the first half of the 19th 
century said: “Documents sent by post need to be 
insured”, “... in this way allowing the sender also 
to insure ordinary letters”. 

The tariffs for weight charges and payment for 
insured letters in relation to letter weights and 
the distance of sending were shown in the 
B. Kaminskii article on “Postal Tariffs in pre-
Revolutionary Russia”, which appeared in 
Sovetskii Kollektsioner No. 22 of 1984. 

Insured letters were submitted for post unsealed, 
as for money correspondence. It was forbidden 
for the sender to indicate the value of the item, 
but one could indicate that documents were 
included, and sometimes a hand-written 

annotation was added or a stamped inscription 
‘insured’ (страховое). 

The way in which insured letters with documents 
were sealed changed, when it was stipulated that 
the seal “necessarily needs to be made using 
sealing-wax: at the centre… with a state seal 
specific for the reception of insured 
correspondence, and then four seals at the 
corners with distinguishing impressions”. This 
continued until the appearance of a direction that 
insured letters may, apart from the official seal, 
bear three, two or even one private seals”. 
Insured letters sent without any enclosed 
documents could be sealed only using an official 
seal. 

After sealing, an insured letter was weighed, and 
the weight and the sum of postal charges was 
marked on it. Insured letters were registered in a 
book recording all insured post, and a number 
written on the letter corresponding to that in the 
registration book. Such a number appeared on all 
insured letters. On forwarding, each letter 
needed to have a number added, corresponding 
to that appearing in an information document 
accompanying it. These were termed 
‘information’ or ‘list’ documents, in Russian 
‘известие’ or ‘перечень’ respectively. At the 
post office where the letter was received, a 
further number was added, in accordance with a 
registration book there. In practice, the number 
on the information document and/or that in the 
registration book for reception was frequently 
absent on insured letters. 

At Moscow and at St. Petersburg post offices, 
insured letters were accepted and given out at the 
office for reception (and issue) of money 
correspondence. The procedure for giving out 
insured letters was the same as for money 
correspondence, except that insured letters were 
not opened. Insured letters were given out at the 
post office according to a corresponding 
notification (повестка). 

Insured letters were always paid for in cash, and 
postage stamps were not used for this type of 
correspondence. Paragraph 33 of the “Rules for 
actions in implementing postage stamps” of 1857 
states “Dispatch of money and insured letters... 
should be paid for in cash, and such letters 
should be sent without any affixed postage 
stamps”.
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In 1830 the “Decree Concerning Establishment of receipt to confirm reception of insured 
a Postal Department” specified a unified form of correspondence at the post office (figure 1). 

Translation 

This shows a receipt (No.4) of the first type mentioned 
in the article for insured mail. At the top is the word 
‘Receipt’  (Росписка), and underneath the text: 

“Accepted at the Ladoga Post Office from the 
‘trader’ (*) Grigorii Sokolov an insured letter for 
sending to Ivan Alekseevich Nasarov at Belev on the 
1st day of July 1831.” 

The three lines underneath respectively read 
“Postmaster, as undersigned”, “Space for 
postmark” (М.П. in Russian), and “Tax 20 kop. 

With some changes, this kind of receipt continued 
until 1864, when a new type of receipt (figure 2) 
was introduced. 

The sender of a aninsured letter had the right, for 
an additional charge, to receive notification of 
delivery of the letter to the addressee. 

If an insured letter was lost, the sender could 
claim compensation, but for a long time this was 
not defined in any definite financial terms. 

Postal documents and receipts of 1864 mentioned 
that the “Postal authority imposes on any 
employees responsible for loss certain penalties 
and, if the sender so wishes, to send another letter 
at the expense of such an employee”. 

According to postal rules it was not required to 
make any indication of ‘insured letter’ or ‘insured’ 
on insured letters and the majority of such letters 
had no such marking. But it should be 

Figure 1 

received”. 

The receipt does not appear to bear any actual 
postmaster signature , nor is there a date stamp. 

(*)  The word used here is in Russian 'Мещанин', 
which I have written here in modern orthography. 
This is a title impossible to translate into English, 
because it could mean many things. In modern 
parlance, particularly in Soviet literature, it is 
somewhat derogatory, and would have the equivalent 
of something like 'Petit Bourgeois'. But in 1830 it 
would have been a quite respectable title for someone 
of 'lower-middle class' involved in trade, commerce or 
crafts. So I hope Grigorii Sokolov will excuse me if I 

remembered that it was forbidden to enclose 
money in insured letters and no insurance fee 
could be taken for such letters. 

So, if a letter indicated a sum of money to be 
transferred, or if the postal charges included the 
indication ‘insured’ (Russian: ‘страховой’, 
‘страх’, ‘стр’), then even with the presence of an 
indication ‘with documents’, such a letter was 
regarded as a money letter and could not be 
accepted as an insured letter. 

Insured letters were sent not only internally but also 
abroad, and postal agreements and conventions 
were concluded between Russia and other 
countries. To understand these conventions 
correctly, one needs to take into account that, 
despite frequent changes, for many reasons 
(financial limitations, conservatism of the postal 
authorities, poor communications and roads) the 
Russian post seriously lagged behind the postal 
systems of the more developed European nations.
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Figure 2 

Translation 

This is the second type of postal receipt mentioned in 
the article, and it has both printed and hand-written 
text. Unfortunately, the hand-writing is in most places 
impossible to make out, so my translation that follows 
indicates with asterisks the indecipherable hand
written text. 

Under the heading 'Receipt' and the Imperial Arms, it 
says: 

At the ******* Post Office, in respect of dispatch, 
accepted and recorded in the register on the 25th Day 
of April 1850, to Mr. ******** **** with documents 
at *****. 

Received: Weight (charge) --- roubles, 40 kop., 
Insurance --- roubles. kop., and tax of 3 'silver' kopeks 
(see note) 

Postmaster ------------

Assistant  ************* 

Note: The Russian coins bearing the term 
'серебромъ' were actually not silver at all, but 
copper. For a short period in Russia in the reign of 
Nicholas I, both the silver and copper standard for 
coins changed several times. At the third change for 
copper coins, so as to align the values of the new 
coins with the new silver standard, the designation 
'серебромъ' was added to the indicated kopek value. 
Since older coins were still in circulation, as this 
receipt form shows, the post office clearly wanted not 
to lose money!

The major part of foreign postal traffic with Russia Registered post in Prussia was marked 
went via Prussia. There was no insured letter post ‘ Recommandirt’, and this term was understood by 
in Prussia, but registered post had already been all in the same way, as were the analogous termss 
introduced in the first half of the 1820s. ‘Recommande’ and ‘Registered’. The Russian 
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term ‘insured post’, was not understood by 
Prussian postal workers, and in concluding a 
convention, the different postal regulations in the 
two countries needed to be taken into account. In 
consequence, when referring to insured letters, each 
country applied those concepts that were in use 
within the separate postal administrations. 

Figure 3 shows extracts from the Russo-Prussian 
postal convention of 1852, in an official copy from 
the Russian postal department, printed both in the 
Russian and German together. In this it can clearly 
be seen that the term ‘insured letter’ in the text 
corresponds to the German ‘Recommandirten 
Briefe’, while at the same time the Russian text talks 
about insured letters. 

Without any change in the meanings of the 
various postal types, which would have violated 
their own postal rules, the Russian postal 
administration allowed anyone wishing to send an 
insured letter abroad only to mark on it the word 
‘Recommendirt’. 

Two types of weight charges were taken in paying 
for letters sent abroad: 

- for sending correspondence within Russia, 
an internal weight charge, 

- for transmission via postal points at border 
crossings, a port charge, the so-called ‘port’. 

In giving practical guidance to postal workers in 
applying the convention, Circular No.3 of the Post 
Department of 20th March 1852 states: “Insured 
letters should be treated no differently from 
franked letters, levying from the sender.. double 
the weight charges (Author's note: i.e. according 
to the tariff for insured letters), and an identical 
charge for port fees. On insured letters, mark 
‘Recommendirt’, as is nowadays done”. 

Insured letters sent abroad were treated in the 
same way as other insured (i.e. money and parcel) 
correspondence. Letters received from abroad 
bearing the indication ‘Recommandirt’ were 
treated by the Russian post as insured, registering 
them in the record books for insured 
correspondence. 

The rules set out in the 1852 convention were in 
effect still earlier. Thus, Circular No.12 of the 
Russian Postal Department dated 15th October 
1843, concerning an auxiliary clause in the Russo-
Prussian convention, mentions: “(1.6) In 
accordance with the wishes of senders, also to 

accept insured letters for onward dispatch to 
Prussia and further”. 

By the 1860s it became obvious that further 
changes were necessary to postal activities in 
Russia.  A start to such changes was made, by 
establishing a new convention between Russia and 
Prussia on 10th/22nd August 1865.  In this, Russia 
renounced the phrase ‘insured correspondence’ (as 
a form of correspondence not used by other 
countries), and replaced it by the term 
‘Recomendovannii’, in the Russian plural 
‘Рекомендованные письма’, bringing this nearer 
to the introduction of registered post. 

Article 12 of the convention mentions that 
‘Recomendovannye’ letters should be franked. 
“The same port charge should be levied for them 
as for ordinary letters, but in addition, a 
supplementary charge for ‘recommendation’ (see 
Translator's Note), to the amount of 2 silver 
groshi or 7 silver kopeks for each letter regardless 
of weight.” [5] 

The Russo-Prussian convention came into effect 
on 1st January 1866, and from that time Russia 
began to accept ‘recommended’ letters (namely, 
insured letters destined for abroad) with a charge 
for registration irrespective of weight. After 1866 
the Postal Department continually stressed that 
‘recommended’ letters are letters that are insured. 
“... ‘Recommended’ (insured) letters, on handing 
in at a post office, should always be put in an 
envelope with four flaps, and sealed with two 
c lea r  s  e  a  l  s  on  sea l in  g w a  x .  A  l  l  
‘Recommended’ (insured) correspondence 
addressed abroad should be handed in to post 
offices, and there each item is registered ... with 
the same detail as for internal insured 
correspondence” and so on. It can clearly be seen 
from this that the Russian post regarded insured 
letters as insured correspondence, namely 
correspondence sent with declaration of enclosed 
value. 

Compensation for loss of ‘recommended’ letters 
was set at 13 roubles. 

Between 1807 and 1872 the regulations 
concerning insured letters were changed many 
times and added to and a more detailed discussion 
of them would require a quite separate article. 
What were mentioned above were just the more 
typical and basic features relating to the handling 
of insured letters.
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Figure 3  Extract from the Russo-Prussian Convention 
The left-hand column shows all four paragraphs of 
Article 18, and one paragraph of Article 19. It is 
written in Russian (old orthography), while the right-
hand column gives the corresponding text in German. 
A translation of the Russian text follows: 

Article 18 
Letters, for which a sender requires confirmation of 
acceptance by the Post and, depending upon 
circumstances, of confirmed delivery to some address, 
may be insured; in this case the sender adds on them 
the word:  "Recommandirt". 

For such letters, which must be franked, a port fee is 
levied on behalf of Prussia equal to the ordinary letter 
tax, with an added insurance charge of 2 silver 
groschen, and on behalf of Russia a port fee is levied, 
as established throughout the convention, of double 
amount. 

If a reduction occurs in internal taxes for insured 
letters, and a port fee levied for them that is less than 
the double amount mentioned above, then that 
reduction will also be extended to registered 
(страховые) letters sent from one convention State to 
another. 

When forwarding receipts signed by the recipient, 
which need to be returned to the place of first sending, 
no port fees will be mutually added to the charge. 

Article 19 
Correspondence addressed from the Russian Empire to 
the Prussian Post Office, and reverse, with the 
exception of mail in postal wrappers, insured letters, 
and notes (see Article 37), may be given to the Post 
either unfranked or franked to the destination address. 
Private franking is not allowed. 
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It was said at the beginning of this article that 
insured letters sometimes approximated to 
registered post. This is illustrated by equating the 
terms ‘Recommandirt’, ‘Recomendovano’ and 
‘Zakaznoe’.   This equivalence is justified in the 
case of the post in European countries, but in 
Russia up to 1872, when the postal rules there 
were still not modern and they seriously differed 
from other countries, such equivalence is in some 
doubt. To resolve this issue we need to consider 
the framework of various forms of post. 

The type of postal dispatch is determined entirely 
by the postal regulations in force in a country at 
the time of sending correspondence, the principal 
factors being: 

-rules for accepting correspondence, 
-tariffs and charging features, 
-rules for forwarding, 
-rules for issue, 
-compensation for loss. 

If we talk about Russian post, then it is essential to 
define the forms of postal dispatch determined by 
Russian postal rules. 

The various features relating to registered post 
will be reviewed in the next section, but in order 
to make a comparison between insured letters 
dispatched internally and abroad, these are shown 
in Table 1. This table is made in relation to the 
postal rules in force at the middle of 1871, when 
insured letters were still being sent, but when rules 
for registered letters for had already been defined. 

Insured letters bore signs or marks of two types of 
postal correspondence of later times, valuable 
letters and registered letters, but in many respects 
differed significantly  from those of both (in the 
case of registered post, as seen in Table 1, 
section 1, but also sections 3-11 inclusive). 
Insured letters were accepted and given out as 
insured correspondence, being recorded in the 
registration book for insured correspondence and 
dispatched together with insured correspondence. 
It is not correct, as has been done by some writers, 
to compare insured and registered letters according 
to whether light or heavy post was involved, or in 
respect of limited responsibility of the postal 
administration. First of all, at the beginning of the 
19th century the separation of light and heavy post 
in Russia depended not upon the type of 
correspondence but upon weight, namely insured 
letters with weight exceeding 5 pounds were 
considered as ‘heavy’, while a parcel less than 5 

Translator's Note: 
A problem occurs both in transliterating and in 
translating the Russian word 'Рекомендованное', 
written here in the singular neuter adjectival form. 
This is the grammatical form most commonly 
encountered, simply because it qualifies the singular 
neuter noun 'письмо', the Russian for letter.  The 
problem arises because, although the word derives 
from terms used in European languages to designate 
something 'registered' (such as the German 
'Rekommandirt'), the usage in Russian actually meant 
something other. Indeed, much of the first section in 
this article deals precisely with these differences. A 
further complication is that not only is the Russian 
spelling different (for example one 'm' only), but it 
appears in various grammatical forms, often with 
inflections different from the neuter singular adjectival 
form mentioned above. 

To resolve the problem the author insists that the 
Russian word 'Рекомендованное' is never translated 
into the English 'registered' (for which the Russian is 
'Заказное'), and this is a view I very much share. This 
Russian word is then rendered in English either as a 
direct transliteration, 'Rekomendovannoe' or, where 
the context demands, in some anglicised translated 
form such as 'recommended', but always in quotes. 
Although this English term is an invention made in a 
philatelic context only, it is hoped that using it will 
help to clarify rather than to confuse. 

pounds in weight was considered as ‘light’. 
Secondly, because there was no estimate of value 
attached to insured letters, for a very long time the 
postal administration bore no actual responsibility 
for any loss. The regulation cited earlier about 
sending a second letter at the expense of a postal 
worker who was held responsible for a loss was 
only applied in relation to the ‘penal code’ and this 
applied even in the case of ordinary letters, being a 
punishment for those answerable for losing letters. 

If we look at insured letters in the light of what we 
now know, we must admit that much about this 
type of post was simply unfortunate, including the 
name used to describe it. Russia knew about 
registered post in other European countries, but 
was not ready to use it itself. 

The preceding discussion leads us to make the 
following conclusions: 

Insured letters were a very specific kind of postal 
correspondence, without any analogous type in 
other countries and it is impossible to equate it to 
any other postal correspondence existing either at 
the same time or appearing later. 
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Таблица 1 
Table 1

Вид корреспоненции Письма 
Type of Letters 

correspondence 
Страховые Заказные 

 Insured Registered 

Отличительные 
признаки 
Distinctive features 

Внутренние 
Internal 

Заграничные 
(рекомендованние) 

Sent Abroad 
(‘recommended’) 

1 2 3 4 

1. Порядок учета Регистрируемая Регистрируемая Регистрируемая 
1. Procedure for recording Registration Registration Registration 

2. Обозначение ценности Нет Нет Нет 
2. Indication of value No No No 

З. Оплата за регистрацию С лота веса письма За отправление(с 1866г.) За отправление 
3. Payment for registration By weight of letter (in ‘Lots’) For sending (after 1866) For sending 

4. Регисратция В книгах для страховой В книгах для страховой В книгах для заказных 
4. Registration корреспонденции корреспонденции писем 

In the record book for insured In the record book for insured In the record book for 
correspondence correspondence registered letters 

5. Франкирование Наличными денгами Наличными денгами Почтовыми марками , 
5. Franking Cash Cash штемпельн. конверт 

Postage stamps or stamped 
envelope 

6. Конветование Конверт с 4-мя клапанами. Конверт с 4-мя клапанами. Отдельная от письма 
6. Envelopes Обязательно почт. 

cургучная печат. 
Envelope of 4 flaps 
Official sealing - wax seal 
essential/necessary 

Обязательно почт. 
cургучная печат. 
Envelope of 4 flaps 
Official sealing - wax seal 
essential/necessary 

оболочка 
Wrapping, separate from the 
letter 

7. Возможность опускания Нет Нет Да 
в почт. ящик No No Yes 

7. Possibility of leaving in a
 post box 

8. Пересылка Вместе со страховой Вместе со страховой Отдельный пост—пакет 
8. Transmission корреспонденцией корреспонденцией Separate post - packet 

Together with insured  Together with insured 
correspondence correspondence 

9. Оповещение получателя Повестка Повестка — 
9. Notification to recipient Written notification Written notification 

10. Выдача адресату На почте На почте Доставка на дом 
10. Issue to addressee At post offices At post offices Delivery to addressee 

11. Порядок выдачи По удостоверении По удостоверении Лицу, сказавшему, что 
11. Procedure for delivery личности получателя личности получателя письмо адресовано ему 

With proof of identity With proof of identity To person declaring that he is 
the addressee 

12. Извещение о вручении Да Да Да 
12. Confirmation of delivery Yes Yes Yes 

13. Выдача росписки Да Да Да 
13.Issue of receipt Yes Yes Yes 

14. Компенсация при потере 13 рублей 13 рублей 10 рублей 
14. Compensation for loss 13 Roubles 13 Roubles 10 Roubles 
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There was no registered post in Russia prior to insured letters can be replaced by registered 
1872. letters. Registered letters should be able to be 

handed in to the post without formalities. Such a 
After 1866, when a fixed registration fee was set letter should be in an envelope whose flaps can be 
for insured (recomendovannye) letters dispatched glued or sealed, while in a visible place on the 
abroad, the Russian postal administration address side there should be a clear ‘Registered’ 
introduced changes aimed at the introduction of mark. A registered letter should be delivered to a 
registered post, although it was still unready to recipient without need for notification...” 
assign such letters to the category of registered 
post. The Postal Department proposed to establish that 

correspondence sent by post throughout the 
By the 1870s it had become quite evident that the Empire to be either ordinary or insured. 
Russian postal regulations were outmoded and 
inconvenient. The Minister of Internal Affairs The ordinary correspondence would include: 
A. Timashev, who was responsible at that time for

the postal administration, in a report in the name -sealed letters, ordinary and registered,

of the Tsar, wrote: “the major part of the existing - open letters,

postal operation, as well as the postal regulations - items sent in postal wrappers,

and taxes, no longer meet the requirements of - parcels without value.

modern society; compared with those in place

abroad, they are very outmoded”. He asked Insured correspondence would be:

permission to “....make changes to the current

operations, regulations and taxes of the postal - valuable parcels,

administration and to introduce in the Postal - money packets,

Department, as a provisional measure, new - valuable packets.

operations, regulations and taxes.” [6]


“Postal charges would be taken in respect of 
Even before this report by Timashev, preparations weight, insurance, for an order and for receipt” [7] 
had already begun to make changes to the postal 
regulations and tariffs. Two documents prepared The “Provisional Decrees Concerning the Postal 
by the Postal Department, “Concerning changes in Department” were confirmed in final form by the 
postal operations”, where the term ‘registered Ministry of Internal Affairs on 12th June 1871. 
letter’ appeared for the first time and, “On Circular No.11 of the Postal department dated 7th 
restructuring the postal department”, formed the July 1871, entitled “New Decrees concerning the 
heart of the proposed “Provisional Decrees Postal Department”, mentioned that the 
Concerning the Postal Department”. “Provisional Decrees Concerning the Postal 

Department” should be brought into force on 1st 
The Postal Department proposals mentioned that: January 1872 simultaneously throughout the 
“Insured letter post needs to be abandoned ... whole of the Russian Empire. 
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10

ANNEX 

This glossary and the table of postal tariffs (spread over the following four pages)  
are relevant to all three parts of the article.

