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Editorial
The World Cup has been and gone,
Wimbledon has just finished, the Tour de
France has just started and we have our
October Weekend to look forward to.
The October Weekend (sounds like the
October Revolution), spread over Saturday
26th and Sunday 27th October 2002 promises
to be a successful event. There is our annual
auction, a fine array of displays covering a
broad spectrum of our collecting interests and
many of the BSRP overseas members in
attendance. Please support the event. Further
details of the programme in store are detailed
on the inserted ‘flyer’ prepared by our
honorary President.
We have more on the Gems of the A.S. Popov
museum in St. Petersburg, which include
three full pages of colour illustrations.
This issue concludes the final part of the
Registration article (Part 3) prepared by Lev
Ratner, several articles for Ukrainian
enthusiasts, three Outstanding covers and
other fine articles of interest.
The BSRP website is continuing to be
expanded and updated on a regular basis, and
is well worth a visit. We must thank our
fellow member from Minsk, Anatoly
Kiryushkin, for all the time and effort he
affords in updating the site. He really is an
asset to the society, to whom we are most
grateful and fortunate to have as a long
standing and loyal member.
Philatelic Thefts – You probably already
know that there was an album valued at over
Euro 80,000 stolen from the Nagl Auction
House in Bamburg, Germany in April. This
album contained many desirable covers, of
which there were three of outstanding rarity.
A- Registered letter from Nikolai station St
Petersburg addressed to Herrn. R Wolf of
Magdeburg dated 2 VII 1902 (single circle
fractional cds) bearing a 10k. arms issue and
two 20k. arms with the ‘upside down
background print’ (Mi. No. 53). The
Registration label of St. Petersburg No. 443
from Nikolai station and also with the
endorsed ‘dotted’ R registration mark. A

beautiful and very fine, clean and neatly
hand-written cover.
BLetter from Riga to Bordeaux dated
26.08.1869 (double circle Aus Russland cds
& also the ‘PD’ mark) with 3 x Mi. 12 1k.
arms stamps and also Mi. 14 and 16. The
Michel No. 12y are examples of the reverse
print process with the yellow background
superimposed on the black colour. Previously
unknown examples
CLetter dated 07.06.1879 bearing Mi. No.
20x & 25y. The 12k. postage for the carriage
by stafette post. According to Mr Miskulski,
only 5 examples of this are known. This
particular cover however, is unique in that the
7k. (Mi No. 25y) contains vertical lines. A
full description of this cover appears in the
Nagl catalogue for the 13th auction.
You are requested to contact Wilfried Nagl
should you have any information appertaining
to the above items.
Forgeries – I received an e-mail recently from
a member who again warned collectors to be
aware of forgeries. He came across a cover
(in a recent E-Bay auction) bearing an almost
perfect SOTN, ROPIT Constantinople
cancellation on the 10k. 12½ perf charity
issue of 19th November 1914. It seemed
almost too good to be true, it was cancelled
April 17th 1913. Upon further scrutiny and
examination of the date, he discovered that
the cancellation of the date part had been
changed. The 4 of 1914 had been
‘overwritten’ with a ‘3’.
It just shows that you have to be so careful
these days, there seems to now be a never
ending ‘run’ of reports of fraud and
fraudulent activity within our own collecting
interests and hobby.
PLEASE, PLEASE, BEWARE. If in any
doubt about an item or cover, consult one of
the experts from the many specialist societies
dealing with Russian and Russian related
Philately. It is better to be safe than several
hundred pounds sorrier.
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Outstanding cover
from the collection of Ian L. G. Baillie
The postal charges on a 1764 entire from Reval
This entire of 1764 is the earliest that I have seen
being only a year after the reforms to the Post
introduced by Catherine the Great (a German
princess by birth) in 1763. At this early date, of
course, there are generally no postal markings
other than the item number and the sum prepaid. It
is internally dated 1764 but not the day or the
month (as Ashford in BJRP.45 said, that was often
the annoying case at that time).
A feature of those reforms was the appointment of
a considerable number of German Balts, regarded
by her as highly systematic and dependable, to
Post Office positions. At that time (as I was
informed by F. Goatcher, a President of the
German Study Circle in UK a few years ago) the
German system was 50% prepayment by sender
and 50% payment by the recipient.
This entire is No.3 item posted in Reval on the
day and the postal charge prepaid is 3 kop (old
German script), addressed in Western script to a
Madam Anna Maria Kepping in Narva (her name
is repeated in Cyrillic script by a Post Office

employee). The message to the writer’s “brothers
and sisters” has a postscript “I beg you to pay the
Courier his due” (a postscript seems to be a bit
late for this!).
Ashford noted a St. Petersburg entire of 1763 in
BJRP 45 which seemed also to require a payment
by both the sender and the recipient, and thus
possibly to be of the 50% prepayment type; he
also mentioned some other items with recipient
payments endorsed on the exteriors (often below
the address), although I have gathered from him
that he did not expect 50% prepayment to have
been a general Russian system.
Nevertheless, was the initial Russian system (even
locally if not nationally) like the then German
system of 50% prepayment? If so, that did not last
long, as 100% prepayment was soon the rule and
internal Russian mail was lucky if it received
more than a despatch mark as well as the item
number (foreign mail is of course much better
marked for us!).

(Actual size)
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The Registered Mail of Russia (1872-1917) : Part 3
Lev Ratner – St. Petersburg

Translated by Vasilii Zakharov - BSRP

The period 1900 – 1917
In January 1900 the Russian post went over to
using a new type of label for registered mail. In a
circular of 29th July 1899, the head of the General
Administration for Post and Telegraphs stipulated
that “..... the Direction at local post-telegraph
organisations should prepare and provide for all
labels within their jurisdiction to have a red border
as shown in the example (in the form of tear-out
coupons (talons) in Book No. 2, or in separate
sheets) and to give due attention to the precise
colour and size and if possible, to have lettering as
in the example.… The labels ... should be glued
on to the address side, preferably at the left upper
corner of the envelope, ensuring at the same time
that the label should not obscure the address”.
Examples of the labels given in the circular are
shown in figure 47.

Taking into account the mistakes that were made
in using the first labels, the circular also instructed
that, “It is not permitted to mark the place of
reception or the serial number either by hand or by
hand-stamp or by any other means”. It was
mentioned here that the new labels should be
introduced without delay, but in any case not later
than 1st January 1900.
Although the circular mentioned the possibility of
using the new labels in 1899, it is not known
whether they were in fact used before the
beginning of 1900. Since the labels were prepared
independently at various places, even those made
in form quite similar to the specimen labels,
nevertheless had significant differences (figures
48-51). Labels are known (figures 52-54) with
serious differences from the specimen labels.

Figure 47

Figure 48
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Figure 52
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Figure 51

Figure 53
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Figure 54
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In respect of colour, labels are known: 1) with
the border and letter З in red, while the place
name and serial number are in black, 2) with
the border, place name, serial number and the
letter З all in red. The red colour on the labels
came in various shades, ranging from rose-red
to red-brown.
The numbers on labels for registered
correspondence sent abroad was often added
by hand.
The labels on registered mail accepted at
telegraph offices indicated the affiliation to
the telegraph service (figure 55). On labels
issued at post-telegraph offices territorially
connected with the railway, there was an
indication of affiliation either with the railway
or with a specific station (figures 56-58).

·'
Figure 55

Bi!1tJ
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.

Figure 57

Figure 56
It is very rare to meet labels with errors
in spelling (figure 59) or some special
features on the reverse side. Figure 60
shows a mirror image of the face side
of a label. A reject label is known with
the number 3808 (namely a number
exceeding 1000), on whose reverse side
a standard label had been printed and
which had been used by the post.

In some cities (Moscow, St. Petersburg,
Kronshtadt, Odessa etc.) old labels were still
being used in 1900, or labels with some
intermediate style between old and new; also
labels of old style but with the letter З or R on
them. In that year, labels of 1899 type were being
used on sea shipping lines, while Russian post
offices abroad were still using them in 1903.
We now consider some other special features of
labels that appeared somewhat later
In March 1901 the Ministry of Internal Affairs
decided to allow the exchange of registered mail
between Russian post offices and Russian field
offices in China and also between offices in
China. Before that, from 1890, it had been
forbidden to exchange registered mail from one

6

Figure 59

A

710

Figure 58

Figure 60

army to another, under the stipulations of the
decrees governing field post and telegraph offices.
During the Russo-Japanese conflict, registered
mail was exchanged between national and field
post offices. Registered correspondence to or from
field offices in the period 1901-1905 is seen only
very rarely.
On 24th January 1900, the acceptance and
delivery of registered post was established at local
district (Volost) level and at railway stations with
no State post offices. But only in September 1921
were provisional regulations concerning
acceptance and delivery of registered mail at
railway stations confirmed. It was mentioned here
that the Heads of offices should provide stations
handling registered mail with Form No. 8
acceptance registers and Form No. 2 delivery
books, with place-name composite hand-stamps

THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 88

-~

and with labels bearing station
names for sticking on to the
registered mail received.
A Circular of 3rd February 1903
from the Head of the General Post
and Telegraph Administration,
introducing new types of date
stamp, mentions that, on any hand
stamps used at railway stations
handling registered mail on the basis
of the provisional regulations, there
should be the engraved letters "ст"
and, after the name of station, an
abbreviated form of the railway line.
Corresponding inscriptions appeared
on the labels used at these stations.
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Registered mail was exchanged at
railway stations and at local district
offices, as earlier for the Siberian
railway, according to the use of
registers for postage due and
registered correspondence. Figures
61-62 show the face and reverse
sides of two registers glued together,
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Figure 61
showing the receipt at the
Pokurleisk Local District of 5
registered and 3 postage-due
items, with a postage-due amount
of 1 rouble and 46 kopeks. In
accordance with regulations “....
the sum shown in the register ...
according to the amount received
from the addressee, is entered in
the register by sticking on the
reverse side of the register the
corresponding amount in postage
stamps, which should be cancelled
with a postal stamp.” On expiry of
the storage period, the register was
returned to the postal department
issuing it. When dispatching from
a local district office, a registered
correspondence label was attached
to the register, since registers with
postage stamps had a monetary
value.
Figure 62
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Figure 63
In Russia there were always many State, religious,
scientific and other organisations having the right
to privileged transmission of postal
correspondence. This privilege allowed the weight
charge to be not paid, but did not change the
payment for registration. Special date stamps are
known for privileged dispatch of registered mail
(figure 63) .
In June 1903 the Director of Posts of St.
Petersburg wrote to the Head of the General Post
and Telegraph Administration: “The city post
offices are crowded with people handing in
correspondence. This can be avoided by extending
the rights and duties of postmen. It is proposed to
add to their duties ... the collection at houses of
registered correspondence. A new form of
acceptance book (Form 2a) should be agreed for
recording these letters. All the letters a postman
collects over one round should be handed over to
an official at an office with a receipt”. [19]
This proposal was
accepted and by order
M 386
of the St. Petersburg
C. -TieTep6ypn,
Post it was declared
OTA ,
OKP.
that acceptance of
registered letters from
Figure 64
houses was established
as a trial from 5th August 1903. For such letters
collected at houses, a special label was stuck on
them (figure 64). Letters with such labels are very
common.

3

In accepting registered letters the question
arose of establishing the correct payment by
weight, since a postman was not able to
determine a small excess of weight over say 1
lot. In the early period the amount of weight
charge collected was out by a factor of two.
But in October 1903, the Head of the General
Administration ordered that any registered
letters collected by postmen but not fully paid
for should be stamped with a postage-due mark
showing the deficit sum in units. It was added
that the postage-due mark could be added
either at the dispatch or at the destination end,
depending upon where the deficit was detected.
The acceptance of registered correspondence at
houses was introduced in St. Petersburg as an

8

experiment, but this continued right until the end
of the period we are considering. In the
“Instructions to St. Petersburg postmen handling
correspondence”, it was mentioned in Para. 71 that
“When delivering mail, postmen are required to
collect sealed and open town and internal
registered letters from houses.” Para. 74 said that
“Registered letters collected by postmen are paid
for approximately by weight, in postage stamps or
cash.…”, while Para. 76 mentioned that “When
accepting a letter the postman issues a numbered
receipt… The corresponding label with the same
number is stuck on the letter.” [20]
The instructions to postmen constantly repeated
the procedure when it was not possible to deliver
some letter to an addressee. “When the addressee
can not be found at the address on a letter, the
postman should issue a notice ... and make a note
on it.… every case of non-delivery should be
noted on a label attached to the
correspondence.” [21] Figure 65 shows a
registered letter with a notification label on it
written on by the postman.
An addressee could ask for registered letters to be
forwarded. If such letters had a return receipt, they
were forwarded together.
Any registered letter not delivered, for whatever
reason, was, after some defined period, returned to
the place of dispatch. A note was made on the
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Figure 65
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letter in such cases about the
reason for return (figure 66). Such
notes were made either by hand or
with hand-stamp.
The procedure for handling
registered letters collected from
post boxes and paid for in respect
of weight charge and registration
remained as before. Various forms
and sizes of hand stamps were
impressed on them during sorting,
or hand-written marks were made
on them, to indicate that
they had been collected
from a post box. A label
was stuck on a letter when
registering it. Figure 67
shows a letter taken from a
post box of the 4th St.
Petersburg town postal
section and registered at the
2nd town postal section,
under which the 4th section
was
territorially
subordinate.

Figure 66

Registered letters collected
using private acceptance
books (figure 68) are for
some reason encountered
very rarely nowadays, even
though the quantity of this
correspondence was rather
large. In Moscow for
example, 1040 private
books were recorded in
November 1902, while the
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Figure 68

Dispatch Office for ordinary correspondence
handled on average a daily volume of 2500
letters (from an overall total of 4000
registered letters accepted by the Dispatch
Office daily). [21]
From 1st April 1904, a payment of 7 kopeks
was charged for accepting a demand for
tracing a registered letter. Payment was by
postage stamps stuck on the demand form
and if there were several registered items
mentioned on the form, then 7 kopeks were
payable for each item. If an international
registered letter required to be traced, 10
kopeks were payable. There was no fee for
tracing registered correspondence for which
a return receipt had been issued.
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A new type of receipt for acceptance of registered
correspondence was introduced on 13th August
1904 (a talon receipt). It was in 1872 that for the
first time it was announced in a circular that it was
required to hand-stamp acceptance receipts.
Before 1904, in 1900, in an order of the Head of
the General Administration, concerned with
deficiencies of the postal service, only the fact that
it was required to stamp acceptance receipts was
mentioned.
Also in August 1904, the payment for town return
receipts was set at 5 kopeks for St. Petersburg and
Moscow and 3 kopeks for other places.
The circular of the Head of the General Post and
Telegraph Administration introducing the labels
of 1900 did not foresee any labels with French
text for international registered mail and some
post offices used labels in Russian for this
purpose. In March 1907 the Head of the General
Administration instructed that international
registered correspondence should bear labels with
French text on them, namely with a letter R and
with the place name in French. Some labels used
for post sent abroad have been with the letter R
printed at the right side of the labels.

Later, there have been examples of the
simultaneous use of labels and of hand stamps
used to replace them, or only hand stamps with
various languages. There was only one general
principle governing registration of letters in the
acceptance register: if a number appears on every
label and on each hand stamp used on a given
letter, then that number should be the same.
Labels are also known on which the place name
was typographically printed together in Russian
and in French.
In June 1903, for internal registered mail, a new
form was introduced to replace the return receipt.
This was a “notification of receipt” (уведомление
о получении), in size corresponding to that for
the forms for open letters (figure 70). On the left
side of the forms was a perforated line, separating
a strip of one centimetre width. This strip was
used for notification of receipt and was attached to
the postal item. For some time the old forms for
return receipts continued to be used, since the new
forms were only introduced when the previous
kind had been used up.

fYenSO.MAGHiG O nOA!JiGHiu•

One can sometimes see ‘mixed’ labels on
registered mail sent abroad, when on the same
letter there are labels both in Russian and in
French. There are various examples of such
‘mixed’ labelling: two separate labels, with a
Russian label bearing only the registration number
and the rest on a label with French text and so on
(figure 69).
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An order of the Interior Ministry of 9th January
1909 brought into force on 1st May of that year
the “Decrees concerning Postal Departments”.
Registered post was entirely separated from
ordinary. Article (b) of the decrees said that
“Internal and international letters, postcards and
postal wrappers may be given either as ordinary or
as registered mail.” It was also mentioned in the
decrees that “State, social and private
organisations and similarly responsible private
persons, on obtaining special permission from the
Head of the General Post and Telegraph
Administration, may conduct certain postal
operations, as for example the acceptance of
registered post.” [23]
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From inscriptions on date stamps and labels,
registered letters were known to have been received
by chemist shops, stores and trade offices in Kiev,
Simbirsk, Ekaterinodar, Yur’ev and Kazan. The
numbers of registered mail handled by them was
small. According to G. Lagolnii, between 1st
January and 26th April 1911, at one chemist shop in
Simbirsk, 370 registered letters were received from
the public. [24]

The ‘Post-Telegraph Journal’ of April 1910
published a “Law governing the procedure for
carrying litigation (papers) via the post” of 9th June
1909, with Regulations and Instructions. Here, it
was said that “Letters carrying court orders and
other papers should bear the inscription ‘Court
Registered’ (судебное заказное).…On delivering
such letters the postman is required to obtain a
receipt on the notification of reception. ...The
notification of reception with endorsement of
successful delivery is returned by the post to the
court. … The required return to the court of the
reception notification is made in accordance with the
procedure for handling registered mail, but without
demanding any special postal fees. .... For delivering
court registered letters to the destination, there is a
charge: 1) postal fees for registration and
notification of reception on the usual basis
2) payment to the postman of 15 kopeks for each
letter. .... In places where there is no delivery of
mail, a special courier should be used. A letter
required to be delivered in this way should bear an
inscription “court registered and by special
courier” (судебное заказное и с нарочным).” [25]
The court-registered letter shown in figure 71 was
delivered by a postman.