Glossary 

Russian English 

1 Книга подавательская  (форма №2) Acceptance book 

2 Книга приемная (форма № 2а)* Acceptance book 

3 Книга получательская (форма № 8) Receipt book 

4 Книга разносная (форма № 8а) Delivery book 

5 Санкт-Петербургский почтамт General Post Office 

6 Экспедиция городской почты (**) City Post Offices (***) 

7 Эк  спеди  ц  ия  вы  д  а  ч  и  п  ростой  
внутренней корреспонденции 

Office for issue of ordinary internal 
correspondence 

8 Экспедиция приема иностранной 
корреспонденции 

Office for acceptance of international 
correspondence 

8-a Экспедиция разбора почт Office for sorting mail 

9 Городская почта City Post (***) 

10 Отделение Городской почты City Post Office (***) 

11 Городское почтовое отделение City Branch Post Office (***) 

12 Городской почтовый отдел City Sub-Post Offices  (***) 

12 Телеграфная контора Telegraph office 

13 Волостное управление Local District (Volost) Administration 

14 Уведомление о вручении Notification of receipt 

15 Выдать по повестке Issue on notification 

16 Реестр Register 

(*) Forms 2 and 2a should be named alike because they fulfilled the same functions (the literal meaning is 
‘submission book’). 

(**) The Russian use of the word “Экспедиция” varies, although it generally means “Despatch Office”, but 
can be used as Post Office. 

(***) In English one usually refers to “Town Post”, rather than “City Post” (City Post being an 
Americanism) however, as Moscow and St Petersburg were (and still are) cities, the term is correctly 
applied here. 
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Таблица почтовых тарифов применяавшихся дла заказной корреспонденсии России (1872 - 1917 гг) 
Table of Postal Tariffs used in Russia for Registered Post (1872 - 1917) ( Part A) 

Тариф (копеек) 
Дата начала Tariff (kopeks) 

при-
мененния 

Date of 

Простое закритое письмо 
Ordinary closed letter 

Простое откритое письмо (почтовая карточка) 
Ordinary open letter (postcard) 

first use Между- Внутренее Между- Внутренее 
народное Internal народное Internal 

International Ино- Городское International Иногородное Городское (местное) 
городное (местное) Rural Town (local) 

Rural Town (local) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

01.01.1872 10 
01.01.1875 СПб,Моск-5 

другие-3 
SPB, Mosc-5 

Others-3 
19.06.1875 8 8 4 4 3 

20.03.1879 7 7 3 3 

18.07.1886 

01.01.1888 

01.04.1889 10 4 

19.03.1891 

01.04.1904 

01.07.1904 

01.08.1904 

15.03.1909 СПб, Мск- 3 
SPB, Mosc - 3 

07.12.1912 

21.09.1914 10 5 

15.08.1917 15 10 5 5 

01.09.1917 20 8 
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Таблица почтовых тарифов применяавшихся дла заказной корреспонденсии России (1872 - 1917 гг) 
Table of Postal Tariffs used in Russia for Registered Post (1872 - 1917) ( Part B) 

Тариф (копеек) 

Дата 
начала при-
мененния 

Tariff (kopeks) 

Бандерольное отправление 
Items in postal wrapper 

Международное Внутренее 
Date of International Internal 
first use Иногородное 

Rural 
Городское (местное) 

Town (local) 

1 8 9 10 
01.01.1872 
01.01.1875 

19.06.1875 2 2 

20.03.1879 Наим. плата:с делов. бумагами - 7, с печат. 2 
произведениями и образч. товаров- 3 

Minimum fee: Business papers -7, Printed matter and 
trade samples - 3 

18.07.1886 

01.01.1888 

01.04.1889 Наим. плата: с делов. 
бумагами -10, с образч. 

товаров - 4 
Minimum fee: Business 

papers -10, Trade samples - 4 

19.03.1891 с печат. произведениями : до 1 лота -1, более -2. 
С делов. бумагами и образч. товаров- 2, 
при наим. плате: СПб, Мск- 5, другие- 3 
Printed matter to 1 Lot weight -1, greater - 2:  

Business papers and trade samples - 2. 
Minimum fee at SPB and Mosc - 5, others - 3 

01.04.1904 

01.07.1904 

01.08.1904 

15.03.1909 Наим. плата с делов. бумагами в СПб, Мск-3 
Minimum fee for business papers at SPB &Mosc - 3 

07.12.1912 С бумаги и книгами для слепых- 1 
Braille and books for the blind - 1 

21.09.1914 С печат. произведениями и делов. бумаги - 2, с обрасч. товаров - 1, при наим. 
плате с делов. бумагами: иногороднее - 10, местное - 5 

Printed matter & business papers - 2, trade samples -1, 
minimum fee for business papers: Rural - 10, Local - 5 

15.08.1917  Наим. плата с делов. бумагами 
Minimum fee for business papers

15 10 

01.09.1917 4 
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Таблица почтовых тарифов применяавшихся дла заказной корреспонденсии России (1872 - 1917 гг) 
Table of Postal Tariffs used in Russia for Registered Post (1872 - 1917) ( Part C) 

Тариф (копеек) 
Дата начала Tariff (kopeks) 

при-
мененния 

Сбор за заказ 
Registration fee 

Почтовая 
(талонния) 

Наложенный платех 
C.O.D. (Cash on delivery)

Date of 
first use 

расписка 
Postal receipt 

(talon) 
Между-
народний 

International 

Внутрений 
Internal 

1 11 12 13 14 
01.01.1872 10 5 
01.01.1875 

19.06.1875 10 

20.03.1879 7 7 Бесплатно 
Free 

18.07.1886 

01.01.1888 2% от суммы налож. платежа, 
но не меньше 10к налич. денгами 

2% of C.O.D. amount, but not less than 10k cash 
01.04.1889 

19.03.1891 

01.04.1904 

01.07.1904 Сбор 2% марками 
2% charge in postage stamps 

01.08.1904 

15.03.1909 

07.12.1912 

21.09.1914 10 

15.08.1917 20 

01.09.1917 20 
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Таблица почтовых тарифов применяавшихся дла заказной корреспонденсии России (1872 - 1917 гг) 
Table of Postal Tariffs used in Russia for Registered Post (1872 - 1917) ( Part D) 

Тариф (копеек) 
Дата начала Tariff (kopeks) 

при-
мененния 

Date of 
first use 

Уведомление о получений 
(обратная расписка) 
Notification of receipt 

Заявление о 
возвращении 
или пере-

адресовании 

Notification of 

Заявление о розыскании 
Request for search 

Между-
народное 

Внутренее 
Internal 

Между-
народное 

Внутренее 
Internal

International Ино-
городное 

Rural 

Городское 
Town 

return or change 
of address 

International Ино-
городное 

Rural 

Городское 
(местное) 

Town 
(local) 

1 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
01.01.1872 
01.01.1875 

19.06.1875 10 10 

20.03.1879 7 7 

18.07.1886 

01.01.1888 

01.04.1889 

19.03.1891 

01.04.1904 10 7 

01.07.1904 

01.08.1904 СПб,Моск-5 
другие-3 

SPB, Mosc-5 
Others-3 

15.03.1909 СПб,Моск-3 3 
SPB, Mosc-3 

07.12.1912 

21.09.1914 10 5 20 10 5 

15.08.1917 20 10 40 20 10 

01.09.1917 20 20 
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Used Zemstvo Postal Stationery: Tula, Totma, 
Kherson and Soroki  
Terry Page 
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My article in BJRP 85 illustrated and discussed 
used postal stationery from the Pskov and Luga 
Zemstvos. My request for readers to advise me of 
their holdings of material from other districts has 
been most fruitful, with two our members, 
George Werbizky and Dale Cruikshank, coming 
forward with photocopies of interesting additional 
items. 

Tula District issued a range of PSEs between 1868 
and 1887. These envelopes, of different sizes and 

 structure, were initially validated by an 
embossed albino seal plus  hand-stamped 
indicium and later by a variety of hand-stamped 
seals or indicia applied singly or in pairs. Only a 
tiny number of these PSEs have survived in used 
condition. Figure  is  Imperial post 
combination item. It has the hand-stamped 
validation seal in violet and the 5k. indicium 
negatively printed in black. It was mailed to Baron 
Rosen at “The town  Venev the Tula 
Gubernaya, village of Sviridovo”. 

George Werbizky writes that he is not certain how 
to interpret this cover as  has no Zemstvo 
cancellation but two different Tula Imperial 
postmarks dated 25th and 26th September 1887, 
the latter date struck on the reverse. Why the 
second date-stamp? My own interpretation is that 
the PSE originated from a place within the Tula 
Zemstvo Post catchment area. It was used, 
probably on the 24th or 25th September to prepay 
the 5 kopeks Zemstvo rate as far as the Imperial 
PO in the town of Tula. The letter arrived there on 

25th when the 7k. Imperial stamp was 
cancelled. On the following day, the Imperial PO 
delivered the letter to Venev after applying the 
second Tula CDS on the reverse as a despatch 
mark figure 1a . In my experience, the absence of 
a Zemstvo postmark is not unusual  such was the 
practice in a number of districts where there was 

no adhesive stamp to cancel since the very use of 
the PSE effectively invalidated it. A very similar 
cover from the same correspondence but mailed in 
April 1889 was sold by Corinphila, Zürich in 
December 2000 hammer price CHF 5000!). Its 
treatment was identical. 

In 1895 the District of Totma (Vologda Gub.
issued PSEs in various sizes with two franking 
values: 4k. (with red indicium  for ordinary letters 
and 7k. (blue indicium  envelopes endorsed 
ЗАКАЗНОЕ for registered mail. Both of these 
values are found  different types of paper. 
Figure 2, also from the Werbizky collection, 
illustrates a letter at the 4k. rate mailed locally 
ЗДЕСЬ  here  to a Mr. V.V. Krasinski. The 

indicium is cancelled by pen with no date. 

Kherson district issued a 5k. PSE with dark green 
indicium in 1895. This was re-printed in light 
green in 1911. Figure 3 from the Dale Cruikshank 
collection shows the first envelope addressed to 
the Zaselsk Volost Court. The oval postmark reads 
ЯВКИНСК ЗЕМСК ПОЧОВ ПУНКТЬ 
Yavkinsky Zemstvo Postal Point) with

manuscript date probably October 1911
Interestingly, the writer also has a similar item 
from the same court correspondence originating 
from the same tiny Zemstvo branch office. The 
date on this item is not filled in, but the hand-
stamp date space ends with 191-g. suggesting 
1910 or 1911. 

The District of Soroki Bessarabia Gub.) issued 
two 3k. envelopes, in 1880 and in 1892. The 
latter, with its indicium in brown, is among the 
more common Zemstvo PSEs in mint condition, 
but try finding a used one! Dale Cruikshank has 
done just that and his locally used cover, cancelled 
simply with a pen cross and undated, is illustrated 

figure 4

ZEMSTVOS 

To see more examples of zemstvos and a wide range of illustrations from a number of zemstvo issuing 
regions from the collection of Terry Page, visit the BSRP website. 

http://nestor.minsk.by/ph/society/index.html 
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Figure 1 

Figure 1a 

Figure 2 
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Figure 3 

Figure 4
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An Interesting Letter sent in October 1918 from a 
German Field Post Office in Sevastopol 
R. L. Joseph 

In

had 

1
on 

Field Post 

a

 are 

to 
him 

I 
(

 March 1918 the 
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk 

been signed by 
Soviet Russia, Germany 
and Austria. Under the 
terms of the Treaty, 
hostilities on the Eastern 
Front ceased and the 
German Army remained 
in its agreed position, its 
area of occupation (the 
O b  e  r  k o  m m a  n  d  o  
Ostfront) including the 
Crimea. 

Figure  shows an 
envelope sent 6th 
October 1918 from 
German
O f  f  i  c  e  2 0  1 8  i  n  
Sevastopol to a family 
in Berlin. The envelope 
co ntained  most 
interesting letter, written 
in Old German Script. 
As readers will be well 
aware, such letters
very difficult to read. 
Fortunately, a translator, 
Mr. Thomas Gunther, of 
Mauer, West Germany, 
offered his services, and 
our thanks are due 

for the following 
translation . 

Figure 1 

Sevastopol, 5.10.1918 

Dear Family Schwitzer, 

Many thanks for your kind letter. I am always 
delighted to receive word from home. But for the 
time being plans for leave will not work out.
have joined the port ?) police and have to drive a 
boat. At present there is no one who can stand in 
for me and relieve me of my duties. We are short 

of men. As you have no doubt heard we now have 
the rest of the Russian Black Sea Fleet in our 
service. It consists of a large Battlecruiser ‘Wolga’ 
and 5 Destroyers, which are all in good condition. 
It looks like we will probably have to defend the 
Dardanelles with them. Otherwise it's quite quiet 
here at the moment: it was perhaps not entirely 
right that we took over the ships, but it's done 
now. The weather is still lovely, but at 4.30 pm it 
already gets dark. I was so looking forward to my 
leave, particularly as it was still the sailing season,
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but of course nothing came of it once again. 
However, Madam, we have suffered so much 
during this war that this will also be overcome. I 
read that the trap (*) has broken. That is a pity, as 
you cannot get any more. We have so many here. I 
think I have something like it at home. Talk to my 
wife about it. 

I believe that there will soon be peace as the way 
things are going in the West, the War cannot go 
on much longer. It would certainly be a relief 
when it came to an end and I could just get away 
from this place, as I cannot settle into my 
surroundings at all. 

With kind regards to you all, 
J. Munk 
Field Post 

To 
Family Director Schwitzer 
Lake Nicholas, Nr. Berlin 
(Luckhoff Rd.?) 

From 
Boat ? Munk 
From East Crim . D.F. (J) 
Sebastopol  2018 

(*) e.g. a mouse or ferret trap. 

Translator’s Note: ‘‘ This letter appears to have 
been written by an ordinary soldier who, despite a 
lack of formal education, nevertheless possessed a 
poignant sensitivity and intelligence. He was 
probably in the service of the family addressed 
before the war broke out’’. 

The writer of the letter describes the ship ‘Wolga’ 
as a Battlecruiser. In fact, ‘Volga’ was a modern 
Battleship of 22600 tons, originally built in 
Nikolaev between 1911 and 1917, and with a 
main armament of twelve 30.5 cm (12 inch) guns 
in four triple turrets. She was originally named 
‘Imperator Aleksandr III’, her name being 
changed to ‘Volja’ in 1917. 

She was, as mentioned in the letter, seized by the 
Germans in September 1918, and went on trials as 
‘Wolga’ under the German flag. 

The ship has been illustrated in the book ‘The 
Russian Fleet 1914—1917’ by Rene Greger, 
published by Ian Allen in 1972 (SBN 7110 
0255X). 

Figure 2 shows the Battleship (Illustration No.136 
in the book) reproduced by kind permission of the 
author, Mr. Rene Greger. Unfortunately, we have 
been unable to obtain permission to reproduce the 
other illustrations of the ‘Volja’ in the book 
(Numbers 134 and 135), because ownership of the 
copyright remains in Russian hands. 

Truly, the contents of letters can be both 
surprising and informative, this letter being 
written very shortly after the seizure of the 
Russian Black Sea Fleet and, of course, very 
shortly before the Armistice of November 11th 
1918. 

Let us hope that the writer’s wish to return home 
was soon realised. 

Figure 2  Volja in Sevastopol during its occupation by the Germans
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8000 Roubles 
Eric Peel 

The information and illustrations of covers in Dr. 
Ceresa’s “Postage Stamps of Russia 1917 - 1923”, 
volume V, section D1 (to which subsequent page 
references relate) have been invaluable in 
preparing this article. 

Let me first deal with the suggestion (page 215) 
that the 8,000 Rouble Kiev Provisional was 
intended for American Relief Administration 
(A.R.A.) cards. Recorded A.R.A. items (pages 
202/203) include no items from Kiev, although 
page 218 illustrates a piece of a card, date 
unreadable, cancelled FASTOV KIEV and franked 
with the 7,500 Rouble provisional plus 2 x 250 
Rouble stamps for an 8,000 Rouble rate. 

The earliest recorded use of the 8,000 Rouble 
A.R.A. rate is the 20th April 1922, with two 
others dated the 21st April 1922 and numerous 

examples in May and thereafter. In addition, I 
have six others from May, June and September, all 
from Moscow. But the 8,000 Rouble provisional 
was much earlier. I have a copy cancelled in Kiev 
on the 22nd February 1922, and there is a pair 
dated the 25th February 1922 (page 225) and 
singles dated the 4th March 1922 (page 221), and 
the 15th March 1922 (page 218). We can then be 
sure that the stamp was not issued to meet the 
A.R.A. rate. What then of “some Soviet sources 
suggest a local 8,000 Rouble rate” (page 215). 

At this point it is helpful to summarise Karlinsky’s 
data from FILATELIYA SSR as translated in 
ROSSICA 73 (table 1) . 

Period ‘A’ presents few difficulties. Postcards, 
previously free, are elusive, but we can record the 
items shown in table 2. 

Table 1

Period Postcard Local Letter Letter Registration  Operative Dates 
Officially 

Operative Dates 
According To 

A 100R  100R 250R 1,000R 15.08.22 – 31.01.22 6th Schedule 

B 3,000R 5,000R 7,500R 15,000R 01.02.22 – 14.04.22 7th Schedule 

BX 3,000R 4,500R 
? 5,000R 

8,000R 15,000R ? -

C 4,000R 6,000R 10,000R 20,000R ? -

D 20,000R 30,000R 50,000R 100,000R 15.04.22 – 30.09.22 8th Schedule 

Table 2 

Where Date Reference 

Moscow 24.08.21 & 26.08.21 Pages 268 & 269 

Khark’ov 25.08.21 C1 93 

Petrograd 01.09.21 C1 47 

Lyskovo –  Privolzhskoe, 
Nizhni Novgorod 

20.09.21 Page 269 & C2  402 
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In my collection I have a card (figure 1) 
that was sent locally within TAGANROG 
dated 13th April 1921 (and is definitely 
NOT philatelic) franked with a 10R 
control stamp, but this scarcely advances 
matters. 

The only local letter at the 100 Rouble 
rate that I can find is the TAMBOV item 
on page 6 and even this is dated 9th 
February 1922, while the rate had been 
officially raised from the 1st February 
1922. 

There is an intriguing registered item of 
Moscow dated 26th October 1921  Figure 1  (C1 122) franked at 1250 Roubles as 
though it was an inter-city letter and moreover Examples of 250 Rouble letters (figure 2) and 1,250 
endorsed ‘Local Registered 1,250 Roubles’, which Rouble registered letters are numerous and I have 
leads one to wonder whether Moscow had an two ordinary letters franked at 500 Roubles each 
increased local letter rate, as was the case in (figures 3 & 4) and one registered letter franked at 
Moscow and Petrograd through much of 1923. 1,500 Roubles (figure 5) (overweight items showing 
But then we have on page 290 a Moscow local the 6th Schedule charge “ 250 Roubles for 15 grams 
registered letter franked at 1,100 Roubles on the or part thereof ” ) .
8th November 1921! 

 Figure 5  

Figure 2 

Figure 3  Figure 4
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Karlinsky tells us that the 7th Table 3 
schedule of Soviet postal rates was 
introduced by a directive dated 31st 
January 1922 and operated from the 
1st February 1922. In contrast to all 
preceding tariffs the new rates were 
specified on the basis of the gold 
r  o  u  b  l e  a  n  d  t h  e  N  a  t i  o n  a  l  
Co mmissariat of P osts and 
Telegraphs was obliged to advise 
the rate of exchange every quarter. 

The charges were 2 gold kopeks 
(3,000 Roubles) for postcards (table 
3 and figure 6), 5 kopeks (7,500 
Roubles)  for ordinary letters (table 
4 and figures 7, 8 & 9) and 10 
kopeks (15,000 Roubles) for 
registration (table 5 and  figures 10 
& 11). For local letters, “3 gold 
kopeks or roughly 5,000 Roubles 
paper money for each 50 grams” but 
in exact terms, 4,500 Roubles, not 
5,000 Roubles surely. 

Type Rate Where Source Date 

Postcard 3,000 R Novocherkassk Don Author (figure 6) 20.02.1922 

Postcard 3,000 R Dvinsk – 8 – Orel C1 page 150 & 161 22.03.1922 

Postcard 3,000 R Moscow Page 296 28.03.1922 

(The 2nd item is wrongly dated 22.03.1921 in the text) 

Figure 6 
   Table 4 

Type Rate Where Source Date 

Letter 7,500 R Rostov on Don Page 10 21.02.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Dyat’kovo, Orel Author (figure 7) 25.02.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Orynin, Podolsk Page 5 25.02.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Moscow Page 278 27.02.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Saransk, Penza Page 11 01.03.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Lykoshino, Novgorod  Page 41 03.03.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Moscow John Kelion 07.03.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Bryansk, Orel Page 123 08.03.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Uspenskii Pogost, Vladimir Page 115 23.03.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Volga, Yaroslavl Author (figure 8) 24.03.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Voronezh Page 196 25.03.1922 

Letter 7,500 R Dyat’kovo, Orel Author (figure 9) 01.04.1922 

Table 5 

Type Rate Where Source Date 

Registered Letter 22,500 R Votkinsk, Vyatka C1 page 198 17.02.1922 

Registered Letter 22,500 R Narovchat, Penza Author (figure 10 ) 17.02.1022 

Registered Letter 22,500 R Veimarn, Petrograd Author (figure 11 ) 30.03.1922 

The item from ORYNIN (table 4) is wrongly 
identified on page 5 as STYNIN and may well be 
25th March 1922 (the date of receipt is KIEV on 
the 30th March 1922) and the LYKOSHINO item 
is similarly wrongly identified as KOSHINO. The 

MOSCOW cover on page 278 bears a 100 Rouble 
control stamp and is charged postage due at 
14,800 Roubles as though the stamp franked at 
face rather than 250 Roubles. 
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Figure 7 Figure 8 

Figure 9 

Figure 11 

Figure 10 
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Figure 13 

“According to several 
sources in the press, 

higher rates was in 
effect in March 1922”. 
These  the Period 
‘C’ rates which
supposed to have been 
in force between the 
1st April 1922 and the 
14th April 1922, the dates 
when increases in foreign 
rates became operative. It 
will be seen that all these 
rates increase those for 
Period ‘B’ by one-third, 
assuming  local letter 
rate of 4,500 Roubles. 

Let  look at 
recorded material. I 
find no examples of the 
4,000 Rouble rate for 
Period ‘C’, nor of the 
local letter rates of 5,000 
Roubles and 6,000 
R  o  u  b  l e s  .  B u  t  t h  e  
unrecorded rate of 4,500 
Roubles seems well 
authenticated (table 6 
figures 13  In 
addition, the two Krynine 
Moscow covers  28th 
March 1922 (page 125
plainly state “local rate 
4,500 Roubles” 

Finally, figure 14 , I have 
a registered local cover of 
Moscow dated 6th April 
1922 and franked to 
total of 24,000 Roubles, presumably an 
overweight item charged an additional 
4,500 Roubles.

   Figure 14 

Rate Where Source Date 

Local Letter 4,500 R Petrograd Author (figure 12 22.03.1922 

Local Letter 4,500 R Petrograd John Kelion (figure 13) 23.03.1922 

Local Letter Registered 19,500 R Moscow Page 157 & 158 05.03.1922 

Local Letter Registered 19,500 R Moscow Page 296 09.04.1922 

Local Letter Registered 19,500 R Moscow Page 297 10.04.1922 

Table 6 

Figure 12 
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Table 7

Type Rate Where Source Date 

Letter 8,000 R Moscow Page 169 11.02.1922 

Letter 8,000 R Voronezh Author (figure 15) 23.02.1922 

Letter 8,000 R Moscow John Kelion (figure  16) 24.02.1922 

Letter 8,000 R Sasovo Tambov Author (figures 17a & 17b) 25.02.1922 

Letter 8,000 R Velikiya Luki, Pskov John Kelion (figure 18) 28.02.1922 

Letter 8,000 R Nizhni Novgorod Author (figure 19) 17.03.1922 

Letter 8,000 R Kes’ma, Tver Author (figure 20) 18.03.1922 

Letter 8,000 R Novgorod (No. 2) Author (figure 21) 28.03.1922 

( )

Figure 15 

Many years ago I acquired a cover sent from 
VORONEZH on the 23rd February 1922 to 
ST. OLEVSK South West Railway bearing a 
100 Rouble control stamp and an oval 
‘Doplatit’ mark with “15,500” in manuscript 
figure 15 . At the time I took it to be an error 

for “14,500” by an official whose arithmetic 
was not too good, but the recorded material 
puts a rather different complexion on matters.

  Figure 16 
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s 

The SASOVO cover (figures 17a & 17b) has no 
adhesives but bears a ‘Doplatit’ oval with 16,000 
Roubles in manuscript and a red ink endorsement 
that the sum was paid. The reverse has a circular 
cachet with “MOSK – KAZ, ZHEL. DOR” in the 

  Figure 17a 

The  Moscow item of the 11th February 1922 
(table 7) is particularly interesting. The 
description on page 169 states it is a 7,500 Rouble 
cover with fourteen 500 Rouble definitives (and 2 
x 250 Rouble in addition), but there are in fact 
fifteen (not fourteen) 500 Rouble stamps and it is 
therefore franked to a total of 8,000 Roubles! 

c e  n t r e  a n  d  “ M Y  E  S  T  N  A  Y  A  
FORMIROVANNAYA KOMMISSIYA DEPO 
SASOVO”, though I confess the purpose of the 
local committee at the SASOVO depot eludes me. 

Figure 17b 
What then of registered items? On page 121 we 
have a Moscow official registered cover sent to 
Kharkov on the 20th February 1922 only four days 
before the 8,000 Rouble Moscow item above, 
franked 23,000 Roubles. “Even Moscow could not 
make up the 22,500 Rouble rate without 
overfranking” says the text: but this must be another 
8,000 Rouble cover with 15,000 Roubles for 
registration, correctly franked at 23,000 Roubles. 
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Figure 18 

Figure 19 

Figure 20 

The 9th schedule of rates which came into force 
on the 1st October 1922, was the first where letter 
charges were expressed as relating to “the first ‘x’ 
grams” instead of to “each ‘x’ grams”, so enabling 
a fraction rather than the whole of the standard 

Figure 21 

charge to be applied to additional steps of ‘x’ 
grams. There is however evidence that this more 
liberal attitude was in force earlier than the 1st 
October 1922. 
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Table 8 

Type Rate Where Source Date 

Letter 10,000 R Vasil’kov, Kiev Page 232 24.03.1922 

Letter 10,000 R Byel’skoe, Vyatka Page 23 27.03.1922 

Registered Letter 30,000 R Kiev Page 231 15.03.1922 

Registered Letter 30,000 R Kiev Page 230 24.03.1922 

Registered Letter 30,000 R Kiev Page 229 25.03.1922 

Registered Letter 30,000 R Kiev Author 28.03.1922 

Registered Letter 30,000 R Kiev Page 224 01.04.1922 

Registered Letter 30,000 R Kiev Page 223 12.04.1922 

Registered Letter 30,000 R Kiev Page 230 21.04.1922 

On page 88 there is a KALUGA cover dated the 
21st March 1922 franked to a total of 10,500 
Roubles and on page 221 a KIEV cover dated the 
4th March 1922 bearing an 8,000 Rouble Kiev 
provisional and 5 x 250 Roubles for a total of 
9,250 Roubles. The latter is I am sure, an 8,000 
Rouble letter with a ‘one-step’ overweight charge 
of 1,250 Roubles, while the KALUGA item may 
well be another 8,000 Rouble letter with a ‘two-
step’ overweight charge of 2,500 Roubles. 

The VASIL’KOV cover (table 8) is addressed to 
FASTOV, where it was received on the 29th 
March 1922. Despatched from VASIL’KOV and 
franked 8,000 Roubles, it was charged 4,000 
Roubles for postage due: the 10,000 Rouble rate 
had apparently just come into force succeeding the 
8,000 Rouble rate assumed by the sender. But 
from the photocopy I cannot make out the date: 
the 24th March 1922 is possible, but certainly 
before the 29th March 1922. This to my mind 
casts some doubt on the 30,000 Rouble item of the 
15th March 1922, which may from the photocopy, 
be the 25th March 1922. The BYEL’SKOE item 
is wrongly identified in the text as IYUL’SKOE. 

What Period ‘B’ rates were in fact notified to the 
various guberniyas? The 5,000 Rouble local letter 
rate is unsubstantiated: the accurate equivalent of 
3 gold kopeks, i.e. 4,500 Roubles was in use, but 
in Moscow and Petrograd. 7,500 Roubles and 
8,000 Roubles are both well evidenced and the 
Moscow cover of the 20th February 1922 points to 
the same registration charge of 15,000 Roubles in 
conjunction with both. Is 8,000 Roubles, “roughly 
5 gold kopeks” and “inspired by a desire”, that all 
rates should be a multiple of 1,000, as were the 
external rates of the 21st November 1921 and 
indeed all rates after the 7th schedule. 

The definitives and provisionals of the period are 
of little assistance. The 5,000 Rouble and 10,000 
Rouble surcharges were issued either on the 10th 
February (page 109) or the 14th February (page 
116): definitives of these values sometime in April 
(page 135). My earliest date for these latter are the 
6th April for the 5,000 Rouble and the 5th April 
for the 10,000 Rouble. It will be recalled that the 
external rates introduced on the 21st November 
1921 were 5,000 Roubles for an ordinary letter 
and 10,000 Roubles for a registered letter. The 
7,500 Rouble surcharge was issued on the 17th 
March (page 170), the 7,500 Rouble and the 
22,500 Rouble definitives on the 4th March (page 
135). We have no dates of issue for the KIEV 
surcharges and no recorded ordinary or registered 
covers showing a 7,500 Rouble rate, indeed, no 
used copies before the middle of March of either 
the 7,500 Rouble or the 15,000 Rouble surcharge, 
and then only on covers after the Period ‘C’ rates 
were operative. But for the 8,000 Rouble we have 
a used copy dated the 22nd February and some 
evidence that an 8,000 Rouble rate was in 
operation till the middle of March and was 
succeeded by the 10,000 Rouble rate. 

When were the Period ‘B’ rates, whatever they 
might be, notified? The 7th schedule operated 
from the 1st February 1922 and rests upon a 
decree dated 31st January 1922, but unless 
notification to the guberniya capitals, thence to the 
uyezd towns, and thence to all offices within each 
uyezd had begun well before the 31st January, the 
new rates could not possibly have been ‘up and 
running’ on the 1st February. Of course letters 
sent at the old rate would in any case occur, and 
doubtless some of them might escape postage due 
charges, but we have such a letter from 
PETROGRAD dated the 12th February 1922 and 
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two from KIEV dated the 14th February 
1922 (page 8 & C1 page 190) to MOSCOW. 
I have a still later example (figure 22) from 
DOLGINTSEVO STATION in KHERSON 
guberniya dated the 20th February and of 
course my VORONEZH cover of the 23rd 
February was franked at the old 250 Rouble 
rate 

Reference to the tables will show that 
VORONEZH operated the 8,000 Rouble rate 
on the 23rd February, but by the 25th March 
it had become 7,500 Roubles: conversely we 
have the 7,500 Rouble rate from an office in 
NOVGOROD guberniya on the 3rd March 
and the 8,000 Rouble rate from 
NOVGOROD itself on the 28th March. In 
MOSCOW we have the 8,000 Rouble rate 
on the 11th February, 20th February, and the 
24th February, and we have the 7,500 
Rouble rate on the 27th  February and 7th 
March. We also have the 4,500 Rouble local 
letter rate on the 5th March which seems to 
prove that it operated contemporaneously 
with the 7,500 Rouble rate: we have no 
direct evidence as to the local letter rate which 
accompanied 8,000 Roubles, but I would again 
stress that no 5,000 Rouble local letter is on 
record. 

In the light of available data I draw the following 
conclusions: 

1) There were two rival schedules before the 
Council in January 1922: in both 3,000 
Roubles/15,000 Roubles were the suggested 
postcard and registered rates, but local and inter
city letter rates of 4,500 Roubles/7,500 Roubles 
were favoured by the strict interpretation of “1 
gold kopek = 1,500 Roubles”; while 5,000 
Roubles/8,000 Roubles rested on the “multiples of 
1,000 Roubles” viewpoint. 

The directive on record is a compromise between 
the two and I am certain that it was never put into 
force: indeed it may well be no more than a 
subsequent attempt, albeit inept and inaccurate to 
give some semblance of order to the confused 
position which in fact obtained. 

2) Due no doubt to the Council’s inability to 
reconcile the rival schedules it was well after the 
1st  February when new rates were notified and in 
many places it was two or three weeks before 6th 
schedule rates were replaced. 

Figure 22 

3) The new rates when notified were not the 7th 
schedule ‘fudge’ but one or other of the rival 
schedules that had been before the Council. In 
some cases the 7,500 Rouble version was notified 
and subsequently changed to 8,000 Roubles, but 
more commonly the opposite is true. In some 
cases the rate originally notified did not change 
until Period ‘C’ rates (or those in the subsequent 
8th schedule) were adopted. 

4) In Kiev the 8,000 Rouble rate was notified 
shortly after the 14th February and the 8,000 
Rouble provisional issued and in use by the 22nd 
February. By the time the 7,500 Rouble rate was 
notified and the appropriate provisional was 
issued, the 10,000 Rouble rate was in operation 
and it seems very possible then that no 7,500 
Rouble letters from Kiev exist. There is no data 
available as to the date of issue of the 15,000 
Rouble provisional or of its use to meet the 
registration rate. 