In practice, on the basis of a letter from the Head of
the General Administration, the postal authorities
allowed the acceptance of registered mail by private
persons and various organisations even before the
“Decrees ..” had come into force, and such letters
are known dated from 1908 to 1917.
From 15th March 1909 a unified tariff was
established for weight charges in respect of internal
registered sealed letters: 3 kopeks for letters of up to
4 lots weight, 4 kopeks for between 4 to 8 lots and 2
kopeks for each 4 lots or part of this for weights
greater than 8 lots. Related to this, a fee of 3 kopeks
was established for notification of receipt of an
internal registered item in St. Petersburg and
Moscow and for requesting a search for local mail.
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During the first decade of the 20th century, at a
number of cities (St. Petersburg, Moscow etc.),
stamp machines began to be used. Associated with
this, it was said in the instructions to postal
employees that registered mail, without exception,
should all be marked using hand stamping. It was
added that if, among ordinary mail received, there
were some properly paid-for registered letters,
then these should be registered in a special book
for that purpose. For such letters, the Moscow post
department used a special hand stamp. (figure 72)

note that such machines were installed in St.
Petersburg and Moscow. Unfortunately, neither
the machines themselves nor the instructions of
the postal department as to their use have so far
been found.
The operating principles of automatic machines
(figure 73) are known from descriptions of using
them in a reference in the ‘Post-Telegraph
Journal’ of November 1910 (an unofficial issue)
to a German journal. It is written here that the
front face of the machine has a wheel, covered by
a flap, into which letters are fed and a lever and an
aperture from which receipts are issued. An
engraved table instructed a sender to: open the
door covering the slot, insert the letter, turn the
handle twice and then remove the receipt
appearing at the aperture. No money was put into
the machines and on the upper table there was a
message that, before inserting any letter, postage
stamps should be affixed to it.
11B TOMI\Tb
AnSI nPIEMI\ 31\K/\3Hbl/(b nHCEMb.

Figure 72
At a later date, mechanical means were introduced
not only for handling mail, but also for receiving
it. These technical innovations included an
automatic machine for reception of registered
mail. No definite date has yet been established for
using such machines in Russia. In his note
“Received by automatic machine” M. Kosoi
writes that reception in this way began in 1910,
but he notes that since the earliest known
registered letter bearing a cancellation from an
automatic machine was handled by the post in the
second half of January 1912 and, since the circular
of the Head of the Post and Telegraph
Administration on the procedure for handling
registered mail from machines that had not fully
been paid for appeared only in March 1912, a
more reasonable date for the introduction of
automatic machines would be the end of 1911 or
beginning of 1912.
From imprints of reception stamps, 10 towns are
known to have used machines for receiving
registered mail: St. Petersburg (Petrograd),
Moscow, Riga, Vil'no, Saratov, Minsk, Essentuki,
Rostov-on-Don, Kislovodsk.
The book “Automatons and machines for postal
departments using the DAPAG-EFUBAG system”
published in 1912, [27] describes two types of
machine for accepting registered mail; there is a
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Figure 73
It is not so clear how the machine shown in figure
74 was used. The operational principles of the
automatic machine are described in the (unofficial)
Post-Telegraph Journal, which gave an example of
use by the Hungarian post. Judging by the date of
publication, 1906, this was an earlier, though more
complicated, type of machine. The article mentions
that ‘The machine has a special arrangement under
which, when money is inserted into it paying for
registering a letter with postage stamps (Author’s
Note : a letter only having the weight charge paid.),
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the machine issues an acceptance receipt. The
machine has three slots: one for accepting money, a
second for receiving the letter, and a third for
issuing the receipt.
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Figure 74
After the money had been inserted, the letter slot is
opened and the letter inserted. A handle is then
turned, which causes an acceptance receipt to be
issued. The handle cannot be turned unless money
has been inserted. If no more receipts were
available, the cover on the money slot remained
closed.
From this description of operation of such a machine
abroad, it is clear that it accepted only letters for
which a weight charge had been paid for with
postage stamps and payment by money was only for
registration.
The text with the photograph and the inscription on
the upper table of the machine in the book mentioned
above (see figure 74), reminded users that postage
stamps should be affixed before inserting letters to be
registered, as well as such considerations as:
analysis of stamps on letters accepted by machines,
differences between charges for internal mail
(7 kopeks) and international (10 kopeks),
absence of any Russian 7 kopek coins.
All lead to the conclusion that the Russian post
did not take money directly for registered letters
received by automatic machines. We can suppose
that, on installing machines such as those shown
in figure 74, the cover on the money slot was

closed and the blocking mechanism when turning
the handle and inserting a letter was removed.
The machine imprinted a stamp on letters of
rectangular shape, with red or black ink and it
indicated the place and type of dispatch, the
machine number, the acceptance number for the
letter, and the date. The acceptance receipt bore a
similar stamp, but only impressions in red ink are
known for this.
Registered letters accepted by automatic machines
are seen only rarely and receipts issued by these
machines are exceptionally rare.
Automatic stamp marks
are known with text in
Russian and also in two
languages, Russian and
French. Some stamp
marks had a line
separating the Russian
and French texts (figure
75). On some marks,
the machine number is
absent (figure 76).
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On those marks where there is a machine number,
this number most usually does not coincide with
the number of the district using the machine. For
example, in St.
Petersburg
(Petrograd) in
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Figure 76
Date stamps on letters and the inscriptions on
receipts show that machines used for collecting
registered mail in St. Petersburg were used in the
following post offices: 4, 11, 44 in town posttelegraph offices and at the Nikolaevsk, Warsaw
and Tsarskoe Selo railway stations.
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Depending upon the dimensions of letters and
how they were fed into the machine, the stamped
mark could occur in various places. If a letter was
inserted into the machine with the postage stamps
facing down, the mark appeared on the flap side.
The collected letters were periodically removed
from the machine basket by a postal employee,
they were registered and the postage stamps were
cancelled by date stamp. Sometimes on these
letters, most usually on the reverse side, a mark
was added “collected by automatic
machine” (принято автоматомъ) or (принято из
автомата) (figure 77), in black, violet or red,
either in a frame or
without frame. The
use of such stamps
is known until 1915
inclusive and in St.
Petersburg until the
Figure 77
beginning of 1913.
In the H. von Hofmann article “Some
considerations on registration machines for
registered letters in Imperial Russia” [29], some
registered letters addressed abroad are shown, that
were collected by machine, with the stamped
impression only in Russian (Riga, Minsk) and on
which labels have been stuck under the same
number but with text in French.
Since letters could be put into automatic machines
for registered letters with either fully or only partially
paid fees, Circular No. 17 from the Head of the Post
and Telegraph Administration dated 3rd March 1912
stipulated the procedure for dealing with these
letters. It said that “On all registered mail collected
by machine, with either no fee paid or fee only partly
paid, the postal section at the department where
collection occurred must add a postage-due stamp
showing twice the amount of the deficit fee... The
circular does not apply to international registered
mail which, in case of insufficient fee paid, are not
forwarded at all to their destination and this should
accordingly be stated on the automatic machines.”
This was the third instance defined by the postal
authorities requiring a postage-due mark to be
stamped on registered mail. The first two have
been described earlier:

between the tariffs for local and rural mail.
- insufficient payment for the weight charge
of a registered letter, when it had been collected
by postman at a house. From August to October
1903, the amount due was double the deficit fee;
later it was the simple difference.
In the note mentioned earlier, M. Kosoi wrote that
automatic machines were used in Moscow until
1923. Registered mail sent in Moscow and
Petrograd in those years, having stamp marks
specific to such machines, have not been seen, but
in the expense statements of the People's
Commissariat for Posts and Telegraph for the
1926/27 financial year, in an article entitled
“Repair of postal property and equipment”, among
other items it is noted that: “ Repair: (a) postal
property, namely automatic machines (for
collecting registered post)”. [30]
In addition, in an editorial comment to the article
mentioned above by H. von Hofmann, a
photograph of a letter is shown which was
collected at Pyatigorsk on 8th March 1929 and
bears the imprint of an automatic machine stamp.
There were no circulars saying that it was
permissible to use registration hand stamps for
registered mail instead of labels. At first, such
stamps were used for service purposes and should
have used red ink and bear the same information
as on the labels. But because there were a number
of advantages, hand stamps rather quickly began
to be used for collected registered correspondence.
The very earliest registration hand stamp known
to the author was imprinted on a registered letter
accepted on 2nd January 1912 in Tomsk. Most of
the hand stamps were made with a numbering
mechanism, under which the registration number
was advanced by one after every stamp had been
impressed (figure 78). Instances are known where
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- forwarding local registered mail (either
because an addressee had moved, or because he
had requested it to be forwarded), or a local
notification of reception at a rural (outside town)
place. The amount due was the simple difference
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hand stamps of this type had been
impressed on to a piece of paper, which
was then stuck on a letter in the form of a
label.
Registration hand stamps are also known
where the number was written by hand
(figure 79). Hand stamps used at railway
stations indicated on them their affiliation
to a railway postal department. For

>.
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Figure 80
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Figure 79
correspondence sent abroad, registration
hand stamps were used with Latin lettering.
There are examples where such mail sent
abroad, in addition to a registration imprint
in Russian, had an additional imprint in
Latin lettering (either with or without
number).

-ff~\
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The colour of registration hand stamp
imprints is red, black, blue or violet; for
postage-due mail, it was red or green.
At Russian post offices abroad, both labels
were used and also hand stamps of various
forms and various combinations.

Figure 81

On ocean-going steamships, registered
mail that was received most often had
labels, although hand stamps were also
used. On journeys Vladivostok – Tsurga
and Vladivostok – Northern Regions, it has
been known for labels of some land post
office to be used (e.g. Vladivostok) with
some additional inscription by hand
(figure 80).
In his book “Заказное – Recommandirt”,
H. von Hofmann, with a reference to the
collection of Dr. Casey, shows letters
collected by steamers on river lines: figure
81 shows a letter with hand-written
inscriptions and figure 82 shows one with a
label. It would seem that labels of the 1900
type began to be used on river lines from
about 1909-1910, but it is difficult to give
an exact date, since very few of this type of
mail is known and in addition, they were
introduced not as a result of some central
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instructions, but by agreements with local postal
administrations.
On steamers of the Nizhninovgorod – Astrakhan
line (and back), labels were used indicating the
line and this was added to the labels either by
hand stamp or by hand (figures 83-84)

Figure 83
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On 29th May 1914 the Head of the General Post
and Telegraph Administration, in Circular No. 29,
introduced registration hand stamps for registering
mail in postal wagons. The circular mentioned that
each postal wagon (or postal wagon section)
should have a rubber stamp imprinting (a) a letter
“З” (b) the sign “No.” (c) an indication “п.в. No.
**" (** = postal wagon number). The colour of
imprint was to be red.
M. Kosoi, in his article “Hand stamps for
registered correspondence” [31], writes that
registration hand stamps were used in some postal
wagons from 1912. In this period, they were made
in a way resembling those used for ordinary post
offices, without indicating the circular inscription
ГУПиТ. The same article mentions the use in
Postal Wagon No. 297 of labels with an imprint of
hand stamp in red.

. .>

~

and for a long time registered mail collected in
postal wagon baskets was registered by hand
inscription (figure 85).

I
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Figure 84
In accordance with Circular No. 58 of 30th June
1898 of the General Postal Administration,
registration labels were not used in postal wagons

In some modern collections, there are registered
letters mentioned (chiefly mail with Baltic
regions) having stamps cancelled with postal
wagon date stamps and with labels of some
railway station post-telegraph office. The question
as to whether these are genuine requires special
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study, but it can be said that they seriously
violated the then postal regulations and it is
doubtful, in view of the rigorous postal control of
the time, whether they could have occurred over
several years. Such letters violate one of the most
fundamental regulations of registered post, namely
that the registration should be done at the place of
acceptance and with it, the responsibility of the
corresponding postal employee.
It was forbidden for any registered
correspondence to be directly received at a postal
wagon “by hand”, by an employee on the postal
wagon and such mail had to be dropped in a
basket hung at the outside of a wagon. The
wagon postal workers were instructed to empty
the basket immediately before the train moved
off, while the letters were sorted and registered
during the journey, so that there could not be
station labels on these letters. Registered letters
collected at station postal offices and bearing
their labels, were handed over to postal wagons
in closed postal packets (even when there was
only a single registered letter), and
moreover any mail addressed to any
terminal points along the line, or to
places intersecting railway routes,
were further packed into parcels. In
these cases, the postal wagon served
only as a means of delivery for the
mail.
In all probability, the majority of
letters bearing marks from both
railway stations and postal wagons
at the same time are forgeries, when
an ordinary letter of 2 lots weight
(paid by postage stamps of 14
kopeks) was transformed into a
registered letter by adding a label
(weight charge for 1 lot of 7 kopeks
plus registration fee of 7 kopeks).
The author has seen such a letter,
sent in St. Petersburg and bearing
14 kopeks of stamps, having a postal wagon datestamp cancellation and a label of the Revel
railway station. The St. Petersburg acceptance
hand stamp on this letter was not in the crimson
ink used for registered letters, but in black ink, as
used for ordinary post.
The more obvious attributes of a forgery here are
as follows:
the presence on the face side of a letter
(including under the label) of a number,

indicating that it had been received as a
registered letter in a postal wagon. In this case,
the label could have been affixed from ignorance
of the postal regulations, in order to certify that
the letter had been registered;
if the letter had been addressed to St.
Petersburg, an acceptance hand stamp marking in
black, rather than the crimson one stipulated for
reception of registered letters at St. Petersburg.
In the summer of 1914, at the outbreak of war,
the postal direction issued a number of
instructions about sending mail and about
military censorship. It was announced that it
was not allowed to accept registered mail to be
sent to (or from) members of the army on active
service.
Registered correspondence passing through the
censor had added a hand stamp and annotation of
the censor. The letters were sealed in special
envelopes and, if they contained important

Figure 86
papers, there was an additional sealing-wax seal
(figure 86). Every opening of a registered letter
had to be accompanied by a declaration.
At a number of departments close to the front
line, in order to conceal where mail had been
received, a ‘silent’ cancellation was used on
postage stamps. This made it necessary to
introduce a ‘silent’ registration for mail, in which
the place of dispatch was omitted and where the
registration was made etc. (see figures 87-88).
Since ‘silent’ registration made it impossible to
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return undelivered letters and made it
very difficult to make any notifications,
it was very soon abandoned.
During the war, the provision of labels
by post offices was sometimes not
done and registration hand stamps were
lost. In these cases, registered mail had
hand-written annotations and labels
were used that were intended for
insured post.
Figure 87

The expenses of wartime made it
necessary to raise postal tariffs. New
tariffs were introduced on 21st
September 1914 and in particular,
payment for registered internal mail
became 10 kopeks.
On 18th August 1914, St. Petersburg
was re-named Petrograd. Related to
this, the Petrograd post-director
announced that it would temporarily be
allowed to use labels, forms etc.
already in stock, which bore the old
name. Only on 12th May 1915 did he
require that old labels should not be
used and to use new ones with the
name ‘Petrograd’. But even before the
end of 1914, the city post offices had
almost entirely gone over to using new
labels and by 1915 labels bearing the
old name are seen only very rarely.

Figure 88

In those years, on registration receipts
and other postal documents bearing the
inscription ‘St. Petersburg’ the new
name of city was added by hand stamp.
Some other Russian cities also were renamed: Gungerburg to Ust’-Narva,
Bol’dera to Ust’-Dvinsk etc. The
Petrograd post director, on 15th
September 1915, stipulated that “...
measures should be taken not to allow
the acceptance of ... registered letters
whose address did not conform to that
permitted and the sender is then bound
in each case to remove any
inaccuracies in the addresses.” [32]

Figure 89
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Figure 89 shows a registered letter
accepted on 19th January 1915 at
Petrograd, with a label bearing the old
city name.
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Figure 90 shows a registered letter
addressed to Petrograd, on which the old
city name has been smeared.
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In cities where the name had been changed
(except Petrograd), for a long time old
labels continued to be used and the new
name was added.
In 1917, the postal tariffs applicable to
registered post were changed twice. In
particular, the registration fee became 26
kopeks for internal mail from 15th August,
while the change for international mail was
from 1st September.
The greatest volume of registered post
occurred in 1913, but then the amount
decreased. The number of registered items
sent (in thousands) were:
1913 --- 94084
1914 --- 89859
1915 --- 85436

Figure 90

By comparison, the overall number of mail items sent
(in thousands) was 1,299,064. From the total of
registered items sent, there were (in thousands): [33]
Internal mail ---------------------------- 82976
Including those with return receipts -----939
International -----------------------------11199
To give some practical help to collectors and to those
studying the registered post of Russia, some
information concerning its payment in the 18721917 period is given in a table of postal tariffs used
for registered mail. (See BJRP 86 pp. 14 - 17)

It should be noted in conclusion that it is impossible
in a journal article of this size to reflect all the
features of the postal handling of registered
correspondence, taking into account all the changes
and additions that have taken place. While noting
the various stages of its evolution and usage, the
author has paid most attention to important and
interesting aspects and paid correspondingly less
attention to those factors having less significance, or
to those which have already been dealt with before.
Some questions, such as adding address corrections,
forwarding, return and delivery of registered post,
have been touched on only little, since such
questions should be considered in relation to all
correspondence, and this would be a matter for a
quite separate, large, article.
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Ukraine: the currency stamps
Ian L. G. Baillie
This article deals with two issues of currency stamps/tokens: the Shagiv stamps and the Odessa kopek stamps.