5) Period ‘C’ rates are evidenced only in KIEV 
and VYATKA guberniyas, but I have no doubt 
that others remain to be recorded. 

I should of course welcome details of cards and 
covers which will extend the rather meagre record 
which I have been able to present. 

(Editor’s note. All figures are reduced to 70%) 
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The Bogorodsk Zemstvo Post: Regulations 
Terry Page and Marcus & Yelena Sherwood-Jenkins 

A set of postal regulations was approved by the 
Bogorodsk Zemstvo Assembly on 11th October 
1893 and the public notice illustrated below would 
have been on display to the general public at the 
main Zemstvo post office. The notice provides an 
insight into the organisation of the Zemstvo postal 
service including clarification of the division 
between official and private correspondence as 
well as a detailed overview of physical handling 
procedures. It also describes the crucial role 
played by Volostnie Pravlenie (village 
administrations) in the delivery and collection of 
mail from the outlying rural areas. 

There are two points, expressed in the two final 
paragraphs of the notice, which elicit a curious 
interest. Firstly that receipts were not given in 
respect of money letters and registered 
correspondence which were sent entirely at the 
risk of the senders. Presumably receipts were 

considered unnecessary since there was no 
question of a claim against the Zemstvo post and 
in any case the mailing of the letter would be 
recorded in the postal register. Even more 
surprising is the commission-based remuneration 
system based on stamp sales. This kind of practice 
would raise few eyebrows in today's culture of 
privatisation, but must have represented a radical 
approach to public service funding in the 
nineteenth century. 

The notice measures approximately 45 x 35 cms 
and is currently in the collection of TP. 

It is an interesting aside to speculate as to why, 
unlike other Zemstvo districts, no local postal 
markings or endorsements were applied to letters 
mailed at volost offices. Only a single handstamp 
was used on Bogorodsk Zemstvo mail during the 
entire operational period of the Zemstvo post.
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Postal Regulations

In respect of Official and Private Correspondence. Moscow Guberniya, Bogorodsk Zemstvo Post. 

Considered and Approved by the Bogorodsk Zemstvo Assembly 11th October 1893. 

Despatch procedure for official correspondence 
(free of charge). 

§ 1. Official envelopes are those packages, which 
have an official seal and a number. Such envelopes 
are accepted from the various institutions and 
officials, entered in a delivery book, and handed 
over to the addressee who signs for the letter. All 
other packages without a seal and a number are 
private correspondence and are subject to payment 
of postage. 

§ 2. Official packages are accepted both in the 
Volostnoe Pravlenie [village administrations] and in 
the Uprava [central administration], daily except on 
public holidays. On the postal days, Tuesday and 
Friday, official packages are received up to 11a.m., 
after which reception is finished until the next day. 
The period from 11 a.m. up to 3 p.m. is for 
preparing and doing up the mail. 

§ 3.  Parcels and Official packages, whose size does 
not allow them to be put into the Zemstvo mailbag, 
cannot be accepted for forwarding. 

§ 4.  The despatch of official correspondence along 
the post-roads is carried out as follows: all official 
envelopes and papers, accepted at Volostnoe 
Pravlenie offices, are sent to the Zemstvo Uprava, 
which will accept and sort them according to 
addressees. Each envelope must be recorded in the 
delivery book with indication of its number and 
addressee. 

§ 5.  The post-bag, containing all mail is despatched 
and received under the signature, where possible, of 
the Volostnoi Starshina [Chief Volost Officer], or, 
in his absence, the Volostnoi clerk. 

§ 6.  All correspondence, between the Uprava and 
the Volostnoe Pravlenie, is to be recorded in the 
post-road register and despatched in a locked bag. 
Upon receipt of the bag by the first Volostnoe 
Pravlenie on the post-road from the town of 

By Order, Chairman of the Uprava. 

Members  

Bogorodsk, the Volostnoi Starshina or the clerk, 
according to para. 5, opens the bag, removes his own 
correspondence and checks the remaining mail addressed 
to each of the other Volostnie Pravleniya. This procedure 
is carried out by all subsequent Volostnie Pravleniya. If 
after checking, all letters are accounted for, an entry is 
accordingly made in the post-road register. Likewise, a 
note is made in the same register regarding the absence of 
any item of correspondence. The keys of the post-bag 
locks should be always be kept by the Volostnoi 
Starshina or the Volostnoi clerk. 

Despatch procedure for private correspondence 
(pre-paid) 

Persons, wishing to subscribe to receive newspapers and 
certain other periodicals via the Zemstvo Post are obliged 
to pay a forwarding fee of 1 rouble per year, or 50 kop. 
per half-year. 

Wrappers [for printed matter] are to be pre-paid by 
stamps at 2 kop. 

Letters and postal notices [Poviestka] are to be pre-paid 
by stamps at 4 kop. or 5 kop. 

Money letters and registered letters are to be pre-paid by 
stamps at 8 kop. or 10 kop. Petitions, statements and other 
correspondence, handed in for despatch by the Zemstvo 
Post in octavo sized envelopes are to be pre-paid by 
stamps of 8 kop. and quarto envelopes by stamps of 
20 kop. The printing of such stamps was authorised by 
the [Provincial] Governor of Moscow on the 11th 
November, No. 2486. 

Money letters and registered correspondence are 
despatched by the Zemstvo Post at the risk of the sender, 
as before, and are accepted from persons wishing to send 
in this way without any receipts being issued. 

The managers of the Zemstvo Post will receive a 
commission in respect of their duties as follows: 1 kop. 
from each 4 kop. stamp, 2 kop. from each 8 kop. stamp 
and 4 kop. from each 20 kop. stamp sold. 

G. Lamakin 

A. Zubelevich 
I. Leonov 
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Pskov: from the Postal History of troubled years 
Alexander Epstein (Tallinn, Estonia) 

Pskov is an ancient town in north-western Russia. 
It was mentioned in the chronicles as early as the 
Xth century, first a part of the Novgorod 
Principality, later the capital of a self-dependent 
Russian principality that in the course of several 
centuries repelled attacks of the German Livonian 
Order. However, during the XVth century Pskov 
was gradually losing its independence until 
annexed finally by the Moscow Tsardom under 
Vasilii III in 1510. 

Then, for almost two centuries Pskov remained a 
frontier town being attacked by the Polish/ 
Lithuanian State. The threat from the West and 
Southwest was eliminated only after Peter the Great 
conquered the Baltic provinces from Sweden in the 
course of the Northern War, and for another two 
centuries Pskov was a quiet provincial town, the 
centre of gubernia from 1776. Its post office was for 
a rather long time the only post office in the town 
(figures 1 & 2) until another post office administered 
by the Russian Railway Post Administration was 
opened at the Pskov railway station in 1891. 

Figure 1 
14 k. PS envelope of the 1883 issue to Grodno registered at Pskov Post/Telegraph 
Office on 5th November 1883, single-ring, cross-date postmark of serial “b” used. 

The First World War brought considerable revival drastically increased on the account of the 
to the life of Pskov, especially after it became the personnel of those military institutions, their 
location of the headquarters of the Northern Front families, etc. That led to a considerable increase of 
in August 1915 and many other military the mail handled by the Pskov post offices. 
institutions. Its population (30,478 in 1897) 
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Figure 2 
Picture postcard to Scharlottenburg, Germany registered at Pskov Post/Telegraph 

Office on 9th March 1907, R-label for inland mail used; stamps 4 k. and 14 k. of the 
1904 definitive issue cancelled by a double-ring, bridge-type postmark of serial “b”. 

In this period, Pskov post/telegraph office used “b” (figure 4). Additionally, also the town post 
standard double-ring bridge-type postmarks sub-office Pskov 1 was opened in 1917. Besides, 
known with the serials from “a” to “o” of the the field post office “D” attached to the North 
Cyrillic alphabet (figure 3). The railway station Front HQ was functioning in Pskov from the 
post office used oval postmarks of serials “a” and autumn of 1915 (figure 5). 

Figure 3  
7 k. PS envelope of the 1891 issue with complementary franking of a 3 k. stamp of the 1908 
definitive issue and sent as ordinary letter to Riga from the Pskov Post/Telegraph Office on 
4th April 1917, the stamps cancelled by a double-ring, bridge-type postmark of serial “I”, 

sorter’s handstamp “7”.
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Figure 4  
Ordinary letter-card to Petrograd handled at the Pskov Railway Station Post 

Office on 30th August 1917, a 15 k. stamp of the 1908 definitive issue cancelled 
by an oval postmark of serial “b”, sorter’s handstamp “4”. 

Figure 5  

Ordinary picture postcard to Petrograd handled on 13th October 1916 at the Field Post

Office “D” attached to the North Front Headquarters, stamps 3 k. and 2 k. of the 1908

definitive issue (2 k. over-franking) cancelled by a double-ring, bridge-type postmark of


serial “b”.
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Pskov became also an important centre of the 
military/postal censorship. The number of censors 
increased from about 140 in 1915 to about 200 in 
1917. The censor marks with the town name and 
censor’s number (figure 6) used during the first 

three years of the war were replaced in 1917 by 
markings in which the town name was replaced by 
the abbreviation D.V.O. (Dvinsk Military District) 
(figure 7). 

Figure 6  
Marking of the Pskov Military Censor No. 119 on a post-free postcard from Pelve to FPO 

No. 102, December 1916, sorter’s handstamp “1”. 

Figure 7  
Marking of the Dvinsk Military District Censor No. 1517 applied at Pskov on an ordinary 
picture postcard from Petrograd to Pskov (18th October 1917), sorter’s handstamp “4”.
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It was at the railway station of Pskov where the Bolsheviks with the help of troops under their 
Emperor Nicolas II abdicated on 1st/14th influence established Soviet power in Pskov 
February 1917. On 1st/14th November the local (figure 8). 
Military/Revolutionary Committee led by the 

Figure 8  

3 k. PS card of the 1909 issue with complementary franking to comply with the 25 k. rate,


addressed to Ekaterinodar and registered at the Pskov Post/Telegraph Office on 2nd

November 1917, the day of the taking over of power in Pskov by the Soviet; a double-ring,


bridge-type postmark of serial “z”. 


This period continued for another four months 
until the capture of Pskov by German forces on 
28th February during their final advance before 
concluding the Brest-Litovsk Treaty. In the next 
few months only the German Field Post Offices 
No. 838 attached to the 87th Infantry Division 
(to 3rd March) and 5th Reserve Division (from 
4th March to 25th November) were acting in 
Pskov but the local population could not use 
these postal services. This situation lasted till 
the end of July when Pskov was included in the 
German “Ob.-Ost.” civil postal system. 

As a matter of fact, a postal branch with a 
limited scope of services rather than a full post 
office was set up in Pskov. This postal branch 
could not accept money transfer orders and 
insured mail, although it received and handed 
such sendings over to the addressees. The mail 
accepted at this postal branch was forwarded 

first to the “Ob.-Ost” post office in Valk where 
the stamps were cancelled; the Pskov postal 
branch applied only a postmark with the 
German name of the town “Pleskau” to covers. 

The postcard in figure 9 sent from Pskov to 
Nevel, Vitebsk Province in Soviet Russia 
illustrates the curious way of delivering such 
mail. Under the normal circumstances, the 
postcard could make the distance between both 
towns (a little over 300 km by rail) in a day, at 
most. Now it was quite otherwise and it is 
curious to follow its route. Written in Pskov on 
6th September, it was handled at Valk on 9th 
September (the date of handing in the card to 
the Pskov postal branch is missing), then 
delivered to Venden where it was controlled by 
the German military censorship (the circular 
marking with “W” inside). The route then led to 
R i  g  a  a n  d  f  r  o  m  t h  e r e  t  o  t  h  e  s  t  a t i o n  o  f

 THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 86 40 

Q ....... ~~~~ - ...... :.-t .. LA, 

·········· ···· ·· .. ··· · ··-· ....... . 

.. ... . . ,~ 

.... .. . ' ,._ .... 
-6 • ••• • •••• . ..... . . ~ : . 



b

on the 
M o  s  c  o  w  

the postcard 
w a s 

It
 on 

9th

by

Rosenovskaya 
Riga-

railway where 

transferred to 
the Russian 
postal service. 

 arrived in 
Moscow

 October 
where it was 
censored once 
more, this time 

 the Soviet 
c e  n s  o  r  s  h  i p  .  
Finally, the 
postcard was 
d i s  p  a t  c h  e d  Figure 9 
from Moscow 7 pfg. German PS card with “Ob.-Ost” overprint with complementary franking of a  
as late as 24th 2½ pfg. stamp similarly overprinted and sent in September 1918 from Pskov to 
October and Nevel’ (see text). 
a r  r i v  e  d  i n  heels. Soon both Russian post offices, in the town 
Nevel, it seems, on 29th October (the date is hardly and at the railway station (the Pskov 1 sub-office 
legible). most probably no longer functioned) resumed 
The Germans evacuated Pskov on 25th November activities. These coincided with the period of post
1918, and the next day the town was entered by the free delivery of both civilians’ and servicemen’s 
‘Red’ 2nd Rifle Division following on the Germans’ ordinary mail in Soviet Russia (figure 10). 

Figure 10  
Picture postcard to Petrograd forwarded post-free during the Soviet administration in 
Pskov on 23rd March 1919.
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A new change of power took place in Pskov when 
the 2nd Division of the Estonian Army in the 
course of the common offensive with the ‘White’ 
Russian North Corps captured the town on 26th 
May 1919. Two days later, also the ‘White’ force 
under Bulak-Balakhovich entered the town. 

Almost nothing is known about the postal 
activities in Pskov during June and July. Probably, 
they were limited to forwarding of mail within the 
Pskov district and the town itself. True, as early as 
in July mail transport by military ships was 
organised between Pskov and Estonia that was 
used in that early period probably by the Estonian 
army field post only. We know no postal material 
from those months. 

In this period, the postal service was subordinated 
to the Head of Military Communications 
Administration of the North Corps, later the 
Northwest Army. New postal rates for the territory 
occupied by this army were approved in the last 
decade of July. On 1st August, Imperial postage 
stamps overprinted “Northwest Army” began to 
be sold over the post counter in Pskov. These 
stamps became obligatory for franking the mail 
and attracted to Pskov many stamp dealers and 
philatelists from Estonia and Latvia who 
purchased considerable quantities out of a 
relatively small of issued stamps. The mail was 
handled at the town and railway station post 
offices (figures 11 & 12). 

Figure 11  
Letter to Tartu, Estonia 
registered at the Pskov 
Post/Telegraph Office 
on 4th August 1919, i.e. 
during the occupation 
of Pskov by the ‘White’ 
Northwest Army. The 
franking consists of a 
single 1 r. Imperial 
Arms stamp overprinted 
in red: this colour of 
overprint on this stamp 
is regarded as trial; 
nevertheless, the stamp 
was legally used and 
cancelled by a double-
r i n g ,  b  r  i d  g e  - t y  p  e  
postmark of serial “i” 
a n  d  t h  e  c o  v e  r  
controlled in Tartu by 
the Estonian censorship 
(cachet over the stamp). 

Figure 12 
Piece of registered cover with a 50 k. and two 25 k. stamps cancelled by 
oval postmark, serial “a” of the Pskov Railway Station Post office on 7th 

August 1919.
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These services were used also by the Estonian 
army soldiers who sent their mail post-free 
(figure 13). As the result of an agreement 
between the post offices Pskov and Tartu, 
Estonia, an exchange of mail was established 
between them. Thus, the mail from Pskov could 
be delivered to Estonia and, via Estonia, to 
Latvia, Finland etc. 

On 25th August the Estonian troops followed by the 
Bulak-Balachovich’s force abandoned Pskov under 
pressure of the Red Army. Pskov found itself under 
the Soviet administration again, and the Soviet post 
resumed its activities. This state of affairs lasted for the 
subsequent 22 years until Pskov was occupied by 
German troops in the course of the WW2. There 
happened a new turn in the Pskov postal history, but 
this is a special story outside of the scope of this paper. 

Figure 13 
Post-free postcard from a serviceman of the Estonian 6th Infantry Regiment to Vôhma, 
Estonia mailed through Pskov Post/Telegraph Office on 13th August 1919. 
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The postmarks & railway lines of the Ukraine 
Province: Vapnyarka-Tsvyetkovo Kazatin-Uman. 
Leonard Tann 

line 
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This article appears both in the BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY and THE UKRAINE 
PHILATELIST. Sincere thanks are expressed to Philip Robinson for his kind help. Postal illustrations are 
from the collection of the author. Postmark illustrations are taken from ‘Russian Railway Postmarks’ by 
A V Kiryushkin & P E Robinson. 

The railway
Va p n y a  r  k a  t  o  
T  s  v  y  e  t  k o v  o  
t  r  av  e r s  e  d  t  h  e  
P  o  d o l  s k  i  a n  d  
Kievski provinces. 

 was ‘link
railway’ from 
m a in  O d e ssa 
Zhmerinka line
which carried the 
expresses from 
O d  e  s  s  a  t  o  
Moscow and the 
l i  n e  r u  n  n  i  n  g  
s o  u  t  h e a s  t  
Ekaterinoslav.
line opened around 
1892, and the 
TPOs commenced 
running in 
of that year. There 
were two trains 

eac h 
direction, taking 
some three hours 
to complete the 
journey. It has to 
be remembered 
that branch-line 
trains travelled at 
20  -25  m ph
average. Figure 1 

The line ran as follows: Vapnyarka - Kernasovka - 
Demkovka from here there was a short branch 
southwards to Trosyanetz Ladizhyenskaya
Gubnik - Zyatkovitzki [this was the unction with 
the north-south line Vinitza  Gaivoron
Kublich - Roskoshevka line crossed 
Podolski  Kievski boundary  Khristinovka
Yarovatka  Potash Shalashski Talnoye 
Rossokhovatka  Zvyenigorodka  Shpola

Signayevka short line running south to 
Zlatopol  -Tzvyetkovo. Here the line met the 
Fasov - Bobrinskaya line to Ekaterinoslav. 

One map does not show the village/station of 
Zyatkovitzki and calls Shpola - Signayevka 
simply Shpola. But we know that maps didn’t 
always show all the stations, and maps sometimes 
even differed in the order or location of places.
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Andrusovo 

Vapnyarka 

To Odessa 

To Kiev & Moscow 

Zamdintzi 

Qta\OVO -

Klf::V 

:;;,/' 

To Fasov 

?Rov. 