The Shagiv stamps
These five stamps have already been covered [1], [2]
& [3]; my purpose is to provide an update,
particularly on the largest multiples known to me.
10 Shagiv. References [1] & [3] both quote a 7multiple (from the collection of Dr. R. Seichter) as
the largest known multiple. However, further
material has since come to light. I now have:
a)
an 8-strip,
b)
a 10-block of Nos. 26-30 over 36-40 with
right selvedge from Counter Sheet B,
c)
a 4-block with beam in lower selvedge,
d)
an irregular 10-block with the same beam as
c) in upper selvedge (this beam is not on the
postage stamps but separates either Counter
Sheets A & C or B & D),
e)
a 50-block with narrow right selvedge, a
beam in the lower selvedge and a beam in
the left selvedge.
Thus all this evidence is consistent with the 400-plate
concept. I suggest that most of these beams were
removed from the printing plate before the postage
stamps were printed, thus somewhat modifying the
reference [1] conclusions.
20 Shagiv. Multiples are elusive:
a)
Reference [3] illustrates a 4-block and two 6blocks (all from the collection of Dr. R.
Seichter).
b)
I can only add an 8-block without selvedge.
None of the examples of this currency stamp has any
of the multifarious subtype marks of the
corresponding postage stamp and neither do the
selvedge marks which are present match those on the
postage stamps.
In reference [1], I suggested that the two multiples
then known of blocks of the postage stamps (three
more smaller blocks have since been identified, also
all in the collection of the late C. W. Roberts)
perhaps came from a printing plate of 100. However,
I now suggest that it is more likely that they came
from an initial run of postage stamps printed from
the 400-plate of the currency stamps before the new
400-plate (the one with the multifarious subtypes)
was in use.

20

30 Shagiv. I have no multiples of this, the most
elusive stamp of the set. The largest multiple
known to me remains as the 4-block from Dr.
Seichter’s collection illustrated in reference [3].
40 Shagiv. Being less elusive than the lower
values, we can note:
a)
the two items from Counter Sheet B in the
Schramchenko collection,
b)
I can add blocks of 10, 18 and 24 all from
counter sheet B,
c)
in reference [1], I recorded the 25-block from
Counter Sheet B in Dr. Seichter’s collection,
which is illustrated in reference [3].
d)
In reference [3] there is also a 6-block from
the lower left corner of Counter Sheet C with
Sheet Number 72 upright in its lower
selvedge.
e)
I can also add a 50-block of the upper half of
Counter Sheet C, State 2 (which therefore
chronologically precedes State 1).
There is still no reason to doubt the conclusion that
the 400-plate for the currency stamps was also used
for the postage stamps.
50 Shagiv. Unfortunately (other than the 42-block
from plate A) the general run of reference [3]
illustrations does not define which of the 400-plates
they came from and in reference [1], I do not
mention much about multiples. Like the 40sh, the
50sh is less elusive than the lower values.
Plate A (reverse plate B1). Some useful
multiples exist:
a)
I have a 50-block upper half Counter Sheet
AA,
b)
the 84-block in an American collection
mentioned in reference 1 is also Counter
Sheet AA,
c)
I have a vertical 10-block from Counter Sheet
AC with lower selvedge which, from the
position of the final digit ‘1’ of the Sheet
number below the lower left stamp, is from
Columns 2 & 3.
d)
there is an irregular 42-block illustrated in
reference [3].
This is thus a 400-plate later used for the postage
stamps.
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Plate B (reverse plate B2). Multiples are fewer
than Plate A:
a)
the largest block known to me is a 10-block
with right selvedge, which is Nos. 66-70 over
76-80 from Counter Sheet BB.
This is thus from the other 400-plate later used for
the postage stamps, as was evident from the items in
the Schramchenko collection mentioned in reference
[1].
Obverse

Plate C (reverse plate B3). I have seen no
multiples from this Plate: I have only two
imperforated singles from this plate, one of which
has a right selvedge without a beam.

Reverse
Obverse

Reverse

(Oct 1993). The obverse shows the coat of arms of
Odessa and the reverse has a pattern in the colour
of the obverse including the denomination plus a
black text. Both values exist on white and on
toned thin card. The top three lines of text on the
reverse are in very different fonts for the two
values, whereas the fonts are virtually the same for
the lower two lines although the spacings differ.

50 kopek This value is not mentioned anywhere
Reference [1] lists a range of blocks from the
Schramchenko collection proving that again we have
a 400-plate of four 100-Counter Sheets. There is no
evidence that this was ever used for the postage
stamps, so it might chronologically precede Plates A
and B?

The Odessa Currency Stamps.
A listing of these three stamps is, according to
Charles Rehwinkel in Rossica 122 (April 1994),
given in the “Standard Catalogue of World Paper
Money (Sixth Edition)” stated to be known as
“Pick’s” but unfortunately even the extensive
BSRP Library holds no copy and I have never
seen one, so I cannot comment further.

15 & 20 kopek These are not mentioned in any
of the references 1 to 3, but the l5 kop. brown &
the 20 kop. olive green values are listed for 1919
in Dr. Seichter’s “Sonder Katalog”; the 20kop is
also mentioned (but evidently the only value
known to the anonymous author) in Rossica 121

in the literature that I have found other than in an
article by Rehwinkel in Rossica 122. It is much
wider than the lower values; the obverse is printed
in black (maybe with a touch of green) on an
orange background and the reverse is printed in
black with a light green value “50” in an
ornamental wreath on a different orange
background - quite an elaborate affair and high
printing costs!
Whilst the 15 & 20 kop. values are quite elusive,
the 50 kop. value is another matter altogether. I
know of only 5 copies;
a)
my own collection
b)
collection of the late George Miskin, sold
recently at Philips
c)
collection of Dr. W. Stoten
d)
an American collection, advised by George
Miskin - presumably this is the copy
illustrated by Rehwinkel in Rossica 122.
e)
a recent Nagl auction (assuming that it is
none of the above!).
It would be good to record more if they are out
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there!
The 50 kop. value is particularly useful in attempting
to date these stamps, as it is inscribed “G. Odessy”
and is thus post-Imperial if the “G” stands for “Gub”
rather than “Gorod” (if the “G” does stand for
“Gorod” - as is the more likely as it precedes rather
than follows the name - then a pre-Revolutionary
issue date is possible, merely augmenting the
Imperial currency stamps). If one accepts the postrevolutionary premise then the choices are between:
a) Ukraine Nationalist.
This is I feel unlikely as the stamps have no
nationalist symbols and anyway they have
Kopek not Shagiv currency.
b) Denikin.
This is I feel also unlikely as there is no
reference to “United Russia” in the design and
he was strongly opposed to breakaway
regimes so he would surely have preferred the
-------

Imperial arms to the Odessa arms.
c) Bolsheviks (either before or after the Denikin
invasion).
One of these periods seems by default the
most likely. I recall Dr. Seichter being
uncertain over the issue date of the two stamps
In this set recorded by him, but I suspect that
my friend the great German expert on the
Ukraine was, as so often, right.
These two issues represent an interesting facet of
Ukrainian philately and, although the total picture
becomes a little clearer, there are still unanswered
questions as a future challenge.
References
[1] “Ukraine: The Shagiv Issues”, I L G Baillie, (1963)
[2] “Ukraine: The Shagiv Currency Stamps”, I L G
Baillie, BJRP 40, (1967).
[3] “The Postage Stamps of Russia 1917-1923, Vol.2
Ukraine, Parts 24/26”, R. J. Ceresa,
(1988).
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A new interpretation of the ‘Irbit zemskaya
pochta’ cancellation
R L Joseph
The study of Zemstvo Postal History and
Cancellations is hindered by the fact that examples of
used Zemstvo stamps, especially on cover, are not
easy to find. The shortage of cancellations is,
perhaps, the main reason for the shortage of
published information on Zemstvo cancellations and
the organisation of Zemstvo Post Offices.
Information on Zemstvo Cancellations published in
the past, principally in ‘Schmidt and Faberge’, and
the ‘Big Schmidt’, appears to be confined to a listing
of known cancellations, no attempt being made to
interpret their use, or to measure them.
In many cases, of course, the cancellations appear to
be self-explanatory for example figure 1 (Cherdyn
Zemskaya Pochta No.1, which is a cancel applied by
a travelling postman)
One of the commonest types of Zemstvo Cancellation
appears to be the ‘Zemskaya Pochta’ type, simply
bearing the name of the Zemstvo, followed by
Zemskaya Pochta. Perhaps a member fluent in
Russian could advise on the exact wording of these
cancels, as they could well read ‘Post of the Zemstvo’

Figure 1 (x2)

Figures 2 & 3 show examples of the ‘Zemskaya
Pochta’ type of cancellation from Ust-Sysolsk and
Perm.
The relative ease with which these cancellations may
be found seems to indicate that they were applied at
the main Zemstvo Post Office. In the past, this was
my interpretation of the use of these cancellations.
Figure 2 (x2)

Figure 3 (x2)
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The late Oleg Faberge in his highly specialised
article of 1979 on Cherdyn in the ‘London
Philatelist’ illustrates 6 types of Cherdyn Zemstvo
Post cancellations of which 3 are the Zemskaya
Pochta type. According to Oleg, these were used
by the Zemstvo Post Head Office in Cherdyn.
M. Minskii, in his 1981 article on Irbit Zemstvo
(Soviet Collector No.19) illustrates 9 types of
‘Irbit Zemskaya Pochta’ cancellations, used from
1884 to 1912. The article apparently simply
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describes and records the existence of these
cancellations, without attempting to interpret their
use. A full translation of this highly specialised
article would be most useful.
The article also contains a map of the Zemstvo
Postal Routes of Irbit, never before published, as
far as I know, together with details of each route.
Figure 4 is based on this map. Figure 5 is an
extract from a map of Irbit Uezd, eastern part, ex
the map of Perm Guberniya of 1912 (?) by A. Ilin.
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In 1984, I bought a local cover of Irbit, sent in
1884, with 3 examples of the Irbit Zemskaya
Pochta cancellations.
Figures 6 and 7 show the front and reverse of the
cover, originally wrongly described by the then
owner as addressed to the village of Elan, Elenski
Volost, Nizhnie Ilenski Volost the cancellations
being simply listed, with no explanation.
A closer examination seems to reveal that the
cover was actually sent to Nizhnie Elanski Volost
from village Elan.
Both villages are on the Eastern (Tiumen) Trakt,
which is 134 versts long and has 12 volosts with
Zemstvo Post Offices therein.
Examination of the cover and the markings and
cancellations thereon, when coupled with the new
information contained in the ‘Minskii’ article,
reveals a new interpretation of the Zemskaya
Pochta cancellations, which offers further scope
for research.
My interpretation is as follows:The Zemstvo Postman, travelling on his rounds,

passed through Elan Village having already
passed through Nizhnie-Elan, so could not deliver
the letter on his existing round, as he was on his
way back to Irbit. He therefore cancelled the
stamp on receipt of the letter (30th March 1884)
and took it back to Irbit, where the second
cancellation (8th April 1884) was applied either
on receipt, or when the letter left Irbit on the next
Postman’s round. The postman, on his next round,
applied the 3rd cancellation (10th April 1884)
when the letter was delivered to Nizhnie-Elan
village. The map (figure 4) shows the 2 journeys.
In other words, the cancellation was not applied at
the main Zemstvo Post Office, but was carried by
a travelling postman on his rounds.
Figure 8 shows the 3 cancellations and a close
examination of the size and positioning of letters
on these does seem to indicate that all 3 cancels
are in fact, different. Further study of other
‘Zemskaya Pochta’ cancellations would be
interesting
(Author’s Note. This article is an expanded version of
my competition entry some years ago for the Stibbe
Rose Bowl. The author apologises for the delay in
submission.)
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a) 30th March 1884
Applied by postman on his
rounds, at Elan village, on
receipt of the letter

b) 8th April 1884
Applied at Irbit
Zemstvo Post Office

c) 10th April 1884
Applied on delivery at
Nizhnie-Elan village

Figure 8 (all at 100%)
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The Odessa Vokzals : The cancellations and
registration labels
Ian L. G. Baillie
There were two marks that Tann, in reference[1],
expected to exist but had not found:
a)
ODESSA/VOKZ/a.
I have a postcard to Libava (figure 1) with this as a
despatch mark of 1.7.1905. This is within the period of
6.1.1905 to 13.9.1915 quoted in reference [3].
b)
ODESSA/VOKZAL/v.
I have a registered cover to London (figure 2) with this as
a despatch mark of 14.12.1923 and a Z-label “OdessaGlavn./ zhel.dor.P.O.” (with the “Z” portion torn off as
R-labels - had they been available - rather than Z-labels
were appropriate to foreign mail). These “Vokzal” marks
are not in references [2] or [3] as they are Soviet, not
Imperial, marks.
This seems to complete the range of Odessa oval Vokzal
marks unless anyone can come up with higher code
letters.

Figure 1

For the record I now review the remaining oval marks,
using the following Type numbers for the various styles
of registration labels:
Type 1:
Type 2:
Type 3:
Type 4:
Type5:

Z-label Odessa/zhel.dor.P.O.
Z-label Odessa Vokzal
Z-label Odessa-Glavn./zhel.dor.P.O.
(as in ‘b’ above)
Z-label Odesskoe/zhel.dor.P.O.
R-label Odessa Gare/Moscou-Kiev-Woronej

The Z-labels are Cyrillic and the R-labels are in Latin
characters, as is normal.

.-..-...c....~............... .,

N2 457
· n,ecca•f JiaBH.
ten. 11op. n. o.

~..,.........,

,
Jn ./" .·/,
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Figure 2
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c)
ODESSA/VOKZ/b.
This is commoner than the elusive code “a”. I have
a registered cover to St. Petersburg (figure 3) with
this as a despatch mark of 23.10.1906 and a Z-label
Type 1. My other examples are not registered and
all fall within the references [1] & [2] date range of
1906-1915 which is extended by reference [3] to
1917.
d)
ODESSA/VOKZAL/a.
I have a registered cover to
Berlin (figure 4) with this as a
despatch mark of 31.7.1923
and a Type 3 registration label
also a 21.8.1923 unregistered
cover to London. All my other
examples are on loose
adhesives (e.g. figure 5) but
fall within the reference [1]
1922-1923 range. In reference
[1] there are two registered
covers, one of 10.3.1923 with
a Type 2 label and one of
21.3.1923 with a Type 3 label.

a

A. A. RCMHOBCH IH

oe
e

OllEOOA,

-•-

----- fet_et:~

L. A. JASSIN

ODESSA.

l!!l"l"l'l'!l'PP.__.,_..,~.,......~--l'fl---...:..1,,_vt, ~Z/_ .

,_

, C7

a.~~=r
·- ~-, -/:, :j

Ill 214 ,. ,

',

OA•••••

/ltv~ . .,'.!_:::~~.::.._
&?e : t ~
~U<~t::~ vff1tj.
.

.

~ -,~

.

! ')

·,,,,(

•. :>

;_

. ·, .,;..._,,,.,,.~_...,,,,.,,
_

.

~

. . •'

.

- .~,...._.... .........
,

e)
ODESSA/VOKZAL/b.
I do not have this mark, but in reference [1] there is
illustrated (Tann’s figure 8) what is probably this
mark, for 5.6.1923 (it is certainly not the code ‘v’
mark of b) above) with a Type 3 registration label.
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f)
ODESSA/VOKZAL/g.
I do not have this mark but it is illustrated in
reference [1] on an 11.3.1924 cover to London
with a Type 5 registration label. In reference [1]
Tann says this item “throws a spanner in the
works”, as it is an MKV R-label with a Glavnaya
cancellation; I concur with his “spanner”! Perhaps
there was some misunderstanding in the
distribution of these labels and they went to the
wrong Station? It seems likely that these two
railway station POs were not issued with R-labels
until 1924.
g)
ODESSA/VOKZ.M.K.V.Zh.D./a.
I do not have this mark; it is in reference
[1] on a 29.3.1916 registered cover to
Cherkassy with a Type 2 label; this item is
also listed in reference [2]. It is interesting
that the first digit of the registration
number on this label and the one in d)
above, is lower than the other two digits, as
they were apparently intentionally printed
that way.

·'

N2JS6
.,:: . . .

1i u ·.

e ,.. : . _.

Figure 6

h)
ODESSA/VOKZ.M.K.V.Zh.D./b.
I have a registered cover (figure 6) with this as a
despatch mark of 12.10.1923 and a Type 4 label.
My other examples are all 1922 on loose
adhesives (e.g. figure 7) within the references [1]
& [3] date range of 1922-1924 (it was “1922
only” in reference [2]). The 3.6.1922 example in
reference [1] has a Type 2 registration label
whereas the 12.9.1922 cover has a Type 4 label.
Figure 7
We are now in a position to summarise this data:
Station

Cancellation

Usage

Registration
label Type

Usage

Glavnaya

ODESSA/VOKZ/a
ODESSA/VOKZ/b

1905-1915
1906-1917

presume Type 1
Type 1

?
1906

ODESSA/VOKZAL/a

1922-1923

ODESSA/VOKZAL/b
ODESSA/VOKZAL/v
ODESSA/VOKZAL/g

1923
1923
1924

Type 2
Type 3
Type 3
Type 3
Type 5

1923
1923
1923
1923
1924

ODESSA/VOKZ.M.K.V.Zh.D./a
ODESSA/VOKZ.M.K.V.Zh.D./b

1916
1922-1924

Type 2
Type 2
Type 4

1916
1922
1922-1923

Moskovskaya

Summary of cancellations and registration label types
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There are four other comments to offer on the
Odessa station marks and labels:
i)
In the Russian Railway Timetable for the
winter of 1912-1913 there is no mention of the
new line running from the Moskovskaya Station,
and as reference [1] confirms that it was running
“by” 1913 it seems that 1913 is the opening date
for that line although surprisingly we as yet have
no evidence that the PO in that Odessa Station
opened before 1916.
ii)
In reference [1] Tann postulated, from the
data then available, that the higher series codes of
the Moskovskaya Station replaced the lower series
codes. The usage date for code ‘a’ do not disprove
this, but the dates for the Imperial marks for the
Glavnaya Station are broadly concurrent, so there
was no replacement by higher codes (not, I
believe, a general Russian custom anyway) there.
[1]
[2]
[3]

iii) the use of the Z-labels still seems confusing
in that Type 2 was at the Moskovskaya Station up
to 1922 (when it was replaced by Type 4) and that
Type 2 re-appears in the Glavnaya Station in
1923. Did the introduction of the Type 4 labels
result in a redundant stock that was transferred, to
be used up at the old station?
iv) We still have an odd gap from 1917 to 1922
when we have no Odessa Station marks at all to
record - it seems unlikely that the confused civil
and military situation meant that the registration
facility, let alone the basic postal facility, at these
Stations was withdrawn - facilities certainly
continued at Kharkov Station for example - so
Tann’s final request in reference [1] for readers to
fill this gap is still very valid!

References
“The Odessa MXV Postmark” by Leonard Tann - BJRP.77 (1994) comparing the “Odessa MXV”
cancellations from the newer Moskovskaya Vokzal with the “Odessa Vokz(al)” cancellations from
the older Main (Glavnaya) Vokzal.
“Russian Railway Postmarks” by Kiryushkin and Robinson (1994).
“Addenda and Corrigenda” to reference [2] (2001).
(Editor’s note. Covers are reproduced at 50%, postmarks and labels at full size)
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“Stampless” Zemstvo Covers: Part 1
Terry Page
Among the scarcest of Zemstvo covers are those,
which for a number of reasons bear no stamps. This
scarcity is the result of their being ignored by early
collectors who considered them to be of no
philatelic value; stamp collecting is an old hobby,
whereas postal history is a relatively recent interest
(and even now, surprisingly undeveloped in
Russia). The few items that have survived however
make a very important contribution to Zemstvo
philately because they prove the existence of postal
services that are otherwise undocumented or
provide evidence about the treatment of different
classes of Zemstvo mail. For the purpose of this
study, stampless covers are classified into two
categories: covers from Zemstvos who never issued
stamps and those from districts who did. This first
part deals with the former category.
An Imperial Decree enacted in 1870 formally
legalised the operation of Zemstvo postal services.
It also gave the green light to the majority of
districts (uezdni) who had so far hesitated to follow
in the steps of the twenty or so who had “jumped
the gun” and were already running their own local
services. The decree also regulated the Zemstvo

Posts by the imposition of a detailed legal
framework. It allowed the local delivery of official
and private mail as well as the exchange of mail
entering and leaving each district at main Imperial
offices. It finally legalised the issue of Zemstvo
postage stamps provided that their design did not
cause confusion with those of the Imperial Post.
The decree did not however make the operation of
postal services a statutory obligation; this decision
remaining firmly in the hands of each elected local
Zemstvo assembly. It follows that those districts
who did chose to do so found themselves having to
make further decisions about charges and rates:
whether to charge at all, and if so, how much. For
political, social and economic reasons, some
districts decided to offer a free service, usually
underpinned with conditions to discourage abuse. In
such cases, there would be no need for postage
stamps; handstamps, however, were brought into
use to indicate acceptance and despatch. The
following four examples are of envelopes bearing
the postal markings of Zemstvos who never issued
stamps, and in each case, far as the writer is aware,
they are the only recorded covers from these
particular districts.
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Figure 1
INOKOVKA (Tambov Gubernaya). With small boxed handstamp: INOKOVKA / ZEMSK. POCH.
Outgoing double-weight registered letter to the Tambov Provincial Government with manuscript date
(22 September 09) and registration No. Forwarded to the Imperial PO at Kirsanov.
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(75%)

(200%)
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Figure 2 KUROVSCHINO (Tambov Gubernaya) Straight-line handstamp KUROVSCHINO/ZEMSK.POCH.
Local registered cover addressed to the Kirsanov uezd. M/s registration No.
prefixed by "Kv" and dated 25th February 1914.
Figure 3.
USMAN (Tambov
Gubernaya)
Straight-line cachet
POLUCHENO NA
ZEMSKOIY POCHTE___/
19 AVGUSTA 1915G.
ZAVEDUYUSHCHIY_____

(Accepted by the
Zemstvo post___
19 August 1915 )
Administrator (signed).
Traces also of a further,
illegible cachet.
Local letter from an
appellant to the
district court.
(75% )
(150%)
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Figure 4.
KURSK (Kursk Gubernaya)
Large Boxed handstamp
ZEMSKAYA POCHTA / 4 APR 1915 /
KURSKAGO UEZD

Official letter. Sealed on reverse with the
free-frank cachet of the Troitsk Volost
administration, Kursk District. Therefore
no Imperial postage was necessary.
(150%)
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Additional items from Zemstvo districts which did
not issue stamps have been recorded from
KIRSANOV (Tambov), BIRSK (Ufa) and
ORLOV (Viatka), see Imperial Russia, Zemstvo
Post, O. Fabergé, Helsinki 1993. In this short list,
it is interesting to note the predominance of
districts within the Tambov Gubernaya; one can
only speculate as to why. Possibly there were

q:

similar political or economic circumstances
determining the decisions by those districts to run
free postal services. Or maybe it is simply a matter
of material surviving from a particular archive or
through the fortuitous enterprise of a dealer or
collector in the Tambov area.

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 and others, visit the BSRP website.
ALSO
Read the up to the minute information and comments by experts in the field covering new items and
recently discovered forgeries

http://www.bsrp.org
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The philatelic department of the A. S. Popov
museum and some of its gems
Larissa P. Rylkova - St. Petersburg
Within the curatorial staff the postal history of Russia is
divided into logical sections, these being: Russian empire,
Russian postal administrations abroad, Zemstvo posts,
RSFSR & USSR and more recently the Russian
Federation.
Currently the state collection of marks of postal payment
(MPP) consists of around 8 million storage units
(depending on type this could be a single cover or an
album sheet of stamps) and every year the archives receive
additional items. The collection also includes the Russian
UPU reference collection.

Figure 1.
Postmarked postal sheet with cut out of envelope
for St. Petersburg City post, dated April 1846.
Only seven such copies are known. The Zemstvo
post offices issued their own stamps; these were
of many different designs and quality and were
printed by local printing houses, often in
relatively small numbers.
( 75% )

For the purposes
of this article, we
have selected one
item from each of
the major areas of
Russian postal
history
to
illustrate
the
breadth and depth
of the museums
collections. Each
item is fully
described
and
illustrated with an
indication of its
significance.
The first MPP
were introduced
in Russia in 1845,
shortly after the
introduction of
uniform postage
in the United
Kingdom. These
took the form of
city
post
“postmarks” in
St. Petersburg
whose success led
to the issue in
18 4 8
o f
“ Po s t ma r k e d ”
envelopes for the
all-state post.
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Figure 2.
1848 second issue “Postmark envelope” of the all-state post engraved by Kirhner. The postmark was
printed on a manual press in the upper centre of the envelope. The price of postage was 10 kopeks per lot
(lot = old Russian weight measure) plus 1 kopek for the envelope. The watermark on this issue was a large
double-headed eagle together with post-horns within a rectangular frame. There are two varieties of the
“postmark” one with a large tail to the eagle and the other a small tail and clear ornamental frame in the
inner circle.
( 75% )
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As is widely known the first postage stamp issue
of Russia was made (officially at least - a couple
of earlier covers with December 1857 postmarks
are known) on January 1858. The design process
and rejected proposals are less well known.
During the preparations for a stamp issue the
postal department and the “Expedition of
Preparation of State Papers” (EPSP) produced
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different proof variants based on the impressed
envelope “postmark type” type. The two designs
were respectively the head of Mercury, messenger
of the Olympian gods and the arms of the postal
department (eagle with post horns). These designs
were however not accepted and exist only in the
form of printed essays.
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Figure 3.

Figure 4.

Essay in circular design
showing the head of
Mercury. Engraved by
Kirhner according to an
original drawing by Yu.
Peihel in 1856. This is a
fine sample of a very
scarce essay.

Circular essay showing the arms of the postal
department in relief. This again is an
engraving by Kirhner based on Peihel’s
drawings of 1857. There are four colour
variants: green & pink, green & grey, pink &
bright green, pink & grey-purple. Again these
are fine examples of rarely seen items.

After several sketched attempts the senior engraver of the EPSP, F. Kepler created a rectangular stamp
essay that met the requirements of the Postal Department.

Figure 5.
A unique essay for the first
Russian stamp, approved
for issue in October 1856,
a drawing the size of a
stamp made by F.Kepler.

.,,,
I

(Document at 50%,
detail at 200%)

Figure 6.
Fully gummed and margined mint pair of the
first Russian postage stamp printed in late
1857 watermarked “1”, an oval medallion
showing the postal department arms in relief.
Postage cost 10 kopeks per lot.
(200%)
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As many readers will know the state post in prerevolutionary Russia served only as far as the
Uyezd cities. Correspondence in rural areas was

the responsibility of the self regulating Zemstvo,
established by the reforms of Alexander II.
between 1865 and 1917

Figure 7.
A page of 1880, 10
kopek 6 x 3
Alexandrysky Uyezd,
Khersonkoy Guberniya
postage stamps (N4
Schmidt) - 15 copies
and N5, 3 copies. As
can be seen the layout
produces two tete-beche
pairs of N4 and one
tete-beche pair
comprising N4 & N5
together with one block
(1 x 3) offset in green,
again this item is scarce
and in very fine
condition.
( 75% )

Figure 8.
1870 3 kopek blue of
the Tambovsky Uyezd
(Schmidt N1). Only
four copies known.
( 200 %)

After the revolution, the EPSP turned its hand to
preparing stamps reflecting the new politics of the
day.
Figure 9
An unissued design showing a hand with sword and
the text “let freedom live, 1st March 1917”. The
original and printing were prepared by the painter
Richard Zarrinsh for the provisional government in
February - March 1917.
( 100% )

36

THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 88

Figure 10.
Essay for the “chain breaker” issue “approved by The Peoples Commissar of Post and
Telegraphs V. Podbelsky, 22nd May 1918”. Again the drawing was by Richard Zarrinsh but the
design was engraved by P. Ksidas.
( 75% )

Figure 11.
Issued imperforated in 1922 and perforated in
1923, insertion of an incorrect cliché (70 r. instead
of 100 r.) produced this ‘error of colour’ (70r.
orange instead of purple), which is extremely rare
in the imperforated state.
(Pane at 75%. Detail at 150%.)
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Outstanding cover from the collection of Edward Kossoy

,

Outstanding cover from the collection of Tony Speeckaert

38
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*(Editor’s note. The kopek values were in fact
issued on the 14th December 1883 and the rouble
values in January 1884 .)

Therefore it is clearly a philatelically inspired
item, but is still rare. According to Mr
Mikulski there were only a few such covers in
existence.

At that time more than the monthly salary of
a middle-range government official.

Manifestly over-franked, by almost 12
roubles in relation to the rate set in November
1887.

Odessa-Nice (transit Austria)

Outstanding cover

(Editor’s note. Both covers reduced to 90%)

According to the arrival mark on the back, it
was delivered to Dresden after only 7 days. It
would hardly be earlier even today!

Sin gle circle datestamp o f Fou rth
Ekspeditsiya Moscow, with the three line date
format. Dotted R circular registration cachet.

On 16th August 1888, the cover illustrated
above, franked with a complete set of 1 kopek
to 7 roubles of the 1884 Arms issue* was sent
as a registered envelope from Moscow to
Dresden.

Registered cover from Moscow to Dresden

Outstanding cover

Charges -in Odessa weight 4 crossed out and replaced by 3 (lot) and the charges calculated erroneously:
-Russian postage & transit Austria = 14 kop. x 3 = 42 kop.
-French postage 14 kop. x 3
= 42 kop.
Total 84 kop.

1871- ODESSA (Kherson) 12 January (os) red, oval ФРАНКИРОВО (Paid) - via Vienna 30 January - black A
and the French TPO AUTRICHE-STRASBOURG/AMB A, 2 February to NICE (France) 4 February.

Postal convention Russia - Austria: 13 March 1866
Franked letter Russia - Austria per 15 g. = 14 kop. of which 7 kop. or 10 Nkreuser for Austria.
Transit charges Austria: the same as a letter from Russia to Austria, i.e. 10 Nkr. (7 kop.) per 15 g.
(1¼ Russian Lot -1 Lot Zollgewicht).
Postal convention Austria - France: 1 July 1869
Letters from South Russia via Austria franked or unfranked 1.00 franc per 10 g.

t
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Art. 18 of the Austrian-French convention from 1.7.1869 :" insufficiently franked letters will be treated and
charged as unpaid letters, but the value of the postage stamps present shall be deducted" but this holds only
for mail between the two countries not for letters from third countries and the French post office claims from
the recipient for a letter weighing between 40 and 50 g. : 1.00 x 5 = 5f 00, ignoring the franking of 84 kopeks.

In Vienna however it is noticed and confirmed by a two-line mark INSUFFISAMENT AFFRANCHIE that the
franking is insufficient. Whereas in Odessa the weight of the letter was considered to be 45g. = x 3, in France
45 g. means 5 times the postage for a single letter; large 5 on the left of the cover.

t

Re-direction and forwarding - Spravkas
Noel Warr
Higgins & Gage and Michel list the postal
stationery cards for the Address Bureaux in St.
Petersburg, Moscow and Warsaw: further
information is given in Prigara, p. 102. “To enable
individuals to obtain information on someone’s
address from the ‘directories’ in St. Petersburg,
Moscow and Warsaw, 3 kop. postcards of the
general form but with special texts were issued,
the first in 1880 for St. Petersburg and Moscow,
and the last in 1890 for Warsaw”.

labels” ; that is just a question of terminology.
However are the Address Search/Enquiry Bureau
and the Address Bureau of the stationery cards
one and the same; is the former a department of
the latter or is it part of the Post Office? The
evidence would seem to indicate the latter: there
must have been a close link between the two and it
would be interesting to know the exact
relationship.
What is written on the spravka is significant but
the handwriting is frequently difficult, if not
impossible, to read, so please bear with me if this
article is not as full as it might otherwise have
been. I’ve had a very few Moscow spravkas lying
about for years and had done nothing with them.
The marvellous Baillie and Peel book on St.
Petersburg deals with spravkas at 9K1B ‘Preprinted labels’, showing examples from 1886 to
1914. Just after the book arrived I was very
fortunate to obtain some more Moscow spravkas
plus several from St. Petersburg/Petrograd. There
are basically two types, with variations - a vertical
format succeeded by a horizontal one. In
researching the subject, I’ve come across various
markings used in connection with the delivery of
mail and they are as interesting as the spravkas.

What concerns us in this article is not these
special cards but spravkas, pre-printed paper slips
employed to help when difficulty in delivering a
particular item of mail had occurred, usually when
the addressee had moved. Headed Spravka,
(information, inquiry, search), they were
introduced some time in the period 1883–6
(Baillie and Peel: St. Petersburg: the Imperial
Post p. 306 on), plain paper labels having been
used before then. Presumably Moscow introduced
these labels at the same time and Warsaw some
time after 1890.
There has been nothing specifically written on
these labels, hence this article. Baillie & Peel refer
to them as “Address Search Bureau labels” and I
have always known them as “Enquiry Bureau
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Moscow presumably
introduced spravkas at the
same time as St.
Petersburg but the earliest
one seen so far dates from
1900 on an envelope from
Bury, Lancs. to Moscow
addressed, in Latin script,
to
“S.
Morosoff,
Moscow” (figure 1). The
Morosoffs were a wellknown
family of
industrialists and patrons
of the arts; this letter was
presumably intended for
Savva Morosoff, the
backer of the Moscow
Arts Theatre. In red ink
has been written, in
Cyrillic, “S. Morosoff”
and, in Latin script,
“Retour Inconnu”.

Figure 1
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In the space for the date on the
spravka the year is given as 190
with the final digit, in this case 0,
to be written in by hand; in later
spravkas this becomes 191. (An
intra-Moscow item has a similar
spravka but of a different printing,
May 3 1907.)
A further one dates from 1908,
Kiev to Moscow. Received at 5
Ekspeditsia, Town Post and then
at 9 Post Telegraph Otdielenie
(branch office) 24.5.08: evidently
the wrong office as there is an ms
6 in blue pencil. The spravka, in
the same format as the previous
two, is for the 6th branch office
and is dated 25 May with ms
inscriptions (figure 2). At right
angles is a handstamp of the
Address Bureau and further ms
inscriptions. Addressed to the
Sadovaya (Garden Street) house
No. 249, Flat 2, the card is doubly
interesting in showing the use of
pencil markings to forward from
one office to another and the
reference to the Address Bureau
as a last resort. As far as can be
ascertained the 6th Otd. message
says the addressee was not found
at No. 249 and the Address
Bureau message refers to
Sadovaya 239.