To Ekaterinoslav 

Zla10Po1 



In the period 1892 till about 1904, the postmarks have been recorded - although they must surely 
of the TPOs would have been the circular types exist. Several of the later oval types are shown 
with crossed dates and route numbers 129 / 130. here, the earliest being 20-1-09 (figure 2a) and 
So far, no examples of the earlier circular types 15-4-11 (figure 2b) both of oval 130 (figure 2c). 

Figure 2a 

Figure 2c

Figure 2b 
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The others, (oval 129 (figure 2d)),  are on answering are clearly (a) can we find the earlier 
Romanoff stamps - 1913 onwards - up to 1917 circular types and (b) at what date did the oval 
(figures 2e to 2g). The questions that need types commence? 

Figure 2f 

Figure 2g Figure 2d Figure 2e 

Figure 3 shows a fine cover dated 2 / XII / 1912 label. This postmark has been recorded as late as 
registered at the Vapnyarka railway station PO. It 1922 - well into the period of the Ukraine 
has a circular postmark; VAPNYARSKOYE / Republic - so we know that it was never replaced 
ZHELYEZNODOR PO, and matching registration with the standard oval type. 

Figure 3 (Reduced to 75%)
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Figure 4 

As is obvious from the accompanying map, the 
Kazatin line intersected with the Vapnyarka line at 
Khristinovka. But apart from a short stretch of the 
line at Frontovka which was on a ‘spur’ of 
territory of the Podolski Province, the rest of the 
line Kazatin-Uman was on territory of the Kievski 
Province. 

The line ran as follows; (figure 1) 
Kazatin - Makharintzi - Rastavitza - Zarudintzi -
Ros’ - Rzhevuskaya - Pogrebushche -
Andrusovo - [Platform*] - Lipovetz - Oratovo -
Frontovka - Monastirishche - Sevastnovka -
Khristinovka (junction with the Vapnyarka -
Tsvyetkovo line) - Uman. 
* Marked on one map consulted; probably 
just a local ‘halt’ as necessary. 

Figure 5a shows two examples of the ovals of the 
Kazatin - Uman line. The first shows the oval 127 
and the arrival postmark of Kazatin / Vokzal; the 
other, oval 128. Kazatin Station of course had a 
railway station post office, Uman did not. Figure 
5b also shows oval 128. 

Figure 5a 
(Reduced 
to 75%)

There were some railway-station post offices 
where the canceller saw infrequent use and was 
never replaced - the station post offices of 
Chernigov, Kruti and Kerch in the Crimea 
continued to use the ‘older’ circular-type 
postmarker. Tsvyetkovo station did not have a 
‘railway post office’ - there was the state post 
office in the town, as well as the TPOs passing 
through. 

The TPO ovals would have remained in service in 
the revolutionary period and civil war. Have any 
collectors got examples of these postmarks 1917 
onwards? This region was in the heartland of the 
Ukraine and therefore part of the Ukraine republic 
in the 1919 period and thereafter. Were there 
‘linguistic’ changes to the postmarks? Can our 
Ukraine colleagues help us here? 

The railway line from Kazatin to Uman was built 
about the same time - 1892 - but in the 1910-11 
railway timetable ‘boasted’ three trains a day in 
each direction, taking some 6 hours to complete 
the journey. The route numbers allocated were 
127 / 128. The earlier circular types of TPO 
postmarks have been recorded (figure 4) but must 
be regarded as quite scarce. Even the later oval 
types - as far as recorded - dating from 1911. 
Again, they must have continued through the 1917 
revolutionary period and into the Ukraine 
Republic. We look to our Ukraine colleagues to 
help us in the 1919+ period. 
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Figure 5b 

We appeal to Russian and Ukraine collectors and into the 1920s. .. .perhaps later...? Our studies in 
specialists to augment these notes with more the operation of the TPOs add to our knowledge 
examples of these postmarks - as well as earlier and understanding of the postal services in the 
types and later types. We assume that these twilight years of Imperial Russia and in the early 
railway lines and their TPOs continued to operate years of the Ukraine Republic. 

Writing an article for the Journal? - Some technical do's and don'ts 

Please submit items to the editor as typed hard copy or electronic files. If you can only offer manuscript 
please contact the editor first. It will help greatly if you can follow the guidelines below. 

Hard Copy 
TEXT   Typing on one side of paper; clean black type; single column; double line spacing. 

ILLUSTRATIONS Original item,  printout of scanned image,  photograph,  photocopy. 

Electronic file 
TEXT    Normal or default body text in any of the common word processor formats, preferably in single 
line spacing. There is no need to attempt to copy the format or even fonts used in the Journal but please 
turn off auto-format modes. If you wish to offer formatting then do so manually. 

ILLUSTRATIONS Any of the usual image file formats at a resolution of at least 300 dpi for a postcard-size 
image. Do not embed images in a text document. Keep each image file separate. For colour reproduction, 
where the original item can not be made available to the editorial team, please ask for a reference colour 
palette to include in the image. Do not send large files over the ‘net’; they take too long to download. 
Floppy discs and CD-ROM are acceptable. Contact Dennis Page for technical advice and guidance.
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Used Abroad Chronicle (XIX) 
Bill Stoten (Ed.) with contributions from Hiromasa Iitsuka and Harry von Hoffman 

This month we have a number of 
interesting new finds to describe, again 
most from the east but a smattering of near 
east and central Asia. Let’s first kick off 
with a short note from our friend Harry 
von Hoffman on a pet subject of his. He 
writes: 

“The DALNY postmarks 1898 - 1904… 
Up till now only two postmarks are known 
to me, which have been used between 
1898 and 1904 by the Russian post office 
at Dalny, a small place within the 
Lyao-Tung leasehold. Both are belonging 
to the military post office. One with the 
inscription “DAL'NY 1 POLEV. TEL. 
OTD.” and the other “No. 17e POLEV. 
POCHT. KON. 1 PRIAMUR. OKR. 1”. 
The postmark with the inscription 
“DAL’NY 1 POCHTOV. KONT. 1” 
illustrated on page 381 of the well-known 
publication “Stamps. of the Russian Empire Used 
Abroad” by Tchilinghirian & Stephen is based on 
an error arising by reconstruction of a partial 
impression of the postmark on a stamp. This 
postmark seems to have never existed. 

During the last twenty years I have only seen one 
registered letter from Dalny, which is shown here. 
The registration label, used in 1902, bears only the 
place-name DAL'NY without any 
additional reference to the status of the 
post office belonging to the field post or 
military post as it can be seen by the 
inscription of the postmark which 
indicates “POLEV. TEL OTDL.”… 

…In my collection there are six covers 
or postcards from Dalny. Two of them 
from 1903 bear both Dalny postmarks; 
other “No. 17e POLEV. POCHT. KON. 
1 PRIAMUR. OKR. 1” postmark for 
cancellation of the stamp and inscription 
“DAL'NY 1 POCHTOV. KONT. 1” 
postmark as notice of dispatch.”  For this 
issue we show the important item, 
registered from Dalny (figure 1). Let's 
hope Harry keeps collecting this 
fascinating port's postal history and 
informs us of any further facts. 

Figure 1 

Our friend Hiromasa Iitsuka sends us information 
and queries possible unusual ship markings on 
R u  s s o - J  a  p a n  e  s e  a  n  d  R u  s s o - C  h  i n  e s e  
communications. He sends us three items for 
comment: firstly a 4 kop. stamp on postcard to 
Amsterdam from Kiachow, cancelled with what 
he describes as eagle like markings (figure 2). On 
the front is also a Hong Kong transit (March 27 
'99) and an Amsterdam arrival (April 29?). Any 
ideas on the eagle marks ???  

Figure 2
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A second cover is franked 10 kop. blue with 
red overprint Kitai; the cover is commercial 
and addressed to St. Louis in the USA and the 
stamp is cancelled Russian P.O.s Chifoo 9/ 
VII/02 with a IJPO Chifoo mark of 9 JUL 
1902 and a boxed PAQUEBOT. In addition 
to this, the envelope (from the East Asiatic 
Company in Port Arthur headed in Cyrillic) 
carries a hand stamp reading The East Asiatic 
Co. Ltd. in English. Why a Paquebot mark we 
ask? 

Finally a postcard to Tsuruga, posted on 
board a ship of the R. V. A. P.  fleet and 
cancelled with the well known type 
"Parokhod Obsh. R. V. A. P. (unclear date & 
serial) with a splendid Tsuruga arrival of 
4.8.08. A marking  - quite small - appears on 
the text side of the card and is reproduced 
here. Is it a ship’s mark? Or is it just an 
owner's mark for the postcard (figure 3). If 
you recognise 
it on other 
non-ship mail, 
w  e  c a n  
eliminate it as 
a ship mark. 
Please write to 
me if you have 
a n y 
i  n  f  o  r m a  t i o n  
and I will 
present it in a 
future Used 
Abroad…  

Moving on to 
another ship 
m a  r  k  a  n  d  
perhaps the 
Used Abroad 
link is a little 
t e  n u o u s  
now…. But 
many of you I'm sure will be pleased to see this 
recent discovery. Only known and recorded 
previously on German material, the first cachet of 
the Japanese ship the "Nankai Maru" has been 
found on a Kerenski 5kop. postcard. This was the 
ship which took the Siberian POWs home in 
September 1920 to Trieste from Vladivostok 
under the guise of the Austrian and German Field 
Posts. The cachet reads "Spitaltransport / 
Vladiwostok - Triest / An bord der Nankai Maru" 
with a German Feld-post cachet reading "Nankai 
Maru / Deutscher Militartransport" (figure 4). 

Figure 3 

Figure 4 

Quite a nice item, I hope you think it’s worthy of 
inclusion. 

Now back to strictly Used Abroad themes and, as 
I promised earlier, a piece of Levant postal 
history.  But I’m sorry you ‘land lubbers’ - again 
it’s a piece of ship mail ! (Figure 5). This time it’s 
a cover addressed to Constantinople with a 10 
kop. blue arms franked by the French mark 
“Constantinople-Galata Poste Francse. 31-8-09” . 
(Figure 5a). With an array of marks for those 
posted on board ship (obviously a French line as 
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 a
 ( ) 

) 
t o  

on 
and )

that it 

(
5b). 

we have  boxed "Mer 
Noire" Black Sea and an 
oval BM (Boite Marine
a  d  d r e  s s e  d  
Constantinople. The crest 

the envelope (crossed 
anchor  key  suggests 

comes fr om 
Odessa…. Can anyone help 
with the crest??? figure 

Figure 5a 

Figure 5b 

We move on. 

One last piece and no… it’s not ship mail! It’s a 
really difficult item though and well worth 
illustrating and, making it more tempting, one of 
only two known. The cover I refer to is the cover 
from Dargan-Ata in the Khanate of Khiva to Paris 
(figure 6). This cover was posted on the 3rd April 
1914 and registered to Paris. The correct rate of 
20 kop. was applied and the registration label 
simply typed “Dargan-Ata  No.  ” was added. The 

Figure 5 

registration number was applied in blue crayon 
“35” and  the stamps were cancelled Dargan Ata 
Khiv. Vlad. serial a 3.4.1914. This postmark is 
known and described on individual stamps, but 
covers are very scarce. I know of one other cover, 
which went though a German auction house a few 
years ago, but its current home is not known. 
Covers registered to the firm of agents Fialkowski 
in Paris are also known from Petro-Alexandrovsk 
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Figure 6 

in the Syr-Dar district just outside Khiva and are 
similarly written from the sender with the return 
address in Petro-Alexandrovsk. I have three 
similar covers. Obviously the agent was centred 
in Syr-Dar (but shopped in Khiva) or  went to  
Khiva to purchase oriental objets d’art. 

In the next article we have a few more Central 
Asian marks to report on plus a Romanov WW1 

cover censored at Petrograd to Saville Row… 
from Kuldja …. not forgetting an interesting 
Russo-Japanese item from a Bulgarian Red Cross 
doctor serving in the Manchurian campaign sent 
by Russian post in Tehlin!  

Be sure not to miss it - and if you have interesting 
postmarks of any sphere of Russian post offices 
abroad… you know where to send it….. 

Used Abroad Chronicle 
Can you add to the Russian Post Offices Abroad ?? 


Articles, Queries, Unexplained Item(s), Questions, Answers or Comments.  


Please write to:  

Dr William Stoten,  
2a Birbeck Road, Enfield, 
Middlesex, EN2 0DX, UK
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Insured cover - Kiev to Odessa 
Tony Speeckaert 
Another letter insured for 10,000 roubles with a 24th February 1916 on reverse. On reverse central 
slightly different franking from the one illustrated wax of the Kiev K post office and 8 small wax 
by Eric Peel in Journal 85, page 35. Posted from seals for Private Correspondence. 
Kiev on 22nd February 1916 to Odessa, received 

(Front reproduced at 70%, detail from back at 40%) 
Franked at 15 roubles 80 kopeks: 3 x 5R. Romanov Tercentenary issue

and 1 of each of the 70 and 10 kopeks Arms issue 1909.

Charges (detailed on reverse).

Weight of the letter: 102 grams at 10 kopeks per 15g.


7 x 10 kopeks	 =  70k. 
Insurance	 for the first 100 roubles =  25k. 

for every additional 100 roubles: 15 kopeks 
99 x 15 kopeks = 14R. 85k. 

Total insurance = 15R. 10k.

Total charges = 15R. 80k.

The difference of franking with the Eric Peel cover.

In 1913 the postage is still 7 kopeks per lot.

Weight : 2 1/3 Lot, 3 x 7 kopeks = 21k.

Insurance: as above, = 15R. 10k. 

Total = 15R. 31k.
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Outstanding cover 
from the collection of Tony Speeckaert

1915 – Linen bag containing coins for a declared value of 342 550 roubles

sent from OREL , 21 January, to RIGA.


(Reduced to 60%)
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Large amounts of money were packed in linen 596 Roubles 50 kopecks on such a bag shown 
bags and a strong card – as support for the postage here is to be considered as one of the highest 
stamps – was attached to the bag. The franking of recorded for the Russian Empire. 

Value and address written on the linen bag 
(false colour enhanced)

Charges   
- for the weight of 12,375 kg. at 10 kop. per 15 grams  = 
- insurance : for the first 100 roubles  = 
- for every additional 100 roubles = 15 kop. x 3425  = 

82 r. 50 kop. 
 25 kop. 

513 r. 75 kop.
596 r. 50 kop.  Total 

The correct franking consists of two complete 
sheets of 50, one block of 8, one pair and one 
single stamps of the 5 rouble value of the 
Romanov Tercentenary commemorative series, 
completed by a single copy of each of the 1 rouble 
and the 50 kop. stamps of the same series. 

Comparison - For international postal operations 
the value of the rouble was converted during that 
period at the rate of 1 rouble = 2.6666 gold francs 
meaning a  declared  value of 913 466.64 gold 
francs. 
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Western Army overprints of November 1919 
Stephen Hornby 

Genuine and forged overprints of the 
third issue of Avalov-Bermondt’s 

Western Volunteer Army described. 

The genuine overprints 

The means suggested in published articles for 
identifying the genuine overprints of this issue are 
not, in my opinion, easy for the average collector 
to use. They involve value judgements, which are 
difficult to apply by anyone seeing or 
contemplating buying them for the first time. It is 
not too helpful in such circumstances to be told 
that the forgeries are ‘crude’ or that the serifs on 
the letters will be found to be too small. 

The suggestion here is that certain marks and/or 
faults are to be found on the genuine overprints 
which will serve to distinguish them from any of 
the forgeries. The advantage of this method of 
ascertaining the genuine overprints is that they 
constitute a means of positively identifying them. 

Quite simply, if the appropriate marks and/or 
faults are missing then the overprint is a forgery. 
There are admittedly some difficulties in using it 
too. 

The first is that the marks and faults referred to 
here are almost all small and not that easy to see, 
though their very insignificance adds to their 
value since one can feel confident that they will 
have been ignored - indeed they will have gone 
unnoticed - by forgers of these overprints. Small 
though they may be, a magnifying glass and a 
modicum of patience will reveal them readily 
enough. 

The second difficulty is that there are different 
identifying marks for each value of the issue. 
Checking for authenticity this way is not simple or 
quick. 

Illustration 1 shows the marks and faults 
associated with each value and table 1 gives a 
brief description of each. I failed to find any 

features specific to the 50/10 kop. stamp. 
Though of course the blue-black colour of the 
stamp would make it difficult to distinguish 
any which might exist, it may be that this 

X Thickening of line on bottom corner

of lower bar (becoming a projection in

some cases) found in 2k., 20k. and 15k.


perforated values


Illustration 1 
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Table 1

Stamp 
ref. 

Value Description 

1 SG 43 10/2 kop. perf. a. Spot in first indentation from top right corner. 
b. Two breaks in 13th ray from top left corner. 
c. Left edge of top bar touches frame around cross. 

2 SG 44 30/4 kop. perf. a. Spot between 2nd and 3rd rays from top left corner. 
b. Outer frame line around cross dips down over the right arm of 

 the top bar. 
3 SG 45 40/5 kop. perf. a. Spots within 5th and 6th angles from top left corner. 

b. Breaks in lower right corner. 
c. Thickening of outer frame line over top side of left arm of

 central bar. 

4 SG 46 50/10 kop. perf.   No identifying marks located for this value. 

5 SG 47 70/15 kop. perf.   Chain of spots runs diagonally through the loop of the ‘p’. 

6 SG 48 90/20 kop. perf.   Break in right side of 1st indentation from lower left corner. 

7 SG 49 1R./25 kop. perf. a. Break in 3rd ray from left along top of value tablet. 
b. Top serif of ‘L’ slopes up to left. 
c. Break in outer frame line at bottom left corner of central bar. 

8 SG 50 1.50R./35 kop. perf.   No identifying marks located for this value. 

9 SG 51 2R./50 kop. perf. a. Break in left side of 3rd indentation from top left corner. 
b. Break near tip of 1st ray from left along top of value tablet. 