·- -:·)

I
!
r

'
•'I
I
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Figure 2

Figure 3

This use of pencilled numbers to
refer from one office to another
can be seen again on two cards
from 1911 and 1914:
(Figure 3) Kolomna to Moscow,
ms 20 - postmark of the 20th PTO
27.12.11: 20 crossed out and 23
written postmark 23 (Otd.)
28.12.11
(Figure 4) Borisoglevsk to
Moscow, indistinct 5th Otd..
5.2.14: ms 20 - postmark 20 PTO
5.2.14
Figure 4
Editor’s note: figures are reproduced at 75% except for enlarged detail
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An intra-Moscow card of 1910 is also
very interesting (figure 5):
Moscow Kazan Vokz 29.8.10
addressed to Pokrovsky Zastava,
Eremievski Per(eulok) with 24 GPTO
30.8.10. Vertical spravka, as previous,
dated 30.8.1910; 24 PTO 31.8 with a
label of the Address Bureau in
horizontal format postmarked 24
GPTO 1.9.10, detailing House of ?,
Eremievski Street, Flat 3.
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By 1911 the spravkas were also in
horizontal format and have been seen
up to 1915 - presumably they
c ontin u ed be yo n d th at d at e.
(The earliest horizontal format seen

}I.HH.

V
CouacHo cnpuK11 &ApecHaro crona.

Figure 5

-c:----~ ---..~---------'5RupcaH06CHOU Sna8HOU

ae...1a9cmpoumtMbHOU

'5RoMAuciu.

Figure 6
for St. Petersburg is on a 10.1.08 card from Kiev
that received two spravkas, both horizontal.)

Note the printer’s imprint at the right-hand side of
the spravka.

The horizontal type is nicely illustrated on a
registered envelope from Kirsanov 28.12.13 to
an unreadable address in Moscow (figure 6):
5 Eksp and 21 PTO 29.12.13. The spravka
repeats the address and presumably also says
something like “Not found/known”, for the item
is returned to Kirsanov.
Also (figure 7), from a cover at 1k. rate, 1.5.15,
addressed to Prof. N.N. Khydyakov, Petrovski
Razumovski: spravka 8 Otd, re-directing to? Ul
(itsa - street), Dmitrovka, House 25 Flat 21.

42

Figure 7
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Figure 9
If an addressee moved about rather, it is possible
to find an item with 2 spravkas and more. The
record so far is one of Ian Baillie’s from 1891
with 6 spravkas, which brings us neatly to St.
Petersburg, which NB did not have the city name
on its spravkas; they are numbered 1 or 2 Spravka
until 1914, when they simply say Spravka.
The earliest St. Petersburg item I have is a tatty
intra-city envelope that nevertheless has a lot
going for it (figures 8 & 8a):
addressed to P.K. Kokovtsov at Izmailovsky House No. 11 Flat 7, postmarked 2 Gor Pochta in
red 30 May 1891, with a blue label “Taken from

the box 4th Otdiel without a stamp”, red Doplatit
with ms 14k; black numeral 4.
2 Spravka 3 Otd “Flat 7 Kokovtsov ...“ [See B&P
9K1B, 2 Spravka, first example - this cover.]
B&P list a handstamp at 10P1, framed three lines,
“Enquiry Bureau/No information/Official...” They
list only two examples known, from 1904: I can
add a card (figure 9) from Lyudinovo, Kalizh 29
XlI 1904 addressed to N. N. Russanova at
Zagorodni (Prospect). The card has been endorsed
“19 Nevsk pr” = 19 Nevsky Prospect: this matches
B&P who say that in their examples the “No” of
“No information” has not been crossed out.
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The Enquiry Bureau had its own postmark, B&P
11E3; they list 13 examples from 1904 to 1914: I
have two, from 1909 (figure 10) and 1912 (figure
10a). The 1912 example is also something that has
everything going for it:

a card from Ekaterinoslav, 12.7.12; StP. 9a
14.7.12 tying red triangle label (which seems to
equate with the Moscow ms blue pencil
markings); 1 Spravka 9 Otd. label, tied with Sprav
Bureau mark 15.7.12 re-directing the card to
Shuya, Vlad Govt - 15.7.12.

Figure 10

Figure 10a
.....

What is presumably a later type of
spravka than those covered by B&P is
to be found on an intra-city card
postmarked Petrograd 70 Nov 1916
(figure 11). It says “2 Okr” but the
Otd. has not been given:
? Refused.
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Dating of the spravkas is
similar to that for
Moscow, the first of my
examples being printed
189 with 1 filled in by
hand; later ones are 190
and 191 but two from
1910 are simply 19 .
Figure 12.
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Figure 12a

One of these is of further interest because it is on the coupon of a
perevod or money transfer order and also because it is of the
second enquiry bureau but has been altered by hand for use in the
first bureau (figures 12 & 12a)
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Figure 13
To offset these
various Moscow
and St. Petersburg
labels
and
markings there is a
card (figure 13)
from
Moscow
Yaroslav Vokz,
8.6.08
to
Essentuki, 11.6.08,
and forwarded to
Kislovodsk,
13.6.08 - with no
labels, ms marks,
handstamps
or
otherwise, simply
the
re-directed
address written on
the card. Also a
similar card from
Ufa, 11.4.13, to
Tula, 14.4.13, and
forwarded
to
Moscow,
3rd
Pavlovski, House
9 Flat 9, 56 Otd.
18.4.13. I am sure
I have seen other
such similar items.

Figure 14
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Figure 15
And finally, two items from Warsaw – the sole
examples seen to date:
A registered letter from Lgov to Warsaw, sent 17
Feb, received 19 Feb 1900. The writing is pretty
chronic and Warsaw has been underlined in blue
pencil, the street name and number in ink. A label
has been stuck on the back of the envelope, black
printing on dusky pink paper, that mentions the
Warsaw Address Bureau and has the street name

and number written out again. (figure 14)
An official card from St. Petersburg, 16.6.1907 to
Warsaw Telegraph Station Kv 137 with a Warsaw
spravka! Central Kont, 3 Okr. War 3 Off. Pisma ...
20 VI 1907, return to St. Petersburg. (figure 15).
There must be a lot more to be uncovered on this
subject and we all look forward to learning what
you can report.
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The Gdov issue
Stephen Hornby
This constitutes the first (albeit unofficial) stamp
issue produced within the area of operations of the
‘white’ army which operated under the command,
initially, of General Rodzianko and then of
General Yudenich in north west Russia in 1919.
Two values made up the issue: the first (30
kopeks) was printed on orange paper while the
second (1 rouble) was printed on light green
paper.

The issue is not featured in standard catalogues
such as Gibbons or Michel, but it is illustrated and
described in the handbook ‘Eesti’ edited by Ojaste
& Hurt.
The format of the stamps suggests an emergency
issue of some kind. They are extremely simple in
design and were printed by typography in black
ink on the coloured papers mentioned. Each value
consists of a rectangular frame, 32mm wide and
41 mm tall, within which is a three line text
reading ‘Vremenni / Pochtovi Znak /
Usvohozhden Mestnostei’ (Provisional / Postage
Stamp / Liberated District). On each side and
immediately beneath this text the values appear in
the forms ‘30 kop. ‘ and ‘1 R’. The bottom halves
of the rectangles are left blank, presumably to take
the handstamp which Ojaste & Hurt call a
‘validating seal’. This is made up of a double
circle of approximate diameters 34 mm and 21mm
between which are the words ‘Obshchestvenii
Grazhdanskii Soviet g. Gdova i
Uezda’ (Communal Citizen’s Soviet of the town
of Gdov and District). Across the centre is the
word ‘Pechat’ (seal). The lines and words were
recessed into the face of the handstamp and so
appear white against a solidly inked background.
The ink used was violet.
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Ojaste & Hurt were able to give little information
about the background of this issue. Omitting their
description of the stamps (which is the source of
most of what has been said above about them), the
account in ‘Eesti’ (1986 edition, p. 223) is as
follows:
“This somewhat mysterious issue has never been
fully explained in detail. It was issued in the last
days of May 1919 by the Citizen’s Council of
Gdov. . . . on sale for a few days only. The
remainders were destroyed. Typographed by
Thompson, Gdov . . . the designer and number
issued are unknown. Imperforate. No covers or
cancelled stamps are known. Only a few mint
stamps are still in existence”.
According to Mr. Hurt, the information he
published in ‘Eesti’ was taken from a catalogue
produced in the 1930’s by the Estonian collector,
lsak Weiner. [1] It seems certain that Weiner’s
information (and therefore that which ultimately
appeared in ‘Eesti’) came from an article
published in issue No. 15 of ‘Rossica’ in 1934.
Unrevealingly entitled ‘Pochtovya Marki gor.
Gdova’ (Postage Stamps of the Town of Gdov), it
appears to have been forgotten by philatelists. The
author was Ivan Ivanovich Isakov, whose name
appears in Rossica from February 1932 to June
1936 as Rossica’s General Representative for
South America. Only the purely philatelic details
seem to have appeared in Weiner’s catalogue, but
Isakov’s article gives important information about
the origins of the issue. As it was published in
Russian in an early edition of ‘Rossica’ to which
few collectors will have ready access and since it
is evident that the information it contains is not
known to those who have written recently on this
issue, I think it worth reproducing the bulk of his
short article here. His account runs as follows:
“As units of the Estonian army together with units
of the Independent Corps of the Northern Army,
approached the town of Gdov and bombarded it,
so the Bolsheviks, on the night of 15 May 1919,
hurriedly evacuated the town of Gdov, removing
all its stores including the post office with all the
archives and supplies of postage stamps. On 15
May units of the Estonian and white armies
entered the town of Gdov. Immediately the need
emerged for a postal service both to Estonia and to
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other countries. Establishing itself, immediately
after the departure of the Bolsheviks, the
‘Communal Citizen’s Soviet of the Town of Gdov
and District’ ordered the printer ‘Tomson’, in
Gdov, to print provisional postage stamps for the
liberated district. Such stamps were printed for a
value of 30 kop. on paper of an orange-yellow
colour and for 1 R. on paper of a light green
colour, both values of the dimensions 32 x 41mm.
In addition, before the sale of the issue, a circular
mastic [2] seal in violet was impressed on the
stamp, diameter 35 mm, in the centre of which
appeared the inscription ‘Pechat’, and around (it)
‘Obshchestvennii Grazhdanskii Soviet g. Gdova i
Uezda’.
This postage stamp was on sale for a few days
only, since at the end of the month of May,
postage stamps were sent to Gdov by the
commander of the Independent Corps Northern
Army, Colonel Dzerzhinsky, for issue by him, but
remaining copies of the provisional postage stamp
were destroyed.
It is known that about 10 copies of these stamps
are held by Engineer Golova, living in Narva and
2 copies by K. Trofimov, who resides in Rio-deJaneiro.”
The remainder of this article consists of a review
of the historical background to the ‘Gdov Issue’,
which was completed before coming across
Isakov’s 1934 article. It is reproduced here
unaltered. Insofar as it covers the same ground as
his article, it tells exactly the same story. On the
other hand it examines that background in greater
depth. Isakov begins his account on the night of
15th May 1919. The following account explains in
a way that Isakov’s does not exactly how it was
that on the territory of the ‘white’ army in north
west Russia a stamp issue produced by a ‘Soviet’
in Gdov came into being.
The original version of this article finished with an
attempt to answer such questions as to whether or
not there was a postal need for the issue and what
might have been its ultimate fate. My original
conclusions have been retained but some
additional comments, contained in brackets, have
been made in the light of the information
contained in Isakov’s article that was new to me.
The origins of this little known stamp issue must
be sought in the internal politics of the ‘white’
army in north west Russia. This army had its
beginning in the plans of a group of monarchist
officers who had turned to the German High

Command for help in organising an antiBolshevik army. That army was established in
Pskov as the ‘Northern Corps’ in mid-October
1918. Pskov was then under German occupation.
The required money and arms were to be supplied
by the Germans; the rank and file recruits were
volunteers drawn from the prisoner of war camps
in Germany. [3]
Most of the ‘white’ leaders who took up arms
against the Bolsheviks did so not in the name of
the Tsar but - nominally at least - in the name of
the Constituent Assembly. (Elected in November
1917, this parliament had been dispersed by the
Bolsheviks on the first day that it met in January
1918). [4] The ‘white’ leaders in north west
Russia were unusual in their frankly monarchist
ideals.
The withdrawal of the German army from Estonia
in December 1918 allowed the Red Army to move
into what was in the eyes of both the Russian
‘whites’ and the Soviet government still a
province of Russia. (Estonia had unilaterally
declared its independence in February 1918, but
that independence had not yet been recognised by
any Russian government, ‘red’ or ‘white’). [5] The
Bolshevik threat threw the Estonians and the
‘white’ Russian Northern Corps together. By an
agreement of 6th December 1918 [6] the Northern
Corps attached itself to the Estonian army in what
was surely only a marriage of convenience for
both sides. The commanders of the Northern
Corps did not recognise the independence of the
country to whose army they had subordinated
themselves while the Estonians for their part were
by no means sure that the ‘white’ Russians did not
in the long run pose as big a threat to their
independence as the Bolsheviks.
By the end of January 1919 the Red Army had
been driven out of Estonia. By this time divisions
within the ‘white’ Russian force were becoming
evident. For present purposes the most important
of these arose from the opposition to the
monarchist leadership which had grown out of an
alliance between Colonel Bulak-Balakhovich, the
organiser and commander of the army’s cavalry
and a Petrograd lawyer and politician, Nikolai
Nikitich Ivanov.
Balakhovich had been an early recruit to the Red
Army in February l918. He became something of
a protege of Trotsky, who had commissioned him
to form a cavalry regiment in the Luga area.
Despite (perhaps to some degree because of)
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Trotsky’s support, he had fallen foul of the
‘Cheka’ and party officials in Luga. Eventually
an order to arrest him was issued on a charge of
embezzlement. [7] He somehow got wind of
their intention and on 6th November he defected
with 120 of his regiment to the ‘white’ army
which was then forming in Pskov.
Balakhovich and his men had lived through six
months of the Provisional Government in 1917
and a full year of Bolshevik rule after that.
Whatever their quarrel with the Party and
‘Cheka’ authorities they certainly did not share
the ‘white’ leaders’ monarchist convictions. “A
pernicious spirit of ‘Sovietism’ permeated the
Balakhovich detachment”, we are told by one
‘white’ historian who was in Pskov at the time.
[8] Having defected to the ‘whites’ Balakhovich
thereafter manifested a virulent hatred of
Communists, but he was to show himself
“implacable and merciless not only towards
Communists, but also towards all who anticipate
a restoration of former class or caste privileges”.
A resourceful and physically brave officer, he
had created in his cavalry force a unit that
proved itself of exceptional quality - at least in
terms of what both sides normally fielded during
the Civil War. He felt little but contempt for
most of the officer staff of the Northern Corps,
though his character would probably have made
him a difficult subordinate anyway. He was
described as “obstinate, insubordinate, selfwilled and extremely outspoken . . . His candid
and scornful criticism of the old-time officer
staff, . . . earned him the bitter hatred of those
still imbued with the spirit of officer caste”. [9]
They undoubtedly had more than scorn to put up
with. A bare fortnight after his arrival in Pskov,
on 22nd November, he staged an unsuccessful
‘coup’ there. His men seized control of the
Corps’ headquarters, deposing the incompetent,
unpopular and alcoholic commander (General
Vandam) and demanding his replacement by
Balakhovich. As few but his own men were
prepared to support the ‘coup’, Balakhovich was
soon compelled to disown his men’s actions.
[10] The approach of advancing Soviet troops there was a battle for the town on 26th
November - probably saved him from the
consequences of what was by any standards a
major mutiny. The Northern Corps retreated
from Pskov into Estonian territory where, as
described above, it put itself under the authority
of the Estonian Commander-in-Chief, General
Laidoner.
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Nikolai Nikitich Ivanov had arrived in Tallinn
(Revel) on January 14th 1919. He had come via
Finland from Soviet Russia, claiming to have left
behind him a functioning, underground antiBolshevik party. He was evidently well supplied
with funds. He commenced publication of his own
newspaper (‘The Russian Gazette’) [11] and
established a political party - the ‘Russkii
Prakticheskoi Narodnoi Partii’.
The programme of his party was a radical one. It
advocated cultural and political independence for
the subject peoples of the Empire and the
devolution of administration in Russia itself to
‘Peoples’ Assemblies’ in the provinces. Its slogan
“Soviets without Communists” emphasised its
endorsement of these revolutionary institutions. In
addition the party programme advocated the
distribution of land to the peasants and the
reorganisation of industry on the basis of workers’
co-operatives. [12] There were also some
immediate demands, such as the unconditional
recognition by the ‘white’ command in north west
Russia of the independence of Estonia and the
proposal that the army command there be
subordinated to a civilian authority elected by
Russians living in Estonia. Such demands were
unacceptable to the army staff and the party’s
programme was barely distinguished from
Bolshevism in the eyes of the Northern Corps’
monarchist leadership.
Ivanov’s programme seems to have met with
some response within the army, however. When
Rodzianko arrived in March to assume command
of the Northern Corps he was met with a demand
from the rest of the staff that steps be taken to put
an end to agitation by Balakhovich and Ivanov. It
was decided that Ivanov should be arrested on a
charge of undermining army discipline, while
Balakhovich was to lose direct command of his
troops, (he was to become ‘Inspector of Cavalry’).
[13]
The move against Ivanov failed. As a ‘white’
historian put it: “To try Ivanov, an open adherent
of Estonian independence, on the territory of those
same Estonians, turned out to be manifestly an
impracticable affair”. [14] Balakhovich was
removed from his command, but only temporarily.
Rodzianko, conscious of his abilities, restored him
to command on the eve of the advance into Soviet
territory, he was first asked to give his solemn
word that he would sever his connections with
Ivanov. This Balakhovich promised to do. [15]
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On 13th May the Estonian army and their ‘white’
Russian allies embarked upon their invasion of
Soviet territory. Balakhovich was given
command of over a thousand mounted troops
with orders to capture Gdov and basing himself
on that city, to raise a local force to defend it. His
prime function, however, was to conduct an
aggressive patrolling policy southwards of the
city to prevent the advance from Pskov of Soviet
troops against the southern flank of the ‘white’
army. [16]

He was in Pskov early enough to have the first
edition of a new paper - ‘Novaya Rossiya’ -on
sale there on 30th May. In this edition it was
announced that a ‘Citizens’ Administration’
would commence functioning in that town.
Members of the town Soviet who remained
behind when the Bolsheviks left were instructed
to turn up at the Town Hall on the 31st May at
3.0 p.m. [22] By this somewhat summary
procedure Ivanov’s ‘Communal Citizen’s
Administration’ was reconstituted in Pskov.

Balakhovich’s force entered Gdov on 15th May.
[17] Ivanov promptly appeared there and in an
open act of defiance of the ‘white’ leaders
established in the city his own administration. He
simply invited non-communist members of the
existing town Soviet to continue as what he
termed the ‘Obshchestvennoe Grazhdanskoe
Soviet’. Communists and anyone else considered
by Ivanov to be unacceptable were simply
replaced by local men of affairs chosen by him. A
“Soviet without Communists” was now in
existence. [18]

The information assembled here makes clear
what sort of organisation the ‘Obshchestvenno
Grazhdanskii Soviet’ of Gdov was, as well as
why, when and by whom it was set up. It also
makes clear that the Gdov ‘Soviet’ was a very
short-lived affair. Less than a fortnight after
Balakhovich’s troops had occupied the town
Ivanov had moved the base of his operations to
Pskov and there set up an identical
‘Administration’, while even in Gdov the term
‘Soviet’ was featured for only a part of this short
period - probably for no more than a week.

The word ‘Soviet’ was originally no more than
the Russian word for a committee or council.
However it was even this early becoming
inextricably associated with Bolshevism, Ivanov
seems rapidly to have come to the conclusion that
by using this term he was giving his opponents
something that they could exploit to his
disadvantage: “ . . the monarchists on the Staff
threw themselves on the name ‘Soviet’ and the
even stronger accusation was aimed at me by
them: ‘Bolshevik’. . . . . . It was important to
preserve the essence of the organisation. In the
matter of the name I made a compromise.” [19]
He soon altered the name of his administration,
re-christening it the ‘Obshchestvenno
Grazhdansko Upravlyenie’. The term ‘Soviet’
was still being used on 20th May, but it was
replaced by the more neutral term
‘Upravlyenie’ (Administration) soon after. [20]

It is possible on the basis of the details given here
to arrive at some tentative conclusions about the
stamp issue. There appear to be four points worth
making:

Balakhovich’s troops meanwhile had pressed on
southwards. By 26th May they had cut the PskovPetrograd railway line by capturing StrugiByelaya. On 25th May the Estonian army,
advancing around the southern end of Lake
Peipus, took Pskov. On 29th Balakhovich and his
troops entered the city. Doubtless Pskov was a
more attractive base of operations than Gdov for
lvanov. It was further away from Rodzianko and
the army command and there he would be under
the protection of Balakhovich and the Estonians.

1) Concerning the date of their printing
A date somewhere around 20th May seems most
likely for the printing of these stamps. The town
was captured by Balakhovich’s troops on 15th
May. One must allow a few days for Ivanov to
establish his ‘Soviet’ and to decide upon a stamp
issue and for the printing plates to be prepared.
On the other hand we are told by the historian
Horn that “soon after” 20th May the term
‘Soviet’ was replaced by the less contentious
term ‘Administration’. Once that change had
been decided upon Ivanov would not have
considered printing stamps containing the term
which was already being used against him by the
army staff. All in all a date around 20th May
seems a likely one for the printing of the ‘Gdov
Issue’.
2) Concerning their issue
The account presented here suggests that ‘Eesti’s’
statement that the stamps were “issued in the last
days of May” and “on sale for a few days” is
open to question on both counts. The information
assembled here suggests it was unlikely that the
stamps were ever issued or used. They would
surely not have been issued once the term
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‘Soviet’ had been replaced by ‘Administration’
and it is certain that they were not issued in the
“last days of May”. Ivanov had not only
abandoned the term ‘Soviet’ by then, he had
removed himself from Gdov sufficiently early to
have got out the first edition of his new
newspaper in Pskov on 30th May. He must have
spent the “last days of May” in Pskov rather than
in Gdov. No used copies of these stamps are
known, it seems. Given the facts outlined here the
simplest and most logical explanation would
appear to be that the stamps were never issued.
(Isakov’s account does not seem to warrant any
change in this view. His is not an independent
source supporting ‘Eesti’s’ opinion to the effect
that the stamps were issued, for it is surely the
case that ‘Eesti’s’ account derives, via Weinar’s
catalogue, from Isakov’s article. Careful
consideration of the historical background
suggests that Ivanov would not have had time to
issue ‘Soviet’ stamps before the decision was
made to abandon that name and surely he would
have had no wish to issue such stamps afterwards.)
3) Concerning their fate
If the stamps were destroyed without ever having
been used, who actually was responsible for their
destruction? They may have been destroyed by
Ivanov himself following his decision to drop the
name ‘Soviet’ in favour of the less provocative
term ‘Upravlyenie’. When he says that “in the
matter of the name I made a compromise” he
creates the impression that he hoped thereby to
mollify the army command sufficiently to ensure
the survival of his ‘administration’. (“It was
important to preserve the essence of the
organisation”). He may well have found it
prudent to destroy the as yet unissued stamps,
which incorporated the term that was being used
as a weapon against him by his enemies on the
army staff.
On the other hand Ivanov may simply have
abandoned the unissued stamps when he left
Gdov for Pskov. In that case they were probably
destroyed upon the orders of the army staff as
soon as its officials were able to assume authority
in Gdov after Balakhovich and Ivanov had left
the town.
(If Isakov’s account is accepted then the second
of these alternatives is correct and we now know
that it was ‘Dzerzhinsky’ who ordered the
stamps’ destruction. This name should properly
be ‘Dzerozhinsky’, the Commander-in-the-Field
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of the Northern Corps under the authority of the
Commander-in-Chief, Rodzianko).
4) Concerning the question of ‘genuine postal
need’
It is clear that Ivanov had a political motive in
producing this stamp issue. It advertised the
existence of his administration as a civilian
authority distinct from that of the army command
and he had been agitating for the creation of such
an authority from the moment he had arrived in
Revel. However it is quite possible that a lack of
stamps in Gdov made some sort of emergency
issue a justifiable step on strictly practical grounds.
There were two occasions in 1919 when the
town’s stock of stamps may have been destroyed
and a genuine postal need thereby created. The
first was at the end of February 1919, when the
town was occupied for many hours by a raiding
party led by Balakhovich. It is known that during
this raid the Post Office, amongst other buildings,
was in the raiders hands. [23] The second time
was when the town was captured by
Balakhovich’s troops on 15th May 1919. The
town’s stamps may have been destroyed in the
course of military operations on either occasion.
(In this instance Isakov’s account gives good
grounds for believing that it was on the second of
these occasions that the loss of the town’s stamps
took place, while in addition it suggests that it
was as a result of a deliberate decision by the
Bolsheviks to evacuate the post office, rather than
a direct consequence of military action as I had
assumed, that the loss occurred.)
Summary
In most of the details, the story of the ‘Gdov
Issue’ which was put together from accounts in
histories and memoires - written for the most part
by participants in the events - parallels so closely
that told by Isakov that one can regard them as
supporting and re-inforcing each other. This gives
grounds for believing that the story of the Gdov
issue has been correctly unravelled.
Seeking to account for a stamp issue solely from
an analysis of the historical background has its
problems, for one rarely finds the detail required
to decide all the issues beyond dispute. All too
often one can only point to alternatives - each
compatible with the known facts - between which
it is impossible to decide. The fortuitous
discovery of Isakov’s article was particularly
valuable here. If his account is accepted, then it
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indicates the correct alternatives on such points as
to whether and when Gdov lost its stamp supply
(and in so doing strengthens considerably the
issue’s claim to legitimacy as an emergency issue
rather than, for instance, being simply a
propaganda issue on behalf of Ivanov’s ‘Soviet’)
and as to who was responsible for the destruction
of all but a handful of these stamps.
Given this, any reluctance to accept Isakov’s
statement that the stamps were on sale for a few
days may seem unreasonable. But readers have
Isakov’s clear statement to this effect before them,
along with the reasons which incline me to the
view that it seems improbable that there would
have been time to issue the stamps, or even the
inclination for Ivanov to do so once the term
‘Soviet’ had been abandoned by him. The question
remains a moot point, upon which each reader must
decide for himself what weight must be given to
Isakov’s statement in the light of what can be
established about the probable course of events in
this part of Russia in the second half of May 1919.
One mystery remains: Isakov says that “at the end
of the month of May, postage stamps were sent to
Gdov, by the commander of the Independent Corps
Northern Army, Colonel Dzer(o)zhinsky for
issue . . .” But what stamps were these?
They cannot in my opinion be the stamps known as
the ‘O.K.C.A.’ issues No cancellations are
recorded for any date before the last week in
August - a fact hard to account for if the stamps
were available for use at the end of May. The only
alternative would seem to be that stocks of Imperial
‘arms’ stamps were sent to Gdov. Whether Isakov
meant to refer to the ‘O.K.C.A.’ issue or to stamps
of the Imperial period, however, the same problem
remains. There appears to be no surviving evidence
for any postal activity whatsoever in Gdov at this
time. It has been variously suggested that the
canceller belonging to Polna was taken to Gdov for
use there as a replacement for cancellers lost or
removed from the town [24 or] that the sorting and
cancelling mail was transferred from Gdov to Polna
for some reason. [25] Such explanations transform
Polna usage into the missing Gdov usage, but there
is no objective evidence for either and both seem
inherently improbable: it was routine to deal with
the problem of a missing canceller by
manufacturing a temporary (provisional) canceller
on the spot - a rough rubber or even wooden
canceller would have sufficed - and as Rosselevich
says, there is no instance of a major town using the
canceller of a small village 25 miles away in this

manner. On the other hand I can envisage no
reason that would prompt the postal authorities in
Gdov to transfer postal operations to Polna, a
village of 500 inhabitants 25 miles from Gdov and
not even on a railway line. What could possibly
require such an inconvenient arrangement?
Isakov’s statement that stamps were sent for use in
Gdov seems hard to reconcile with the lack of any
evidence for the operation of postal services in
Gdov. Could it be that there had been a complete
breakdown of the system, which was never
remedied by the ‘white’ army’s administration so
that, whatever stamps (if any) were available, no
postal activity was possible? When the Bolsheviks
removed “the post office with all the archives and
supplies of postage stamps”, as Dzerozhinsky tells
us they did, did they remove the personnel too?
Even if they didn’t, the pay for the post office
employees would cease the moment that the
Bolsheviks left and, unless the ‘white’ army
command acted promptly, the postal service would
collapse in consequence anyway. Nothing one
reads about the ‘white’ army gives one any reason
to think that they would have acted promptly or
even that they would have wanted to. The
Telegraph Office was operating in Gdov in June
1919, but its use was reserved for the military. [26]
Though this part of the postal system was
functioning, the ‘white’ army staff felt no
obligation to provide a telegram service to the
public.
Whatever Ivanov’s intentions, then, the issue may
well have been unusable due to the breakdown of
the postal system in and around Gdov - and perhaps
throughout the area occupied by the ‘white’ army
on north west Russia. lt is possible that the
difficulty in finding convincing evidence for the
postal use of the. Northern Army’s ‘O.K.C.A.’
issue and the North West Army’s ‘Sev. Zap.
Armia’ overprinted issue is to be accounted for in
the same way.
Afterword I would like to thank Society member
Mr. Peter Walker for help with two or three
difficult points of translation, however the stilted
language of the translations from Russian is my
own. I am not a Russian speaker and have to
translate word by word with the aid of a
dictionary. I stuck to as literal a translation as
possible as the considerable degree of
paraphrasing required to make a translation read in
a true English style means adding vagaries of
interpretation to the problems of translation and I
thought it best to avoid this as potentially a source
of errors.
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[1]

Notes and references
Mr Vambola Hurt, personal communication.

[2] The Russian text uses the word 'mastichnaya' presumably an adjective derived from 'mastika or
mastic. This word covered a number of different composite materials which had gum or resin from the
pistachio tree as a basic ingredient and which, depending upon what other chemicals the gum was mixed
with, could be used for a variety of purposes as a bonding agent. One such mixture produced what is
described as a “semi-hard resin”. Presumably a handstamp could he cast in a mould using this material
much as one might otherwise use rubber.
[3] The Germans envisaged providing 150,000,000 Marks and equipment for an army of 50,000 men,
along with 500 machine-guns and 60 pieces of artillery. (N.N. Golovin: ‘Rossiskaya Kontr-revoliutsiya v
1917-1918 g.g.’; Estonia 1937, vol. 3, p. 87.) The German military collapse of November 1918 prevented
the scheme from coming to fruition. By then the ‘Northern Army’ was 3,500 strong.
[4] In the election of November 1919 the Bolsheviks secured about one quarter of the votes and 175 of
the 701 seats. Their seizure of power in October 1917 supposedly in the name of the masses, thus failed to
secure the endorsement of the voters. Those who took up arms against the Bolsheviks were not necessarily
‘counter-revolutionaries’ in terms of the revolution of February 1917, but simply those unwilling to
acquiesce in the Bolshevik Party's seizure of power
[5] Estonian nationalists had seized a fleeting opportunity between the withdrawal of the Bolsheviks and
the entry of the German army into Tallinn to issue a declaration of independence on the night of l4th / l5th
February 1918.
[6]

Text in A. P. Rodzianko, ‘Vospominania o Severo-Zapadnoi Armii’, (Berlin 1920), p. 135-136.

[7] A. Bubnov, S. Kamenev & R. Eideman: ‘Grazhdanskaya Voina 1917-1921’, (Moscow 1928) Vol. 1,
p. 252-254, gives an account of the ‘Cheka’s’ moves against Balakhovich. The accusation was that he had
embezzled 2,000,000 roubles when commanding the 1st Luga partisan regiment. It is evident that the
‘Cheka’ was intensely suspicious of Balakhovich as a former officer of the Imperial army, for several
attempts were made to remove him on various pretexts. There may well have been substance to the
accusation, nevertheless. A ‘white’ historian who had been in Pskov when Balakhovich crossed over from
the Bolsheviks noted that his men seemed well supplied with money. “The men of his detachment brought
much money with them from Soviet Russia, which ran in a golden stream into the pockets of Pskov’s
innkeepers . . .” (K. Smirnov, ‘Nachalo Severo-Zapadnoi Armii’, in ‘Byelo Delo’ vol. 1 Berlin 1925, p.
130). One might well wonder at the origins of this money.
[8] Smirnov, p. 129. The word ‘sovdepshchini’ translated here as ‘sovietism’ literally means
‘Sovdepism’. ‘Sovdepia’ was a term of contempt used by anti-Soviets for Soviet Russia - derived from the
then current Bolshevik designation of their form of government: ‘Soviet Rabochikh, Krestyanskikh i
Krasnoarmeiskikh Deputatov’ (Soviet of workers, peasants and Red Army Deputies).
[9]

P.R.O. , F.O. 371/5439, paper No. 3875/413.