10 SG 52 4R./70 kop. perf. a. Break in left side of 3rd indentation from lower left corner. 
b. Break in outer frame line just below junction between right arm

  of lower (diagonal) bar and upright. 
c. Spot just below junction between right arm of lower (diagonal)

  bar and upright, accentuated by ‘halo’ effect. 

11 SG 53 6R./1 R. perf.   Two small spots below right arm of central bar. 

12 SG 54 20/3 kop. imperf. a. 7th angle up from bottom left corner truncated to form flattened
  tip. 

b. Break near top of long  ray just above left end of value tablet. 

13 SG 55 40/5 kop. imperf.   Marks identical to those recorded for SG 45 40/5 kop. perf. 
  (No. 3 above) 

14 SG 56 10R./3.50 R. imperf. a. Spot in 1st indentation from top right corner. 
b. Spot of ink below junction between right arm of central bar and

  upright of.cross. 

value lacks them. I also failed to find any on the 
1.50R./35 kop. stamp. In these cases the collector 
must fall back upon less certain comparative 
methods for authenticating overprints. 

Of course the usefulness of the method proposed 
here depends upon whether or not the 
characteristic signs of each value are to be found 
on every stamp of a sheet, or at least on a very 
great proportion of them. I am not in a position to 
give a categorical assurance on this point. While I 

have seen many copies of some values, I have 
seen only a few of others. All I can say is that I 
have found the listed marks on every copy of any 
given value that I have seen. In addition I recently 
had an opportunity to look over a whole sheet of 
one value of the issue and, though I had a 
regrettably short time to examine it, was able to 
assure myself that at least 10 or 12 positions taken 
at random showed the appropriate marks so that in 
this instance anyway, the marks had been 
reproduced in all parts of the sheet. 
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It may well be the case that there will be some 
variation in the marks from position to position on 
a sheet, but the fact that there is usually more than 
one identifying feature for each value should mean 
that something remains to be checked even so. I 
have seen a copy of the 1R./25 kop. stamp where 
the overprint lacked the break in the line in 
position 7c on illustration 1, but even in this case 
there was a distinct ‘waist’ in the line at this point 
and I think that the gap existed on the lithographic 
plate but was bridged by heavy inking. Certainly 
the most clearly visible mark on illustration 1 -
the trail of ink blots running through the letter P 
on the 70/15 kop. value - does vary from stamp to 
stamp in the manner of such adventitious marks 
on lithograph plates and it would not require much 
variation for a small mark to disappear altogether. 
Even so a search for the marks described seems to 
me a valuable aid to identifying genuine 
overprints of this issue. 

There are marks specific to each value of the issue 
because the stamps of this issue were not merely 
overprinted; they were at the same time revalued. 
There were 13 different revaluations and therefore 
13 different printing plates were required. The 
way that the plates were set out explains the way 
these marks came into being. When one compares 
one value of this issue with another, one is struck 
by the fact that (the adventitious marks described 
here apart) there are no significant differences in 
the complicated details of the design. This would 
be remarkable if a fresh piece of artwork had been 
prepared for each of the 13 printing plates. It is my 
opinion that a single piece of artwork served as the 
basis for all 13 printing plates and that the small 
marks and faults alluded to here arose as this 
single piece of artwork was adapted for each of 
the 13 plates. 

I suggest that a piece of artwork was prepared 
comprising the border, the rays, the central cross, 
the lettering and the value ribbon. This was 
reproduced 13 times and in the process small 
marks and faults were created - marks and faults 
which in other circumstances would be referred to 
as ‘transfer marks’. The revaluation figures were 
then added to create a single ‘master’ for each 
value, each of which now carried its own 
characteristic marks. When these masters were in 
turn reproduced as many times as was required to 
overprint whole sheets then the transfer marks 
from the first stage of the process were inevitably 
repeated throughout the entire printing plate so 
that each value of the issue thereby acquired its 
characteristic marks illustrated and described here. 

It was rare that a lithographic plate was prepared 
by the laborious process of reproducing a given 
master as many times as was required to cover the 
sheet. Usually it was reproduced a convenient 
number of times and then this group of 
reproductions was put together and treated in their 
turn as a ‘master’ to be reproduced in as many 
versions as was needed to complete the plate. 
Usually such transfer blocks can he identified by 
the small marks and minor damage which is 
created with each reproduction of the original and 
which will he found to recur throughout the sheet, 
in a regular pattern. Often a transfer block formed 
from an horizontal strip of five copies of the 
original master was found most convenient by 
printers overprinting sheets of the kopek values of 
the Imperial ‘arms’ issues. 

Alternatively, the original could be reproduced 25 
times and these put together as a transfer block of 
25 which was then reproduced four times to form 
a printing plate, or else the 25 copies could be 
used as a small printing plate to overprint a pane 
at a time and each sheet then put through the press 
four times. In the brief time I had to examine the 
full sheet recently I was not able to examine it 
closely enough to find any ‘ transfer marks’ which 
might indicate how the printing plate was built up. 
However I noticed at once something which 
suggested that none of the above methods could 
have been used. 

In two of the panes a column of overprints was 
displaced in relation to its neighbours. In one pane 
every stamp of the fourth column from the left 
was displaced upward in relation to its neighbours 
by the same amount, something like 1mm. In 
another pane that same column was displaced 
downwards by a like amount. In the remaining 
two panes no such displacement was evident. The 
displacement of whole columns in different ways 
in different panes seems proof that transfer blocks 
composed of horizontal strips or blocks of 25 
could not have been used. One way that the 
displacements observed could have come about is 
if the printing plate had been made up from 
transfer blocks arranged in vertical strips of five. 
Intrinsically it would be as easy to arrange the 
transfer blocks this way as in a horizontal strip. 
But for some reason this seems an unusual 
procedure and was not often used in printing 
stamps or overprints. There may be some other 
explanation that has not occurred to me, however. 

It is interesting to find that full sheets of these 
overprints still exist. Perhaps anyone fortunate
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enough to possess one can make the careful 
examination required to establish the format of 
any transfer blocks used to make up the printing 
plates for this issue - and make public their 
findings. 

Forgeries of the Western Army’s third issue 

There appear to be three different forgeries of this 
issue, which have been illustrated by Dr. Ceresa 
and labelled by him ‘Family A’, ‘Family B’ and 
‘Family C’. 

Illustration 2 - Genuine overprints 

B.S.R.P. member Trevor Pateman made available 
to me a large accumulation of forgeries of this 
issue which turned out to be all from families A 
and B. My examination of these stamps showed 
the features by which they could be distinguished 
from the genuine overprints and from each other. 
Illustration 2 shows the points on the genuine 
overprint at which the forgeries differ while 
illustrations 3 and 4 show how these points appear 
in Family A and Family B forgeries respectively. 
On some stamps the dark colours make some of 
the points hard to detect, but there are several 
points for each family of forgeries to be looked for 
and some should always be visible. 

This large accumulation - some 2,000 stamps in 
all and presumably large enough to be taken as 
representative of these forgery types - was bought 
from a dealer in Paris. Most values were 
represented in numbers varying from about 90 for 
one or two values to almost 300 copies of the 
10R./3.50R. stamp. Only forgeries of the 40/5 
kop. imperf. value were lacking. The greater part 
of the stamps was in strips of five. No doubt this 
was the most convenient way for the dealer to 
hold quantities of these overprints, but that he did 
so suggests he had originally acquired them in 
complete sheets. 

The illustrations of these forgeries are self-
explanatory, but a couple of general points should 
be made about them in addition. In a couple of 
cases - those of the 30/4 kop. and 70/15 kop. 
values in particular - some type B forgeries may 

Illustration 3 - Family A forgeries Illustration 4 - Family B forgeries
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have rays at point (e) exactly matching the 
genuine overprint. All are equal and of the same 
length. Illustration 3 shows other variations that 
can be found here. In such cases it is wise to look 
for additional features of forgery type B. The 
break at point (c) on the Family B forgeries is not 
always present and where it does exist it is 
sometimes very difficult to see as it is very small 
and is especially hard to detect against the dark 
background of some stamps. It is present on most 
copies of this forgery family, however. I found it 
on all but 5 of the 115 stamps of the 30/4 kop. 
value in this accumulation, for instance, and 
though it is probably not quite so frequent on 
other values I thought it worth including 
nevertheless. This emphasises the fact that in each 
case one is looking for a pattern of indicators and 
too much reliance should not be put on the 
presence or absence of any single one of them. As 
it happens, I think one of the most reliable 
indicators is one most easily seen: The ‘stub’ at 
position (h) on the genuine overprint is missing 
from both of these forgery families and it is 
usually obvious that it is missing. If one finds this 
missing from an overprint then it is immediately 
clear that one is looking at a forgery from either 
Family A or Family B. 

The ink used for these two families is distinctive. 
It is a dense, jet black and slightly glossy ink. It 
would be risky to try to pick out the forgeries on 
this basis for, besides the inherent difficulties of 
using a comparative method such as this, I found 
instances where forgeries of these types were less 
heavily inked than usual. In such cases they were 
not immediately distinguishable from genuine 
overprints on the basis of the ink alone. 
Nevertheless the ink does differ from the ink used 
for the genuine overprints and this difference is 
worth looking for. 

But the fact that the same ink was used for both 
families of forgeries has an obvious implication. It 
is not the only similarity between them. Both 
forgeries are an excellent imitation of the genuine 
article. All the points, which are shown in 
illustrations 3 and 4 as distinguishing these 
forgeries, are minor. What strikes one is just how 
accurately this extremely complicated overprint 
was reproduced by the forgers. That one set of 
forgers achieved such success is noteworthy; that 
two achieved the same level of success is 
surprising. An obvious explanation for the 
excellent quality of the forgeries and the forgers’ 
use of identical inks is that Family A and Family 

B in fact constitute a single ‘ family’ of forgeries 
that both were produced by the same forgers at the 
same time. 

What, then, of the differences between these two 
families picked out in illustrations 3 and 4? In this 
context what is revealed in table 2 about this large 
forgery collection may be of great significance. 
All the overprints that were revalued in roubles 
were of forgery type A while all those revalued in 
kopeks were of forgery type B. 

Table 2

Stamps revalued in kopeks 

10 / 2 k. 
30 / 4 k. 
40 / 5 k. 
50 / 10 k. 
70 / 15 k. 
90 / 20 k. 

20 / 3 k. 

Perforated 
Perforated 
Perforated 
Perforated 
Perforated 
Perforated 

Imperforated 

Type B 
Type B 
Type B 
Type B 
Type B 
Type B 

Type B 

Stamps revalued in kopeks 

1 R. / 25 k. 
1.50 R. / 35 k. 

2 R. / 50 k. 
4 R. / 70 k. 
6 R. / 1 R. 

10 R / 3.50 R. 

Perforated  
Perforated 
Perforated 
Perforated 
Perforated 

Imperforated 

Type A 
Type A 
Type A 
Type A 
Type A 

Type A 

To me this seems to strengthen the idea that these 
two forgery types constitute in reality a single 
family. One difference between the kopek and the 
rouble revaluations is that in the former the value 
ribbon carries only figures while in the latter the 
letter ‘R’ is found on either side of the figures. 
This seems to have required a slightly longer 
value ribbon so that usually on the rouble 
revaluations the lower right hand tip of the ribbon 
touches or lies very close to the frame line. On the 
kopek revaluations there is usually room for the 
third ray at point (g) to print. The need for a 
longer value ribbon meant there was little or no 
room at this point on the rouble overprints for a 
third ray to print, thus a slightly different pattern 
of characteristics is found on kopek revaluations 
when they are compared with the rouble 
revaluations, despite their possible common 
origin. 
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If they are indeed from the same forgers, they 
were apparently an early production. Mr. Pateman 
was told by the dealer - Silombra of Paris - that 
the forgeries had been in the firm’s stock since 
before the Second World War and he described 
them as ‘contemporary reprints’. It would be 
foolish to base a theory on a choice of words 
which cannot be taken unequivocally to mean that, 
like the original overprints, these forgeries date 
back to 1919. On the other hand they clearly mean 
that in the eyes of the dealer in whose family firm 
the forgeries had rested for 60 years or more these 
forgeries went back far enough to be characterised 
as ‘contemporary’ with the originals. This is 
enough to suggest that they emanate from a period 
close to the date of the original printing - within a 
year or two perhaps. 

This suggests a possibility to me that is frankly 
speculative and which, given the lack of any way 
of confirming or refuting it, might be felt out of 
place here. Is it possible that they were produced 
not merely by the same forgers, but by the same 
printworks (and perhaps by some of the same 
workers) responsible for the original overprints in 
1919? These overprints have always commanded 
a good price. Might not Steffenhagen & Sons of 
Mitau been tempted to make new plates with 
which to print more of these overprints for which 
a ready sale could be anticipated? It is clearly 
evident that whoever copied the original 
overprints matched the genuine with exceptional 
accuracy. The differences identified here are, 
when all is said and done, quite minor details. 
Were they in effect reprints from fresh plates 
prepared by the printers of the originals? 

One final point; the 20/3 kop. imperf. stamps do 
seem to have been overprinted more carelessly 
than other values. There are blobs of ink and 
distortions in the letters, which are not found on 
other values. As it happens the stamps of this 
value had been cut into strips of five so carelessly 
that in places the design was cut into. This, and 
the patterns made by the irregular scissor cuts, 
made it easy to reconstruct two panes for this 
value. I found no signs in these panes of there 
having been smaller transfer blocks used in 
making the plate up. There were however identical 
blots, smears and distortions on both of these 
panes which suggested to me that either a transfer 
block of 25 had been used, or else a printing plate 
of 25 subjects had been used and the sheets put 
through the press four times. I discount the idea 
that I just happened to put together two panes 
from the same part of different sheets because 

every one of the  remaining strips of 5 of this 
value - some 35 of them - matched one or other of 
the rows of the reconstructed panes. 

This stamp issue is not well covered in the 
philatelic literature. Probably best known is the 
article “Stamps of the Western Army of Colonel 
Avalov-Bermondt” co-authored by A. Nuksa and 
A. Rosselevich and published in 1963 in the 
‘Russian American Philatelist’ No. 4 (RuPh 4/22-
29). I have the greatest respect for the work of 
Rosselevich and we would be much the poorer as 
regards a number of Civil War issues without his 
efforts. However his comments upon the forgeries 
of these overprints are not very helpful in my 
opinion. 

‘It is easy to distinguish the forgeries since nearly 
all of them were made very crudely, using heavier 
paint  that was running in some spots. All the 
corners are rounded, the frame around the cross 
touches the cross in some places and the drawing 
is much heavier. There are also other distinctions 
in the drawings of the rays and dents, but it is 
rather difficult to describe them’. 

One weak point about this description is that it 
does not really make clear that the features he 
points to as indicators for the forgeries are 
associated with more than one forgery type. But 
more misleading is the statement that most 
forgeries are ‘made very crudely’. I can see no 
justification (except for the poorly printed 20/3 
kop. imperf. overprints) for the remark that the ink 
was ‘running in some spots’, and a remark which 
might well be applied to this particular value 
cannot be presented as accurately describing the 
generality of these overprints. His remarks that the 
forgers used ‘heavier paint’ is justified, but I 
doubt that the ‘drawing is much heavier’. Their 
appearance to that effect is simply a result of the 
thicker ink which was used, and where the inking 
was less heavy it is evident that the lines of the 
original artwork of the forgeries is as fine as it is 
in the genuine overprints. It follows that I would 
disagree with his claim that these forgeries are 
‘easy to distinguish’ from the genuine. Anyone 
thinking it might be possible to distinguish these 
forgeries on the basis of their supposed crudity 
need only look at the illustrations in Dr. Ceresa’s 
handbook where enlargements of the genuine 
overprint are reproduced side by side with the 
three families of forgeries. It is quite clear from 
these illustrations that neither type A nor type B 
forgeries suffer from comparison with the genuine 
overprints in this respect.
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The lettering of the overprints has been pointed to 
as a means of separating the forged from the 
genuine overprints. The letters in illustrations 2 
and 3 are freehand drawings and should not be 
treated as facsimiles. However they do show that 
differences exist. The serifs of the genuine are 
wide and flat and the loop of the ‘p’ has a slightly 
flattened face where the forgeries show a more 
rounded loop. Perhaps more obviously the ‘toe’ of 
the letter ‘L’ of the genuine overprint is slightly 
malformed by a bulbous swelling. In the case of 
forgeries A and B the tip of this letter is clean and 
well formed. However in trying to use the letters 
one is making exactly the kind of comparative 
judgements which are hard to apply in practice -
especially when the stamps have to be looked at 
over a counter or at a stall in a stamp fair. The fact 
that Family C forgeries reproduce the swollen 
‘toe’ of the letter ‘L’ of the genuine overprint also 
makes it risky to rely upon the letters in 
attempting to filter out forgeries. 

The information presented here provides a ready 
method for winnowing out any Family A and 
Family B forgeries. If the ‘stub’ at position ‘h’ is 
missing then the overprint is a forgery of one or 
other of these types. Since it is evident by the 
illustration of a ‘Family C’ forgery in Dr. Ceresa’s 
booklet that this ‘stub’ is present in that family of 
forgeries, then the more laborious procedure 
described in the first part of this article must be 
used, value by value, so as to identify positively 
the genuine overprints and thereby eliminate other 
forgery types. 

It is possible that a close examination of ‘Family 
C’ forgeries might reveal features which can be 
used to separate them from the genuine overprints. 

have never seen any Family C forgeries, 
however, so can offer no suggestions along these 
lines. Perhaps someone who possesses forgeries 
which are not of the Family A or B types can 
make the required examination and inform the 
editor of his findings. 

I would like to acknowledge the help of Mr. 
T. Pateman in kindly lending me the large 
accumulation of forgeries upon which my findings 
are based. Opinions regarding them are, of course, 
entirely my own. 

Postscript 

Since completing this article I have had an 
opportunity to read several articles on the various 
issues of Avalov-Bermondt’s army of whose 

existence I was hitherto unaware, or which I had 
had to leave unused as they were published in 
Latvian. The head of the Editorial Board of the 
‘British Journal of Russian Philately kindly sent 
these articles to me, complete with translations 
into English, and I would like to thank Mr. Tiller 
for presenting a mass of information this way. 

In fact only one of these articles added anything 
new to our knowledge of the army’s 3rd issue - an 
article by U.E. Klein published in KRAJES (The 
Latvian Philatelic Society of America - LFA) No. 
175 in January 1989 and entitled ‘Bermonta 
marku 1919, gada izdevumi un kas pēc 70 gadiem 
vēl gaismā  nāk…’ (‘The Bermondt stamps of 
1919, and what has still come to light after 70 
years…’). 

Mr. Klein examined all the Western Army 
overprinted issues from the point of view of their 
inks using what he calls ‘a scientific microscope 
with intense concentrated beam illumination and 
microscopic condensator’. The stamps were 
examined from the back with the help of the 
microscopic condensator that separated the used 
printing ink colours into known, optically 
recognisable patterns. Using this method he 
identifies the ‘colour pattern’ of the genuine ink as 
follows: ‘strongly blackish porous brown colour 
mass with admixed tiny blue stains’ - which is the 
same ink as was used on genuine overprints of the 
2nd overprinted issue of the Western Army. Now 
I do not understand exactly what system Mr. Klein 
was using, how high the degree of magnification 
of his microscope, or what the ink looks like to the 
naked eye when the these colours are not 
‘separated’ into the ‘known, optically recognisable 
patterns’. But from his description of other inks 
encountered on forgeries it seems to me that one 
would not be able to distinguish with the naked 
eye such things as the ‘tiny blue stains’, so in that 
sense what appears to be a foolproof scientific 
method of separating the genuine from the forged 
and the various forgeries from each other is in fact 
not one available to any but those who have an 
instrument such as that used by Mr. Klein. 
Nevertheless, what he has to say is of interest. 

He distinguishes three forgery types by their inks, 
which he calls simply A, B and C. He also 
illustrates each type alongside the genuine 
overprint. The illustrations (which I have seen in 
photocopied form only) are not of the sort of 
quality that would allow one to arrive at very 
definite conclusions. However it seems to me that 
his ‘A’ type forgeries (he has three illustrations of
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them) include both the ‘Family A’ and ‘Family B’ 
forgeries as described here. This means that there 
are two more forgery types identifiable by their 
inks. About these I can say nothing. On the other 
hand if his type ‘A’ forgeries include, as they 
seem to, both the ‘Family A’ and ‘Family B’ types 
as discussed here - and the special examination of 
the ink seems to suggest that very strongly - then 
it seems to me that the idea put forward above that 
Family A and Family B forgeries are really parts 
of the same forgery operation is greatly 
strengthened (if not, in fact, conclusively proved). 
 
His type A forgeries have an ink he characterises 
as having a ‘colour pattern that consists mainly of 
green, rather odd ink’. (It is this which makes me 
think that the colours he describes cannot be of the 
appearance presented to the naked eye by the 

inks). Of the type B forgeries he says that ‘the 
colour pattern consists of black, finely dotted ink’ 
while type C forgeries are made in an ink which 
he describes as ‘a “bubbly” brown homogenous 
mass, mixed with fine brown spots’. While such 
details are unlikely to be of any use to the ordinary 
collector with a magnifying glass, there may be 
those with access to sophisticated devices who can 
make use of the information. In this way my 
suggestion that Dr. Ceresa’s Family A and Family 
B forgeries were produced as part of the same 
forgery operation may be confirmed and other 
forgery types sifted out for closer study as to 
whether characteristics can be found to distinguish 
them from the genuine overprints which are more 
readily usable by the ordinary collector than the 
light analysis system used by Mr. Klein. 

   COMPREHENSIVE STOCK OF                  

  RUSSIAN MATERIAL 
       Stamps and Elusive Postal History of: 

Empire, RSFSR, Soviet Union, Offices Abroad, 
Civil War, World War I & II, Zemstvos, 

Far Eastern Republic, Siberia 
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Baltic States, Georgia, Ukraine 

Mail Auctions Quarterly 
The auction is comprised of 3000 lots of worldwide stamps and postal history, 

approximately half of which are Russian material 
Call or write for your FREE, well-illustrated catalogue to: 

RARITAN STAMPS, INC. 
P.O. BOX 1539 HIGHLAND PARK, NJ 08904 USA 

PH: 732. 355.1233 • FAX: 732. 355.1235 
E-MAIL: INFO@RARITANSTAMPS.COM 

10% BUYER’S PREMIUM ONLY 
VISA, MASTER CARD ARE ACCEPTED. 

Visit our Website at www.raritanstamps.com 

   THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 86               63 

Advertising in BJRP 
Would you like to take advantage of limited space available in future issues.  

Reach the real collectors. 
You can take the inside or outside back cover 

A full or half inside page. 
For further details and offers, please contact 

 Mr Terry Page, 30, Furze Lane, Purley, Surrey, CR8 3EG, UK 
e-mail  terry.page1@btinternet.com 

- - - -
I ' I 

~i 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I ... ~ 
I ~ 

---------

• • G,~ 

I 



Postal fraud and the Russian Zemstvo Post 
Edward Klempka 

Postal fraud is nothing new. Some countries 
suffered from a prolific number of forgeries; 
Spain for example, changed their stamp designs 
annually (19th century) in order to combat the 
forger. More commonly, postal fraud takes the 
form of the cleaning and fraudulent re-use of 
stamps. Post office clerks supplemented their 
meagre income by re-using stamps. 

A good example of early fraudulent re-use of a 
postage stamp is a cover bearing the first issue of 
Poland used in 1861 (figure 1). The stamp was 
originally cancelled with the ‘No. l’ in concentric 
rings of Warsaw. The post office clerk allowed its 
re-use applying the 172 numeral of Zawiercie, 
clearly over the top of the original postmark 

I have found little reference to postal 
fraud of Zemstvo stamps, but surely they 

Figure 1 

were not immune from such opportunistic 
re-use. The recent sale of the Faberge 
collection has allowed the examination of 
covers that have not been on the market 
for many years. 

To my surprise I have seen five postal 
frauds covering the Zemstvo post. 

Example 1: Terry Page has a cover from 
Bogorodsk which shows a previously 
used 5k. stamp (figure 2). A second 
postmark has been placed over the 
original, the most likely explanation being 
that a post office clerk removed an 
unfranked stamp, applied a previously 
used copy and attempted to hide the fraud 
by applying the second postmark as 
closely as he could to the original. No 
doubt the clerk would then sell the 
unfranked stamp and pocket the 5k. 

Examples 2, 3 & 4 are frauds perpetrated 
by Gadiach counter staff who have 
removed the original stamps and have 
attempted to conceal the fraud or have 
applied previously used stamps to the 
envelope. They have hidden their fraud by 
the careful (or not so careful) application 
of the Gadiach circular date stamp. Figure 2 
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Example 2: The 1891 issue 3k. lilac and 
yellow (Schmidt 23) used on cover was 
bought from Afinsa (Spain) auction in 1999 
(figure 3). At first I thought the stamp had a 
badly smudged postmark. On closer 
examination it is a clear postal fraud: 

The envelope is a local registered letter 
and had 2 x 3k. stamps originally applied. 
The gum stains are still evident. 

2. The left-hand stamp has been removed 
by the Zemstvo postal employee. The 
Gadiach circular date stamp has then been 
applied in such a way that it appears to be a 
properly formed date stamp. 

3. The original date stamp applied to the 
stamp and cover was 14th August yet the 
second date stamp shows the number 4 and 
month letter B, probably 4th February. 

4. The cover was originally franked 6k. 
but one stamp has been removed and retained 
by the Zemstvo postal employee for future re
use. 

Example 3: The 1892 Gadiach 3k. lilac stamp 
(Schmidt 27), used on cover was part of the 
Faberge collection (figure 4). Faberge had 
noted that the date on the registered letter was 
14th  November, yet the stamp was 
postmarked 14th February. Why the 
discrepancies between the two dates? Upon 
closer examination the following points are 
evident: 

1. This is a registered local letter which 
should have been franked 3k. letter rate and 
3k. registration, a total of 6k. 

2. The correct postage was applied. Two 
3k. stamps were stuck on the envelope (gum 
stains still evident). 

3. A Zemstvo postal employee has 
removed the original stamps and applied a 
previously used 3k. stamp. 

4. Note the previous pen cancellations. 
Three of the lines cross the stamp and 
envelope but no part of the pen cancellation is 
tied to the envelope. The employee has 
pocketed the original stamps (6k.) and applied 
a previously used 3k. stamp. 

Figure 3 

Figure 4 
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Example 4: The 1898 issue 3k. yellow green and 
red (Schmidt 41) used on cover (figure 5) tells a 
similar story: 

1. A local letter correctly franked 3k. 

2. The date stamp 17th June is applied on 
the front of the cover. 

3. The original stamp has been removed. A 
previously used pen cancelled 3k. stamp has 
been substituted (gum stains evident) and a 
second postmark (4th February) applied. 

4. The pen cancellation applied to the stamp 
clearly overlaps the edge of the stamp and 
should have marked the envelope. It does not, 
suggesting that it had previously been applied to 
another cover. 

The one common factor connecting all these 
Gadiach covers is the application of either 4th or 
14th February date stamp to the fraudulently used 
stamps, suggesting perhaps the clerk responsible 
for the fraud had limited access to the parts 

Example 5: The 1889 
bisected 8k. issue of Osa is a 
very interesting cover 
(figure 6). 

1. The stamp has been 
used previously (note the pen 
cancellation), bisected and 
applied to the envelope. Gum 
staining is evident. 

2. The stamp has been 
previously cancelled by the 
violet oval postmark. The 
Zemstvo postal employee 
has attempted to place the 
second postmark exactly 
over the first, but has 
marginally failed. 

Figure 5 

making up the date stamp. The fraud lasted for at 
least seven years, which must have defrauded the 
Gadiach Zemstvo post of a significant amount of 
money. 

Figure 6 

It is not surprising that postal fraud was I would have been more surprised if the Zemstvo 
perpetrated by Zemstvo postal employees. post had avoided being the victim of such fraud. 

(Editor’s note. Figures 3 & 4 are enlarged to 150%, the rest to 200%)
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Letters to the editor 


Eric Peel – Insured Cover from St 
Petersburg to Moscow 
I received an e-mail from Howard Weinhert, one 
of our members from Baltimore in the United 
States, with regard to Eric’s cover, and he has 
kindly added the following comments. 

“I just received the very interesting latest issue of 
BJRP, number 85. With regard to the Eric Peel 
insured cover on page 35, readers may be 
interested to know how the postal fees were 
determined. According to ‘Postanovleniia po 
Pochtovoi Chasti,’ published by the Chief Post 
and Telegraph Administration in 1909, the 
insurance fees were 25 kopeks for the first 100 
roubles and 15 kopeks for each additional 100 
roubles. Since this cover is insured for 10,000 
roubles we have a fee of 25 + 99 x 15 = 15 
roubles, 10 kopeks. The fee for weight is 3 x 7 = 
21 kopeks, since the cover weighed between 2 and 
3 lots. So the total franking of 15 roubles, 31 
kopeks is correct.” 

Robin Joseph – A Soviet puzzle: 
Makashevka, Koktchet(av) Oblast 
Prior to BJRP 85 going to print, I sent an e-mail to 
Manfred Dobin of St Petersburg and asked if he 
could ‘shed any light’ on the location of 
Makashevka. He very quickly responded with 
some comments and a copy of a very detailed map 
(see the illustration), which not only shows 
Makachevka, but also Oktyabr’skiy and 
Kellerovka.  

After BJRP 85 had been circulated, I received 
information from Alan Garside, Vasilii Zakharov, 
Philip Robinson, George Werbitsky, Anatoli 
Kiryushkin and Ivo Steijn. I have reproduced two 
of their letters that cover the points made by all 
six, but you will see that there are still one or two 
variances (the Russian for Пол. For example). 
However, I must thank all of the above BSRP 
members for taking the trouble to share their 
information with us. Copies of all of the above 
correspondence has been sent to Robin Joseph 

from Vasilii Zacharov 
May I offer a few comments. I will deal with the 
questions in the same order they were listed: 
1. I cannot identify Makachevka, however I 
doubt that it was in any way some secret place, 
both because the name appears on a card to the 
US and because the registered post stamp is 
obviously one for ‘open’ use. It is probably just 
some small place. 
2. The name of the sender is Franz 
Bronislavovich Sinitskii, but he has used the short 
form of the patronymic ‘Bronislavich’, which is a 
quite usual thing to do. The ‘Пол’ prefix to his 
name signifies that he is a Colonel (Пoлковняк). 
З. The address of the sender is ‘October’ 
Village, in the Kellerovka District of the Kokchetav 
Region.. The various abbreviations are common in 
addresses in Russian, namely ‘с - celo’ or village, 
‘обл’ short for ‘область’ means Region or 
Province (I prefer the former), and ‘р-н’ short for 
‘райoн’ is District (even though the actual word 
derives from the French or English word for 
Region). Here, I differ from our esteemed Editor 

incidentally, a very common abbreviation 
used is ‘пос’ standing for ‘пoсёлок’, which 
designates a largish village or settlement. 
4. The addressee is clearly a Polish 
lady, Stаnislаwа Oborska, so probably the 
sender is himself Polish. This opinion is 
further strengthened by one curiosity, 
namely that the word written diagonally at 
the bottom left is not properly spelled; the 
word is ‘Рoсия’ meaning Russia, but this 
should have been ‘Poccия’. From this I 
deduce that the writer was not totally 
literate in Russian, and since the writing on 
the card is the same throughout, I further 
surmise that the sender was indeed Polish! 
This does nonetheless raise the question as 
to why anyone would write ‘Russia’ when 

they were in fact in Kazakhstan !
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from Alan Garside 
I found the questions you raised about your 1960 
cover in the latest ВSRР Journal most interesting. 
I cannot precisely locate the post office and 
village concerned but perhaps I can offer a helpful 
opinion. 
Standard abbreviations used on the cover are: 
obl. = область = oblast = rеgiоn, р-н = район = 
rayon = area, с. село= selo = village. 
Acceptable abbreviations are: 
Кокч(ет). = Кокчетавскaя = Kokchetavskaya 
Kokchetav (adjective). 
пол. = получатель = poluchatel = addressee/ 
recipient 

It seems best to evaluate the information in the 
address against a standard format as follows: 
1. Country: Россия (misspelled Рoсия) = 
Rossiya = Russia 
This is incorrect for an address in Kazakhstan and 
in any case, at the time Russians called their own 
country the Soviet Union and regarded “Russia” 
as a historical name. Here the sender should have 
written СССР and/or Казахская ССР (USSR 
and/or Kazakh SSSR) 
2. City/Region: Кокчетавская область 
(Kokchetav Region). 
This is situated in the larger geographical region 
of Northern Kazakhstan and its administrative 
capital is, of course, Кокчетав. 
3. Area: Келлеровский район (Kellerovka 
area) 
Келлеровский, (Kellerovski), is the correctly 
formed adjective from Келлеровка, (Kellerovka), 
situated about 70km north of Kokchetav. 
Келлеровское, (Kellerovskoe) may have been an 
earlier name but for grammatical reasons its area 
would then have to be called Район 
Келлеровского, (= The Area of Kellerovskoe). 
4. Тоwn/Villаgе: (с. = село): Октябрьское 
(Oktyabrskoe) 
Oktyabrskoe is a popular revolutionary name with 
two places of the same name located in completely 
different regions of Kazakhstan in the 1986 Atlas 
of the USSR, but none shown anywhere near 
Kellerovka. Taking into account the proximity of 
other settlements on the map, the Kellerovka area 
has a radius of about 15km. within which 
Oktyabrskoe, (and probably Makashevka), would 
have been situated. 
5. Name of street, house number etc.: 
The fact that this information is absent suggests 
that mail was probably issued or collected in 
Oktyabrskoe as in a military unit or a work camp. 
б. Name of sender: Синицкий, Фрац 
Брониславич (Franz Bronislavich Sinitski). 

Surnames ending in ий are of Ukrainian or Polish 
origins but have long been absorbed into Russia. 
The Christian name Franz is, of course Germanic, 
but the middle name is a patronymic which, does 
not exist in the Polish language. The name 
Bronislav is not Russian but is Slav, possibly 
Ukrainian, but since the sender apparently 
believed himself to be in Russia it is more likely 
that he was a Slav visitor from outside the former 
USSR. However, due to the absorption of other 
peoples by the Russian/Soviet empire and 
changing national borders it is impossible to be 
certain of his nationality. 

Curiously, the sender wrote his name as though he 
was the addressee, i.e. пол. (addressee) followed 
by his full name in the dative case (indirect 
object .... to:). I can only conclude that this was a 
prompt to his correspondent to address her reply 
absolutely correctly. 

To summarise the address: 
Рос  с  ия  ( СС  СР / К a з a хс  кий  ССР) 
Russia (USSR/Kazakh SSR) 
Кокчетавский обль(ласть) K o k c h et a v 
Region 
Келлеровский р(ай)он Kelerovka Area 
с(ело) Октябрьское O  k  t y a b r s k o e  
(village) 
С  и  н  и  цк  ий  , Фр  ан  ц  Бр  онисла  в  и  ч  
Sinitski, Franz Bronislavich 

Post Office 
The registration label and postmark clearly 
indicate that the post office is at Макашевка 
(Makashevka) in the Кокч. Обль., in full, 
Кокчетавская Область(Kokchetavskaya Oblast 
= Kokchetav Administrative Region). I think that 
in 1960 the KGB would have routinely censored a 
letter to the USA from a remote area even though 
the two then highly secret areas of Kazakhstan, 
Baykonur, (space launches) and Semipalatinsk, 
(nuclear tests) are both in different regions, at 
some distance from Kokchetav. The address was 
used openly and its validity is reinforced by the 
postmark and registered label of the despatching 
post office. 