[10] Smirnov, p. l34-l35. General Vandam was not re-instated as Commander. He left for Riga and Col.
von Neff assumed command of the Northern Corps.
[11] V. Gorn, ‘Grazhdanskaya Voina v Severozapadnoi Rossii’, (Berlin 1923), p. 39.
[12] The Party’s programme can be found in Rodzianko: p. 136-137. The adjective ‘Prakticheskii’ means
practical’, but carries connotations conveyed in English by such phrases as ‘applied’ science; to ‘practice’
medicine or engage in practical as against theoretical work, etc. The party’s programme put it in opposition
to factory owners, landowners, financiers, the Imperial bureaucracy, etc. and on the side of those engaged
in ‘practical work’ or ‘practising’ a useful profession. Perhaps ‘The Productive Peoples’ Party’ would be
close to the meaning of the party’s name, which is difficult to find an equivalent for in English.
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[13] Rodzianko, p. 18. N.N. Ivanov; O Sobiatikh Pod Petrograd v 1919 godu , (in ‘Arkhiv Grazhdanskoi
Voini’ Berlin 1924, p. 42).
[14] Gorni, p. 43.
[15] Gorni, p. 48; N.N. lvanov: p. 43
[16] Balakhovich had under his command 600 mounted troops of his own regiment and 500 mounted
troops of a Baltic German ‘Jaeger’ regiment and in addition some ‘partisan’ units of somewhat ill-assorted
and poorly equipped troops on foot together with 2 guns. His attack on Gdov was assisted by the Estonian
‘Lake Flotilla’ of armed steamers operating on Lake Peipus. (Rodzianko: p. 94-95); W. Wrangell:
‘Geschichte des Baltenregiments’ (Reval 1928), p. 87; Map in A.
Traksmaa
(Ed.):
‘Eesti
Vabadussoda’ (Tallinn 1937), vol. 2., p. 94.
[17] ‘The Times, 17th May 1919.
[18] An account of events in Gdov, unfortunately uninformative as regards the stamp issue, can be found
in Ivanov, p. 46-54.
[19] Ivanov, p. 48. The word translated here as ‘monarchists’ is ‘Samoderzhavniki’. This has no English
equivalent. The suffix -ik’ in Russian indicates a follower or supporter of someone or something - e.g.
'Bolshevik', ‘Menshevik’. ‘Samoderzhavnie’ means ‘autocracy’, but this was the term carrying none of the
pejorative implications associated with it in English - used in pre-Revolutionary Russia to denote the
personal rule of the Tsar and ‘samoderzhavniki’ therefore meant supporters of the principle of personal rule
by the Tsar. ‘Monarchists’ seems the most convenient translation, though it is not an exact one.
[20] “On the 20th May the Soviet (soon to be renamed the Communal Citizen’s Administration)
published a resolution, . . .” (Gorn, p. 57).
[21] Wrangell, p. 86. (Strugi-Byelaya appears on modern maps as ‘Strugi-Krasnya’).
[22] This announcement appears as part of Balakhovich’s ‘Order No. 1’, issued by him in his capacity as
‘Military Governor’ in Pskov. (The text can be found in Gorn, p. l4—l5). The Estonian army Command had
installed Balakhovich as ‘Military Governor’ in the city without consulting the Command of the ‘white’
Russian Northern Army. The Estonians had always been and were to remain, intensely suspicious of the
‘white’ army’s monarchist leadership and it seems likely that they sought to maintain Ivanov and/or
Balakhovich as an alternative leadership for that army. The brunt of the defence of Pskov against the Red
Army was borne by Estonian troops and so long as they remained there, the ‘white’ army’s leaders were
unable to act against Balakhovich or Ivanov. The Estonian army withdrew from Pskov on 23rd August and
Rodzianko ordered the arrest of Balakhovich on the very sane day. Balakhovich almost immediately
escaped and fled with 50 of his bodyguard to Estonian territory. His authority in Pskov, clearly, depended
wholly upon the willingness and ability of the Estonians to maintain him there against either the Red Army
or against his enemies on the ‘white’ army Staff. Pskov fell to the Red Army on 26th August.
[23] Balakhovich and 300 men of his unit had crossed the ice of Lake Peipus at night on sledges and had
captured and occupied Gdov until the afternoon of the following day. “Balakhovich’s group went through
all the Soviet offices, taking everything that seemed useful: papers and all kinds of documents were
burned”. The Post and Telegraph Office was one of the buildings expressly stated to have been in the hands
of Balakhovich’s raiders. (A. Markov: ‘Entsiklopedia Belago Dvizheniya’. (Unpublished, Hoover Institute,
California), p. 72; article - ‘Nalet na Gdov’). It seemed likely (until Isakov’s article was rediscovered) that
it was at this point that the town’s stock of stamps was lost.
[24] K. Freyman, “The Stamps of the North West Army” B.J.R.P. No.7 (1951), p. l38.
[25] A. Rosselevich, “O.K.C.A. and North West Army" Rossica No. 55 (1958) p. 29,.
[26] P.R.O., F.O. 608/186, file No.
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A cover from Kyzyl-Mazhalyk to Kyzyl, Tuva
Gwyn Williams
During the 1930s, eight post-offices are known to
have operated in Tuva [1,2,3]. One of these was
located at Kyzyl-Mazhalyk, a settlement in western
Tuva, in the Dzun-Khemchik hoshun (or district),
beside the Khemchik river, the
western tributary of the
headwaters of the Yenisei.
However, it was not until 1977
that Blenkhman [4] described the
postmark of Kyzyl-Mazhalyk
from a single example, impressed
in violet and dated 13th March
1940 (figure 1).
Figure 1
(Actual size)
The emergence of a cover with a
Kyzyl-Mazhalyk cancellation is therefore of
considerable significance. It is of additional interest
as it was sent internally within Tuva: most
commercially used covers seen in the west were sent
internationally, usually from Kyzyl to Moscow.

The cover is a registered commercial cover sent from
Kyzyl-Mazhalyk to Kyzyl, the capital of Tuva
(figure 2), perhaps only the second known example
of this cancellation and the first reported on cover. It
bears one of the 1 k. and two of the 10 k. values of
the third “ethnographic” series (SG 15, type II (with
a broad numeral 1) and SG 21). The stamps are
cancelled in black “KbZbL-MAZALbK, TbBA,
11-11-33” and registered by hand in violet ink
“No.32 Mazahalyk”. The reverse (figure 3) bears a
Kyzyl Cronin type III cds “Kizil, Touva 14-11-33” –
a transit time of three days to cover the 180km as the
crow flies. Blenkhman states that the post between
the two settlements was sent twice per week by horse
during this period.
The cover was sent by the Kyzyl-Mazhalyk trading
base 9 to Doctor Ya. I. Semyonov, City Hospital,
Kyzyl. There are no enclosures with the cover, but
one can speculate that the envelope might have
enclosed a request for
medical supplies!
This establishes the
existence of the
K yzyl-Mazhal yk
cancellation from
November 1933 to
March 1940 – nearly
seven years. Most
stamps were probably
used on internal mail
and
have been
destroyed, but this
period of use seems
long enough for other
examples to be in
circulation, so it is
worth checking!

Figure 2 Front (reduced to 70%)
[1]
[2]

Figure 3
Detail from reverse
(Reduced to 70%)
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[3]
[4]
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Notes on the Odessa-Ungeni railway circa 1910-14.
Leonard Tann.
This is one of Russia’s
little branch railway-lines
that meandered across its
vastness. Starting at
Odessa, it ran northwards
on the main line to
Zhmerinka and Kiev that
was the main route to
Moscow, branching off at
Razdyelnaya to Tiraspol
and on to Benderi,
crossing the Roumanian
border to Yassi. From
Benderi, another branch
ran south-west dividing at
Bessarabskaya, one line
going down to Reni, also
on the Roumanian border,
th e oth er line to
Akkerman. (See map
opposite)
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These rail lines from
Benderi were in the Russian Province of
Bessarabia. This region became part of the
Roumanian Kingdom after the peace of 1919.
Something of its postal history has been recorded
in the Canadian Journal of Russian Philately,
particularly of the region of ‘Transnistria’ - the area
beyond the River Dniestr occupied by Roumania in
World War 2. The Soviets invaded this area
towards the end of World War 2, taking it back and
creating it as the Soviet Republic of Moldavia.
With the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, this
area declared itself to be the (free) Republic of
Moldova. Certainly an interesting area with a
fascinating and chequered philatelic history! The
region had a mixed population, mainly
‘Roumanian-oriented’ and at one time an important
Jewish community. Sadly, appalling pogroms in
Kishinyov in 1903 and 1905, as well as the later
Nazi mass-murders, have scarred its history.
Our notes here focus on the railway line from
Odessa through Benderi to Ungeni in the period
about 1910-14 and on to the Russian Revolution.
Beyond that time, we look to our Ukraine friends
to inform us of its continuing functioning.
The railway line ran for 280 versts (approx. 86
miles) and at first was divided into postal sections.

v

,,.

.J:-

'v

Nos. 49-50 were allocated to the stretch from Odessa
to Kishinyov in 1872. A change was made in 1881
so that Nos. 49-50 were allocated to the section
Razdyelnaya to Ungeni. In 1891 the two sections
were ‘united’ and the Nos. 49-50 were allocated to
the whole route Odessa-Ungeni and that remained to
1917 and beyond.
The section was allocated numbers ‘49 - 50’ for the
‘up’ and ‘down’ postal-vans on the trains. Since the
numbers started with ‘1-2’ (St Petersburg-Moscow)
and, by the time of the 1917 Revolution had reached
numbers ‘351-352’, the ‘lower’ the numbers, the
earlier the railway was operating a postal service. So
this railway was quite early in the opening of
railways in Russia in the latter third of the 19th
century.
I wish to record here my sincere thanks to Philip
Robinson for his permission to use examples of
postmarks from the book ‘Russian Railway
Postmarks’ by Kiryushkin & Robinson. The actual
examples on postcards and covers shewn here are
from my own collection, except one fine example
that will be noted - with thanks - from the
collection of Alexander Epstein of Tallinn,
Estonia.
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Figure 1
The early postmarks were
c i r c u l a r t yp e s i n s c ri b e d
ПОЧТОВЫЙ ВАГОНЪ [Postal
Van] No 49 / 50 (see figure 1),
but although these have been
recorded, they are quite scarce and any examples of the earlier
circular types of routes 49 or 50
must be regarded as very
desirable. Around 1904, the
Russian Postal Administration
introduced oval postmarks for
railway postal vans and post
offices at railway stations under
their administration (some main
termini-stations had post offices
in the station plaza / forecourt
that were administered by the
State Post, not the Railway
Post). Some of the more
common oval-type railway
postmarks were in use almost
immediately in 1904 and
1905. Some were introduced
much later, only when the
circular types were wearing
out and requisitions for new
postal-cancellers were made.
According to recent
assessments of the types of
postmarks used on this
railway line, the older
circular types were in use to
1909, 1910. But the oval
types are recorded from 1908
onwards.

Figure 2
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Figure 3

The 1911 timetable shows that there were two
trains each day that ran the entire route taking
some 10 hours to complete the journey. In those
days the average speed of local trains was about
20 / 22 mph, taking in the villages and stations
along the route.
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Figure 2 shows a postcard addressed to Tiraspol
with ovals UNGENI*50*ODESSA 28-3-(19)08.
At base the postmark shows a star and to its right
is serial No. 2. Figure 3 shows a cover to
Vinnitza, the front shows the oval UNGENI
*50*ODESSA 10-8-09, serial No. 4.
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Figure 4 shows the reverse,
franked with seven 1 kopek
stamps, paying the then letterrate of 7 k., cancelled by the
oval railway postmarks. There
is a Vinnitza arrival postmark
of the next day.
Figure 5 shows another
postcard to St Petersburg, the 3
kopek (postcard-rate) cancelled
w i t h
o v a l
UNGENI*50*ODESSA,
l8~1~10, serial 1 and figure 6
shows another postcard to Kiev,
three 1 k. stamps
with
ovals UNGENI*50*ODESSA,
4-4-14, serial 4.
Figure 7, from the collection of
Alexander Epstein of Tallinn, It
is a postcard at the summer
1917 rate of 5 kopeks, to
Yuriev in the Baltic provinces.
There are fine oval postmarks
of UNGENI*50*ODESSA,
serial 3, dated 10-.9-17.

Figure 4

Figure 5

&'soH

Figure 6
So far, all these examples show route
50 - Ungeni to Odessa. One surmises
that this is because these are ‘inRussia’ items, so come inwards from
the border-town of Ungeni. Mail
loaded onto the postal-vans of the
trains at Ungeni would of course have
gone on route 50 and not over the
border to Roumania.

Figure 7
(from the collection of Alexander Epstein)

THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 88

57

Figure 8 shows a wartime postcard
with military cachet in mauve - thus
exempting it from postage, as it was
from a serving soldier - addressed to
Isakovo, in Smolensk Province. One
guesses he was at Odessa station possibly in transit -and posted his
card on the postal-van of this
railway. It received a fine oval
ODESSA*49*UNGENI, 16-7-15,
serial 1. It was re-routed and arrived
at Isakovo on 20-7-15.
There must be other examples of
ovals 49 - 50 in other collections and
we ask our Ukraine-collectorfriends - please advise us about
material on this line after the 1917
Revolution - obviously the railways
suffered from the war, revolution
and civil war.... but didn’t stop
functioning. We know that in ‘mainland Russia’ the czarist railway
postmarks continued into the 1920s.
We assume that the postmarks and
operating of these lines also
continued.

figure 8

A station post office was operating at
Benderi Station by 1881 and later an
oval-style postmark was introduced figure 9 shows a 1916 postcard to
Odessa, with most of the oval
BENDERI / VOKZ 5-12-16. The
station post office at Ungeni opened
much later - not until some time
around 1912. Figure 10 shows a
postcard to Slavuta franked with a
1913 Romanoff 3 k., with oval
UNGENI / VOKZ 30-12-13.

Figure 9
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Figure 10
ODESSA TOWN RAILWAY STATIONS.
In the period under review here - 1910-14 and on
to the 1917 revolution - Odessa Town had a post
office under the jurisdiction of the Railway Postal
Administration at the Odessa Central (main line)
Station in the south-west of the city.
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From here the main line ran northwards to
Razdyelnaya, Zhmerinka and on to Kiev and
Moscow, with the branch from Razdyelnaya to
Ungeni, Reni and Akkerman. The postmark was a
standard oval reading ODESSA / VOKZ. This is
recorded from about 1906 onwards, with serials
“a” and “be”. (See above)
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But about 1913, a new station was
built to the north-west of Odessa, to
serve the new rail-link to Moscow via
Bobrinskaya and Cherkasi. This
railway line was built by the
Moskovski-Kievski-Voronezhski
Railway Company (MKV). At the
post-office at this new Odessa North
Station, the postmark read; ODESSA /
M.K.V. Zh. D. (serial at right side)
“a” [ОДЕССА/ВОКЗ М.К.В.Ж.Д
“a”].
This is a scarce postmark and so far
only a very few examples have been
found. Although we presume it was
used from 1913, the only examples so
far recorded are from 1916 - see
figures 11a & 11b for the 2 items
from my own collection. We presume
too that this “a” postmark continued at
least till 1917 and beyond.

Figure 11a

What happened thereafter we are
unsure. In 1922-23 a similar postmark
appears used at the Odessa North
Station post office - the lettering is
slightly thinner and the serial at right
is “be”. This postmark is also scarce,
though not as much as the earlier “a”
type. Please see figure 12 for a
diagram of Odessa town, location of
the stations and the postmarks
referred to here. For a fuller
discussion of the Odessa town railway
postmarks - including these
‘MKV’ types - please see
British Journal of Russian
Philately No 77. Dec. 1994
But again - we appeal to other
collectors of Russia & Ukraine
who may have examples of
these postmarks - please let us
see them, to record them and
thus expand our knowledge of
uses and dates of these items.

Figure 11b

Odessa North Station
To Cherkassi & Moscow

Odessa Central Station
To Zhmerinka & Benderi

•

Odessa Port Station

---ECC
1112.22
Figure 12
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The other rail-lines in the
Bessarabian province.
Benderi-Reni, via Bessarabskaya.
This rail-line had a travelling postal-van from
1881. The route-numbers allocated were 75 / 76
for the ‘up’ and ‘back’ journeys. Examples of any
of the postmarks of this railway-route are scarce figure 13 shows a postcard - sadly, stamp
removed - with ovals RENT 76 BENDERI 16-31910, to Kishinyov - receipt postmark lower
down. Collectors who have examples of these 75
or 76 railway postmarks have nice items! Reni
station had a station post office opened only in the
period under review - probably 1914 or 1915.
Figure 14 shows a postcard to Petrograd 5
RENT / VOKZ 16-1 1-16,
Akkerman - Bessarabskaya
Russian railway development continued unabated
and it appears that rail-route 335-336 was opened
in January 1916 - termini being AKKERMANLEIPTSIGSKAYA. It appears (can any reader
help?) that Leiptsigskaya might be an alternative
name for Bessarabskaya - or perhaps a suburb or
adjoining township? - since the 1910-11 railway
timetable listing the stations on the line from
Benderi-Bessarabskaya clearly calls this stop
Leiptsigskaya. [On the Trans-Siberian Railway, the
Tyumen-Perm section (route 170) was for a time
Tyumen-Zaimki, Zaimki being a suburb of Perm,
till the route was extended into Perm central.].
All the railway lines with numbers of 300 and
above are quite scarce. Some were opened in the

1912-13 period, others later - as with this 335-336,
which had only some 20 months in the era of
‘Imperial Russia’. So far this too is believed to be
as yet unrecorded. If any reader has an example of
this scarce “33 5-336” - either in the final months
of the ‘imperial period’ or-later - we would love to
see it to record it.
Bessarabskaya and Akkerman stations had railway
post offices opened in mid-1916 -these would
have been in the same standard oval types - but it
appears they have not been recorded as yet. In
what then remained of the ‘imperial period’ which to this writer includes the period of the
‘Kerensky Republic’ (March-Oct 1917) because
the czarist railway-postal system remained active
with little change, these two station postmarks
existed for just over 14-15 months, which is a very
short period - but they could be found of course
used later - though they would be considered
‘early Ukraine Republic’.
The study of Russia’s meandering country
railways is fascinating and these little branch lines
and their postmarks are part of the greater story.
I wish to record again my thanks to Philip
Robinson for his advice on the above information
regarding the Benderi-Reni/Akkerman lines.
These notes are offered to the journals of the
British Society of Russian Philately and to the
Ukraine Journal for readers of both to enjoy. But
we hope that collectors or specialists from one or
both Societies can help us with the questions
posed and fill the gaps here identified.
(Editor’s note.
All covers are reproduced at 75%,;
postmarks are full size.)

Figure 13
(Editor’s note.
Please see addendum to this article
on page 61)

Figure 14
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Addendum to notes on the
Odessa-Benderi-Ungeni
Railway & Nearby Lines.
The accompanying postcard came
into my collection subsequent to
writing the original above notes, an
Easter greeting, sent to Odessa, with
fine ovals RENI 76 BENDERI 'v'
serial, 14-14-(19)10.
In recent discussions with other
specialists, we are of the unanimous
opinion that LEIPTZIGSKAYA is
an alternative name for the town of
BESSARABSKAYA and the two
are one and the same town [not
unlike our similar conclusion that Shar-Shauz and
Shakhrisyabs were the same town in Russian
Central Asia - see my book ‘The Arms Issues’ p.
201]. The railway postmarks AKKERMANLE1PTZIGSKAYA 335/336 are very scarce and
very desirable.
i::s i::s

We would all be delighted to hear from collectors
who can add to or augment these notes, fill in any
‘blanks’, or tell us what was happening from
1917/18 to the early 1920s.

i::s

i::s

i::si::s

RUSSIA?.

~
~

Postal History : Stamps : Cinderellas
Ephemera : Literature : Maps etc. .

~

... all feature regularly in our auctions.
Do you read our monthly catalogues?
Contact Ken Baker or Ian Kellock.

~
~

1917 Russian censor - Baku No. 41

~
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PHILATELIC• AUCTIONS• LTD.
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E-mail: stamps@ca~:~:dishphii'Ju,:demori'. c~:uk
www.Cavendish-Auctions.com

Back Numbers
Back numbers of BJRP are available from the Honorary Treasurer.
For further details of availability and cost, please write to:
Mr Alan Blunt, Riber House, 13 Auden Close, Osbaston, Monmouth, Gwent, NP25 3NW

e-mail atblunt@aol.com
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Used Abroad Chronicle (XXI)
Bill Stoten (ed.)
I make no apologies, well maybe a small one,
when I report on this interesting item of “Used
Abroad” Postal Stationery. I hope that use on a
Japanese ship docked at Sabang counts …and
although used to Austria, this Kerensky 5 kopek
card has an interesting story to tell. The item was
difficult to research until I found a German
handbook on WW1 POWs in China (1).
The card really needs no description other than
comment on the cachets: an orange boxed
“Spitalstransport Vladivostok-Triest an
Bord der Nankai Maru” and a violet
double ring cancel “Deutsche
Militartransport ‘Nankai Maru’” (figure
1). On the message side, a short note
from the correspondent to his parents
and brother Otto written from Sabang on
the 3rd October 1920. Talking about
taking on coal at Sabang, he writes that
they left Vladivostok on the 9th
September and called at Shanghai where
could dock. He goes on to say that
because the Nanai Maru wouldn’t arrive
in Trieste till November, he was putting
the card on a faster ship in order that

they would receive it before he arrives! So what is
this item? Well, no less than an example of mail
posted from the last trip home by POW troops
from the Siberian trek eastwards. The Japanese
ship “Nankai Maru” was hired to provide
transport home by Austro-German authorities.
Only one other similar item is recorded in the
above handbook, and that’s on a postcard sent
from Shanghai on the 15th September 1920. Is
this the only Russian item so used?

Figure 1

So onto another item, but this time a mere
cancel.

Figure 2
Perhaps back to more acceptable definitions of
used abroad… Tehlin. Another interesting item no
less, and an example of friendly forces in service
of the Red Cross (figure 2). This example shows
the blue Tehlin cancel on two 2k. stamps to
France from a doctor serving in ‘the Bulgarian
Hospital’. T&S record this mark on stampless
military mail and Epstein and Mandrovskii (2)
record an additional different type.
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This item on piece (figure 3) was found
with an accumulation of cut close stamps
on pieces with either Kuanchentsze St.
Kit.Vost. Zhe. D. or PW 266 cancels.
Examples of Reserve Field Post Office
No. 14 were unknown to T&S but has
been recently reported (3) but it was
unclear whether the cancel was recorded
on Russian imperial
stamps or stampless military
mail. From this piece with
an additional fragment of a
French arrival mark, the
cancellation is struck on a
10 kop. arms type showing
the use of the RFPO for
ordinary (or reg.) nonFigure 3
military posts.
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Lastly, a piece of Central Asian Used
Abroad (figure 4). A 3 kop. postal stationery
card to Taschkent from Shir-Abad in
Bukhara. There are two fine and clear strikes
of the serial “a” cds dated 8/5/1912, one
cancelling the indicium and another
adjacent. T&S reported no material known
in the original work (Volume III) and
latterly only one item has been recorded, i.e.
a near full strike on a 7k. Romanov stamp
but without the serial letter showing (4).
This new example is earlier (1912) but the
characteristics are similar, suggesting that
they both are examples of the “a” serial.
Even so, it is a nice example of a difficult
town.
Next issue we’ll concentrate on Levant issues and
perhaps some more examples of new Central
Asian finds.
Don’t forget to send examples of your used abroad
material to me at the following address:
Bill Stoten
2a Birkbeck Road,
Enfield, EN2 0DX
England
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Editor’s note. Postcards are reproduced at 75%

Letter to the Editor
From Stephen Hornby:
Can anyone throw light on this cancellation? It is
a Russian language, cyrillic cancellation for Vilna,
dated 25.3.18 on a 2 kopek stamp of the Imperial
‘arms’ series.

It seems on the face of it highly unlikely to me
that the Germans would have permitted the use of
Russian stamps or a Russian script canceller in
Vilna in March 1918.
However someone with knowledge of postal
operations in Vilna in spring 1918 may see some
explanation for this cancellation, which otherwise
I would be inclined to regard it as something
fabricated by an unscrupulous philatelist or dealer,
perhaps using a back-dated Imperial canceller
some time later.

Vilna was occupied by the Germans in September
1915. ‘Ob. Ost.’ stamps were introduced on
15.1.1916 and only these stamps were permitted
until the German army handed over the postal
administration in Lithuania to the Lithuanian
provisional government on 26.12.1918.

Only the top half of the cancellation appeared on
the stamp and in the illustration I have completed
the circles, but do not know what may have
appeared between the rings in the lower half in the
way of ornaments or serial letters.
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Russian area - bogus, unauthorised, not valid
for postal use, labels
Marcus Sherwood-Jenkins
We have had a number of requests from
both members and the public regarding the
validity of certain thematic stamps
purporting to originate from FSU countries.

possible that in these areas older
overprinted stamps could find their way
into use, but is unlikely that newer bogus
issues would be used.

I have followed this issue up with the UPU
in Berne and have as a result compiled the
checklist below. This indicates by theme
those issues reported to the UPU as being
bogus as of April 19th 2001.

Postal clerks familiarity with genuine/
bogus issues. This was an issue even in
soviet times, particularly in the 1960’s
when the plethora of regular new issues
could cause some confusion. I have in my
collection quite genuine covers which have
been franked with sports union or other
cinderella stamps and have passed through
the mail accepted and unnoticed. It is quite
possible that philatelists or fraudsters could
try to slip bogus stamps through the system
past an unwary clerk, thus creating a
genuine (if illegal) use of a bogus stamp.

A quick look down the list will see that
certain regions seem to be favoured as
bogus issuers, with places such as Abkhazia
featuring frequently. It is of course possible
given the sometimes chaotic situation
inside parts of the FSU that some of these
issues may turn up on covers. Where this is
the case the postal rates and postal transit
marks should be examined carefully.
Covers showing little sign of having been
through the post or with local arrival
backstamps should be treated with
circumspection as they are in all probability
philatelic concoctions. If however the cover
has obviously been through the post and
has international transit markings or foreign
receiver cancels then the postage rates
should be checked (quite a difficult task) as
although the stamps may be bogus they
may have been accepted for postage and
thus fall into the category of postal fraud or
may even gain a de-facto philatelic
legitimacy where some regular acceptance
can be proved.
How can this come about? There are a
number of factors that come into play:
Local availability of stamps. This factor
was relevant in the early 1990’s but
gradually became less of an issue. However
in some regions pre 1998 revaluation
stamps are still being used up at a revalued
rate – we have received some genuine, non
philatelic letters from friends in Voronezh
quite recently carrying mixed frankings of
pre and post 1998 devaluation issues. It is
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The connivance of postal counter clerks.
This situation could also result in a genuine
but illegal postal usage and may occur
where financial temptation is used to
suborn a postal employer into accepting
and processing known bogus material.
In any of these three situations the bogus
issues will gain some form of philatelic/
collectable legitimacy in the same way as
the stock exchange forgeries of Queen
Victoria’s day or the more recent forged
Machins have done when used to defraud
the post. The unused stamps have no
philatelic value at all of course.
To end on a positive (?) note for all you
Russian philatelists out there - do not despair
of the FSU, it is not alone in suffering the
attentions of philatelic fraudsters as any
enquiry to the UPU will reveal.
This is a problem that besets many
countries, not all of them in Eastern Europe
or the third world or uninhabited bits of
rock. The only solution is for us to be
aware and to ensure that these activities
become as unprofitable as possible for the
perpetrators.
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April 19, 2001, UPU Berne.
Topics/Themes:
Abkhazia, Republic of:
Academicians:
Adigara:
Adjara:
Aeroplanes:
Altai Region:
Amur Republic:
Amurskaya Province:
Animals:
Ayrton Senna:
Babylon:
Backstreet Boys:
Bashkortostan, Republic of:
Basketball:
Batumi Post:
Beatles:
Beverly Hills:

All labels are bogus and illegal.
Kyrgyzstan.
Russian Federation.
Georgia.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgyzstan.
Kyrgyzstan.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Azerbaijan.
Georgia.
Kyrgystan 285.
Kyrgyzstan.
Russian Federation.

Buddha:

Russian Federation.

Buri(y)atia, Republic of:
Butterflies:

Russian Federation.
Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.
Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.

Cars, Classic:
Cats:

China, 1999:
Chuvashia, Republic of:
Circulo Filatelico Argentino:

Azerbaijan.
Kyrgyzstan.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgyzstan.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.

Coral:
Cosmonauts:

Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.

Cricket:

Russian Federation.

Crimea:
Daghestan, Republic of:
Dinosaurs:
Dogs:

Ukraine.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.

Chechnya:
Chess:

Dolphins:
Ducks:
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Bogus Republic, local post overprint
and stamps, not valid for postage.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Batumi) .
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Adhara, Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, South Osettia) .
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Batumi).
All labels bogus & illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
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Topics/Themes:
Eagles:
Elephants:
Elton John:
Elvis Presley:
Entertainers:
Euro tunnel:
Evenkia: Autonomous Region:
Fish:
Flowers:
Football:
Franz Josef Land:
Golf:
Hong Kong:
Horoscope:
Horses:
Ichkeria, Republic of:
Ingushetia, Republic of:
Insects:
Jennifer Aniston:
Jewish Autonomous Region:
Jungles:
Kabard-Balkaria, Republic of:
Kalmykia, Republic of:
Kamchatka Region:
Karachay-Chrkessia:
Karelia (Karella), Republic of:
Khakasia, Republic of:
Kick boxing:
King of Thailand:
Kolguev Island:
Komi, Republic:
Koriakia, Autonomous Region:
Kunashir Island:
Kuril (Kurll) Islands:
Leonardo de Caprio:
Liners, World Famous:
Lions:
Lizards:
Madonna:
Mari-El Republic:
Marilyn Monroe:
Michael Jackson:
Michael Jordan:
Minerals:
Monica Lewinsky:
Mordovia, Republic of:
Motorcycles:
Movie Stars:
Mushrooms:

Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Turkmenistan 184.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation 214
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgyzstan 308.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgystan.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgystan 285.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgyzstan.
Ukraine.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgyzstan.
Russian Federation.
Ukraine.
Russian Federation.
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(Adhara).
(Adhara).
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Batumi).
(Abkhasia).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Batumi).
All labels are bogus.
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Adhara, Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia, Adhara).
(Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus.
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
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Topics/Themes:
Music Stars:
Napoleon:
Naxcivan, Republic of:
New Land Island:
North Ossetia, Republic of:
Novosibirsk Islands:
Olympic Games:
Paintings:
Panda:
Penguins:
Planes, military:
Playthings:
Poultry, Wild:
Predators:
Prehistoric Animals:
Primitive:
Princess Diana:
Prince William:
Railway, Chinese:
Rats:
Sakha (Yakutia), Republic of:
Sakhalin Region:
Ships:
South Ossetia, Republic of:
Space:
Spice Girls:
Spitsbergen Island:
Sports Cars, Classical:
Sportsmen:
Stars:
Star Wars:
Tatarstan, Republic of:
Teddy Bears:
Tennis:
Tigers:
Tom & Jerry:
Trains:
Tuva, Republic of:
Udmurtia, Republic of:
Ukrainian Antarctic Post:
Urais Republic:
Water, World of:
Winona Ryder:
WWF:
Yakutia:

Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.
Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgyzstan 308.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgyzstan.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.
Azerbaijan 251.
Russian Federation.
Azerbaijan.
Kyrgyzstan.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgyzstan.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Georgia.
Azerbaijan.
Kyrgyzstan 308.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgyzstan.
Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.
Kyrgyzstan.
Azerbaijan.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Ukraine.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Russian Federation.
Ukraine.
Russian Federation.
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(Abkhasia).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Adhara).
(Abkhasia, Adhara, Batumi).
(Batumi).
(Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia).
(Abkhasia, Adhara).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia).
(Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
All labels are bogus and illegal.
(Abkhasia, Batumi).
(Abkhasia).
All labels are bogus and illegal.
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Reviews
THE BALTIC AREA, No. 39, December
2001 (In Dutch)
Published by Philatelists Group, Netherlands. 72
A4 pages, softbound. Subscription: 20 Euros.
Editor: J Kaptein, Reigerskamp 705, 3607 JP
Maarssen, Netherlands.
M Siegumfelt & J Kaptein add to the story and
illustrate some of the 7 known covers arising from
this intervention in “Danish volunteers in Estonia
and Latvia 1918-1920: Supplement.” W Apsit looks
at specific varieties in “The stamps of Latvia on
survey maps : Part 2 , Varieties - perforation.” In
“True or false - Part 3” , A de Bruin & O Petri
detail the differences for 3 sets of stamps from
Memel and one set from Estonia while J Poulie
reaches the 1921/22 arms issue in “The postage
stamps of Latvia: Part 14”
“Some remarkable Estonian postcards from Tsarist
times” by A Epstein shows that, despite the clear
procedures laid down in postal regulations, the
cancellations on these cards have anomalies for
which there is no obvious explanation. In a wellillustrated article, “The sender: the firm…” RW van
Wijnen
looks at the development of the
commercial post from the point of view of the
characteristics displayed on the covers and how
they were influenced by events of time that
strongly imposed themselves on the social and
political life of the Baltic countries. As a curious
tailpiece “Just not a business letter…” he shows a
letter returned by the censor because it did not
carry the inscription ‘Business letter’. Private
letters were not permitted at the time!
R Bengtsson
describes and illustrates an
uncommon item in “District post of Wenden: an
envelope in Latvian” and J Kaptein offers some
“Envelopes from the Soviet period of Lithuania”.
A Preikša illustrates “The cancellations of the field
post offices in Lithuania: the organisation of the
Lithuanian army” and R D van Wijnen shows, in
“When a mistake happens: Latvia, postal
indicators”, that when something goes wrong in the
conveyance or delivery of mail there is a variety of
indicators of the problem that can be written,
stamped or stuck on the offending item.
Another varied and interesting lot.

Dennis Page
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GERMAN JOURNAL FOR RUSSIAN
PHILATELY, No. 75, November 2001,
(in German)
Published by Phil. ArGe Russland/UdSSR,
Germany. 60 A4 pages, softbound. Editor - Albert
Pflüger, Eckenheimer Landstrasse 13, 60318
Frankfurt, Germany.
A Pflüger examines in some detail stamps and
postal service in “On the organisation of the
Zemstvo post - a comparison: Part 2 - the Zemstvo
post of the district of Khvalynsk”. J Freese, K
Buschner, J Servotte & M Nolte each offer items in
“Collectors present: errors and varieties in the
stamps of Russia & the USSR”. In “A letter of
22.5.1918 to the German Commander in
Sevastopol”, B Hartz provides a clear description
of the events that led up to the German occupation
of Sevastopol in 1918 and illustrates a single cover
that offers confirmation that some kind of German
postal service was in operation at that time.
L Hovest associates more cancellations with their
places of origin in “Further numbers in the ‘dot
numeral cancellations’ assigned to post offices”
and H Scherrer describes what is known of “Soviet
military censors in Roumania (1945-1946)”. A
Epstein looks at the organisation of the field post
offices and the types of cancellations known from
the relatively sparse material available in “Russian
field post in East Prussia during the first world war.
Part 1: The first invasion”.
H Minder describes the non-franking labels issued
by various organisations and the essays for the war
charity issues of 1914-15 in “The 1914-1915
charity stamps of Imperial Russia. Part 1: Precursors and essays” and G Holitschke adds more
information and questions in “The red triangle - a
continuing story”. H-W Reinboth describes,
illustrates and lists comprehensively “The pictorial
envelopes of the Soviet Union with imprints of the
11th definitive series and with watermarks - 1967
to 1970”.
Other articles are “New issues of the Russian
Federation”, “New postal stationery with special
stamp imprints and illustrations” and reviews of
books and journals.

Dennis Page
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PHILATELIA BALTICA,
November 2001 (In German)

No.

112,

Published by Latvian Research Association in the
Federation of German Philatelists, Germany. 36
A5 pages, softbound. Editor: H v Hofmann,
Postfach 56 01 56, 22551 Hamburg, Germany.
K-H Baars asserts that stamp colours do not
correspond well with the (1927 original) Michel
description and presents his own interpretation in
“The stamps of the definitive series ‘Large format
arms’ and their colours”. H v Hofmann illustrates
“An unusual postcard with an unusual surcharge”
which arose because the writer had incorrectly
addressed it in the area reserved for the greeting,
putting it, in the eyes of the postal service, into the
letter category. He also goes to town in “Only a
simple postcard, but with many errors”, where a
nice ‘1921’ postcard is shown to be a recent
fabrication.
M Mrotzek illustrates “An unusual prisoner of war
letter from Windau, 1946”, in which the writer, a
German p.o.w. working on the docks, conveys
what would then have been sensitive information
home by arranging for it to be posted in
Stockholm, possibly via Cuba! In addition to the
apparent postal use of “The forbidden