The main question is how can a previously 
unknown settlement together with а post office, the 
existence of which is confirmed in the UPU list of 
1968, appear in 1960 and yet not appear on any 
subsequent maps of their region? The answer may 
lie in a piece of soviet history. After Krushchev 
gained power in 1953 he launched a massive 
agricultural programme to make the USSR self
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sufficient in grain production. This campaign to 
master the “Virgin Lands” was an attempt to 
intensively cultivate vast areas of wild or 
abandoned lands in the Urals, Siberia and, in 
particular, northern Kazakhstan. Tens of 
thousands of young people, volunteers and near 
conscripts, from west of the Volga were mobilised, 
tons of agricultural machinery were despatched 
and Soviet farms were hastily created. Although 
conditions were primitive there was a spectacular 
success in 1956 due to the initial fertility of the 
soil. However, because of inadequate methods of 
cultivation production declined and with 
subsequent years of drought and storms some 
areas were reduced to dust bowls. In spite of a 
measure of lasting success, by 1970 the scheme 
was virtually abandoned and the pioneers had 
mostly returned home. It looks as if Makashevka 
might have been the principal town or village of a 
complex of hastily built farming settlements, 
including Oktyabrskoe, both of which disappeared 
with the discontinuation of the Virgin Lands 
programme. Perhaps Makashevka was even 
named in honour of the hometown of some of the 
pioneers. 

Natalie Krasheninnikoff – Postal 
Stationery envelopes of 1875 
Natalie wrote to me recently and would very much 
appreciate the help of any BSRP members. Her 
letter starts 
“ In my collection of postal stationery envelopes 
of Russia, I have two 5 kopek envelopes of 1875 
(the large envelope size as in Higgins & Gage No 
29 – size 139 x 113mm). The embossed 5k stamp 
is in violet and they both have an open ‘O’ in the 
word Kopek. Whereas, in the smaller size 
envelopes (145 x 81mm) in my collection of which 

I have three, the ‘O’ is 
normal. Is the open ‘O’ 
a variety or is this 
common for all the 
large issue of these 
envelopes. I would very 
m u  c  h  a p p  r e  c  i  a t  e  
hearing any comments 
from our members.” 

If any members are 
able to assist, Natalie kindly asks you to write to 
her. Her address is as follows: Mrs Natalie 
Krasheninnikoff, Snoghøj allé 22, DK-2770 
Kastrup, Denmark. I would also appreciate a copy 
of your replies myself for the next journal and a 
possible short article. 

Guillermo Perdomo Jr (Bill) – Postal markings 
and rates 
I received the following e-mail from Bill, which 
begins as follows: 
“ After reading the last journal, I said to myself, 
‘Why not’, and that is to make a suggestion or a 
plea for the dumb collectors like me; why not 
publish in future journals, articles explaining the 
variety of markings we find in imperial period 
covers? A comprehensive postal rates table for the 
period? 

I have contacted our good friend Alexander 
Epstein, and he is kindly preparing a postal tariff 
to cover one of the periods, after which, I shall 
endeavour to find another (other) willing parties to 
precede or finalise. Regarding the markings, I 
have promised Bill that I will send him some 
examples. 

Lenard Tiller 

Reviews 
The Provisional Postage Stamps of 
Ukraine 1992-1995. 
By Hryhoriy Lobko, translated by Andrew O. 
Martyniuk. Published by Ukrainian Philatelic 
Resources, PO Box 3, Springfield, Virginia, USA.. 
Paperbound, American “letter” size. Second 
(completely revised) edition 2000 (First edition, 
1996 in Ukrainian).   ISBN 1-889581-13-5 

Radical political change + Inflation + Human 
avarice = Philatelic confusion. This suggested 
equation sums up the problems faced by students 
of the “new republics”. Separating   the genuine 

provisional stamps and overprints from the bogus 
and forged productions is a nightmare but 
fortunately, this recently revised work is now a 
definitive source of reliable information on the 
period between the modern re-birth of the 
Ukrainian nation and the resumption of its stamp 
issues. The author laments that objective research 
is hampered by the fact that the Ukrainian 
Ministry of Communications does not recognise 
the majority of provisional overprints despite, in 
many cases, of there being irrefutable evidence of
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their genuine postal (and non-philatelic) use. Mr 
Lobko therefore decided not only to research large 
quantities of mail and official documents, but to 
visit post offices up and down the nation to 
ascertain which items had been genuinely used for 
postage, which were philatelic and which were 
totally speculative or bogus. 

The work is effectively a catalogue laid out in two 
parts. Part One consists of all issues known by the 
author to have been produced and sold by post 
offices to fulfil a distinct need. These are listed 
territorially, district by district. As well as 
overprints and surcharges, locally produced 
provisionals, (including handstamps, meter marks 
or cash register receipts attached to envelopes) are 
included where they are separate from rather than 
applied directly to a cover. This can sometimes be 
confusing as in some cases a particular meter or 
Taxe Perçue marking could be applied at the post 
office straight on to the letter, or to an adhesive 
paper feed. In the course of the listing, a number 
of doubtful issues are italicised. These items could 
have been produced by local post offices 
specifically for philatelists, created for postal need 
but largely purchased by philatelists or officially 
prepared but found only on philatelic mail. It can 
be assumed that the plethora of unmentioned 
material, (much of which is on the market today), 
is largely, if not entirely, bogus. Forgeries, are 
perhaps a little outside the scope of this book 
however the author offers some useful tips to help 
determine whether the paper structure of a suspect 
item is credible. For example, all paper used for 
genuine issues was manufactured in the old USSR 
and displays certain consistent characteristics. 
Each catalogue entry is numbered and priced in 
US dollars. 

During this unsettled period a number of stamps 
were officially overprinted, but owing to one 
reason or another, never actually put into use. 
These "Trial Issues" are the subject of Part Two 
and much of the material illustrated is in sheet 
form. A considerable amount of information is 
offered about these issues, however no attempt is 
made to create a pricing structure. Maybe this is 
asking too much for this kind of material, but it 
does mean that uninitiated reader is left in the dark 
on the matter of relative scarcity. 

There is much background information in the 
author's and the translator's introductions and a 
very useful map. The bonus, though, for the postal 
historian, is a 21 page appendix chronologically 
tabulating the complex postal rates in force during 

this hyper-inflationary period. The translation into 
English will be welcomed: it is currently the 
definitive work on post-Soviet Ukrainian 
philately. 

Terry Page 

A version of this review was published in The 
London Philatelist, March 2001. 

ROSSICA, No. 135 - October 2000 
Journal of the Rossica Society of Russian 
Philately. 100 pages, softbound. Subscription (two 
issues) US$30:00. All enquiries to Gary A Combs, 
8241 Chalet Court, Millersville, MD 21108, USA. 

Rossica 135 for October 2000 is the first edited by 
ex-BJRP editor Ivo Steijn and starts with a plea 
from him for help for future articles. He apologises 
for the late appearance of this issue, an affliction 
BSRP recently suffered through its own editorial 
problems. Our society weathered that storm and no 
doubt Rossica will soon solve the problem and be 
back on course with its next issue. President Gary 
Combs’ message to the members is followed by a 
“Warning on forgeries of Russian stamps and 
postal history.” This covers not just forgeries but 
Internet fraud also and is a timely reminder to let 
the buyer beware.  

George Werbizky writes on the “Imperial 
Stationery-Zemstvo connection” with illustrations 
of many fine items including a wrapper with a 
Zemstvo issue. Leonard Tann writes up another 
Zemstvo item on a Romanov stationery card. Bill 
Nickle’s article, “A closer look at some uncommon 
and some not well documented Zemstvo stamps” 
provides a third treat for the Zemstvo enthusiasts. 
A jointly written article from W.J. de Jongh and 
Ivo Steijn entitled “Russian mail to the west before 
I843: some forwarded letters” helps to explain how 
those using the postal service in early days 
attempted to avoid high costs by sending several 
letters in one packet to a forwarding agent. “A 
Russian POW's correspondence during the 
Crimean War” by Ian Roberts gives an insight into 
what happened to Russian prisoners brought back 
to Britain. 

Gregory Mirsky & David Waterman write on the 
Russian Scientists issue of 1951, with the 
differences in the three printings fully described 
and a breakdown of how all the catalogues omit 
salient features in their listings, no matter how 
much detail they choose to give. Ivo Steijn 
illustrates a lovely cover from I923 with a Chita 
issue used on the Vladivostok-Kamchatka steamer,
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while Jeff Dugdale writes a short biography of 
Pushkin. Alexander Epstein is the author of a 
typically in-depth article on “Postal Stationery for 
Russian Servicemen during W.W.I.” A proof for a 
2k. card to cover the privilege rate for those 
writing to servicemen, introduced in I9I7 after the 
abolition of the free rate, is just one of many fine 
illustrations. Ged Seiflow's Library notes are 
followed by Ivo Steijn's Auction notes, Society 
publications and reviews to complete another good 
read. 

Jack Moyes 

POCHTA, Issue 29, January 2001 
The Journal of the Australian & New Zealand 
Society of Russian Philately. Subscription (two 
issues) NZ&30:00 (surface) NZ$36:00 (air) 
Editor Dr Ross Marshall, P.O.Box7, Otorohanga, 
New Zealand 2564. e-mail Marshall.R@xtra.co.nz 

The opening theme for Pochta is always any 
correspondence between Russia and New Zealand 
& Australia, this time being no exception with a 
study of three items; one to Siberia (1912), 
another from Moscow to Ken McNaught in New 
Zealand (1929) and finally a study of a (re-used?) 
postcard to St Petersburg (1903). Y.Freundlich 
follows this with a lovely piece on one of my 
favourite subjects, underpayment T and doplatit 
marks in “Taxing Letters in Russia.”  Several 
niece items were featured especially the nice use 
of the Soviet doplatit stamps. 

Norman Banfield, whom I fortunately had the 
pleasure to meet during Stamp World London 
2000, produced an article on more splendid soviet 
airmails and indeed utilised the colour centre 
pages to display such. Ian Cameron then produces 
an article on the subject we've all seen and not 
really thought much about and that is “Amateur 
Radio - QSL cards”. A very interesting article 
considering a lot of these cards were posted to 
reciprocating Radio Hams worldwide. It’s a 
shame though that the article didn’t mention the 
greatest Russian Radio pioneer Ernst Krenkel who 
was the radio operator on the 1st Floating Ice 
Station and later became head of the Russian 
Philatelic Bureau and featured on a stamp and 
many items of postal stationery. This would have 
been a good leader for another splendid article on 
“Polar Station 19” by Ross Marshall, this being 
one of the shorter lived ice stations. 

One further article was a reprinted article from the 
Journal of the German Society of Russian 

Philately (72, p 10-16) “Provisional Use of 
RSFSR and imperial stamps in Odessa Province, 
1922” by Alex Epstein. Plenty of smaller articles 
make this a good read and Ross Marshall, the 
editor, should be congratulated on another good-
looking Journal. 

Bill Stoten 

THE POST RIDER, Issue 47, November 
2000. 
Enquiries to CSRP PO Box 5722, Station “A”, 
Toronto, Ontario M5W 1PZ, Canada. 

Another splendid journal which, this time, sadly 
opens on a joint feature (from CSRP and Rossica) 
on contemporary fake stamps for sale on the 
Internet. A serious piece which we all should read, 
especially those of us who use the Internet to buy 
material. I'm sure the editorial staff will forgive 
me if I move on swiftly to cover what may be 
regarded as a most important study and one that 
takes up nearly 40% of the journal. That being the 
article by Alex Epstein on the “Postal History of 
South Russia”. Copiously illustrated, in over 40 
pages it takes us through the post-revolutionary 
period and describes not just the stamps, number 
issued but rates, routes where known, and 
markings. Seamlessly, he grafts in the bogus 
issues and errors and printers' wastes that abound 
in this area. Alex refers to the bibliography with 
respect but manages to summarise the work of 25 
articles in a most illustrative and erudite way. It 
doesn’t finish there either! Alex comes up with a 
further article on "Peculiarities of Postage Due 
Mail from the army during WW1." This is a 
follow up of previous articles on postage due 
mails in earlier issues of "The Post Rider " (No. 45 
& 46). Again a concise presentation and nicely 
illustrated. 

Andrew Cronin's article on The Moldavian and 
Romanian Posts in Southern Bessarabia 1856-78" 
is really unusual and most useful for any 
Bessarabian Guberniya postmark collector of the 
Russian years. Further articles on “Tuvan 
postmarks” by V.N. Ustinovskii and “The Russian 
post on the island of Crete” by G.V. Andrieshin 
are music to the ears for a Post Offices Abroad 
collector especially these articles which report on 
less well covered areas. Erling Berger then shows 
us some “Classic Swiss letters sent to the Russian 
Empire”, franked with classic stamps of the 1850
60s and well illustrated showing the stamps, the 
strikes and the rate markings. Numerous other 
shorter articles such as “The 4th Armenian issue
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on cover” by Arkadii Sargsyan;  “The double 
letter card of Russia” by A. Ilyushin & Jean 
Walton and a splendid short article on “Finnish 
Nationalism” by Charles Leonard completes. 
Phew! What a read - now where did I put the 
application form for the CSRP ??? 

Bill Stoten 

THE BALTIC AREA, No. 37, December 
2000 (In Dutch) 
Published by Philatelists Group, Netherlands. 70 
A4 pages, softbound. Subscription: f 30. Editor:J 
Kaptein, Reigerskamp 705,3607 JP Maarssen, 
Netherlands. 

In “A nice one to Schwarzort/Juodkrant” R. W. v 
Wijnen follows the wanderings of a postcard 
vainly chasing a visitor to a Baltic seaside resort at 
a time when boundary changes and new town 
names were still young. The same author revisits 
two earlier published articles with a printed 
registration label from Riga and triangular 
markings of Soviet field post in the Baltic that 
have come to his attention subsequently in an 
article entitled “Returning to…”. J. Poulie 
continues a detailed study in  “The postage stamps 
of Latvia, Part 12” while in “The Russian Field 
Posts in the subsequent Lithuania during the First 
World War 1914-1915” A. Epstein describes the 
organisation of the service and describes and 
illustrates the types of marks used in thorough 
style. 

Despite the depth of the earlier study in this series, 
still more varieties turn up, as described by 
P. Feustel in “Supplement to the study of the 10 
mark value (Plate II) of the Weaver and Smith 
series”. R. W. v Wijnen philosophises that without 
“The sender…”  who generates philatelic interest 
without realising it, there would be no collectors 
and goes on to illustrate interest generated  by 
ambassadorial mail in the Baltics. 

A. Jankauskas details the varieties of the reunion 
with Memel commemorative stamps of 1923 in 
“Klapeida-Memel issue: varieties”. In “Displaced 
persons’ post” A. de Bruin reproduces the texts of 
letters to the fledgling United Nations on behalf of 
Baltic refugees in camps throughout Europe. He 
illustrates it with 10 examples of mail to, from and 
about such displaced persons. J. Kaptein puts into 
their historical context the stamps of the ‘Soviet 
Republic of Lithuania’, the subsequent German 
occupation issues and local provisionals of Vilnius 
in “The postal history of Vilnius IV: 1940-1945: 

Vilnius in the Second World War”. Illustrations 
include some mixed frankings. Finally from his 
Internet site, L. Niehorster together with   
J. Kaptein illustrates Soviet Orders of Battle and 
Organisations in “The Soviet army, 22 June 
1941 - a summary”. 

Together with Society news, reviews of literature 
and books and “Baltic area philately on the 
Internet” this issue constitutes a good 70 pages 
worth. 

Dennis Page 

GERMAN JOURNAL FOR RUSSIAN 
PHILATELY, No. 73 November 2000, (in 
German) 
Published by Phil. ArGe Russland/UdSSR, 
Germany. 56 A4 pages, softbound. Editor - Albert 
Pflüger, Eckenheimer Landstrasse 13, 60318 
Frankfurt, Germany. 

G. Holitschke looks at the short-lived exercise for 
indicating unpaid fees by adhesives in “Often 
neglected - the Postage Due issues of the USSR” 
while G. Ludwig describes a postmark used at an 
annual fair in Nizhni Novgorod and links it to a 
picture postcard view of the event. In the first of a 
three-part article, “The organisation of the 
Zemstvo post - Part 1: the Zemstvo post of 
Soroki”, A. Pflüger describes the organisation of 
the service and the stamps issued by the district of 
Soroki.  

Continuing the series “Collecters present: errors 
and varieties on stamps of Russia and the USSR”, 
members describe varieties occurring in the 
overprint for the 22nd Communist Party Congress, 
the 75th anniversary of the first Workers’ Council 
deputy and the 4th anniversary of the revolution 
issues. Most intriguing is an apparently genuine 
45r black and green 5th anniversary of the 
revolution issue without the red airmail overprint. 

Although the Railway Postal Service as such may 
have disappeared with the revolution, the Post 
offices at stations did not. A. Vinokurov and W. 
Levandovski look at the changes in the postmarks 
at these locations that occurred over the next 20 or 
so years in “Railway post in Russia after 1918 
Part 1”. W. Grenz follows with Part 2 of 
“Varieties of pictorial envelopes of the USSR” 
dealing with issues of the sixties. The remaining 
half of the Journal is taken up by Society and 
Exhibition news, reviews, new issues of adhesives 
and covers,  plus advertisements. 

Dennis Page 
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AT MARCH 2001 PHILATEX A DEALER 
CAME UP TO MY STAND AND OFFERED 
ME A CRATE OF UKRAINE FOR £7000. 
THE CRATE CONTAINED REMAINDERS OF THE 
FAMOUS PRE-WAR VYROVYJ COLLECTION, WITH 
MANY GLASSINES PROBABLY UNOPENED SINCE 
VYROVYJ'S DEATH IN 1945 (& DESPITE THE 1980s 
AUCTION OF HIS COLLECTION). ANYWAY, I BOUGHT 
THEM. THIS IS THE KIND OF WAY I RESOURCE MY 
APPROVALS. 

IN RECENT MONTHS I'VE ALSO 
ACQUIRED A DOZEN OF FABERGE'S 
ZEMSTVO COLLECTIONS (AUCTIONED AT 
CORJNPHILA IN 1999) INCLUDING LARGER ONES 
SUCH AS IRBIT, OSA, SHADRINSK, ZIENKOF. THESE 
ARE NOW IN CIRCULATION, MOSTLY ON 
FRAGMENTS OF THE ORIGINAL ALBUM PAGES. 

TO FIND OUT MORE ABOUT MY REALLY SERIOUS 
APPROVALS, GET IN TOUCH! 

TREVOR PATEMAN PO BOX 12 LEWES BN7 1AZ 

TEL 01273 772 922 (+ 44 1273 772 922) 

trevor@trevorpateman.co.uk 


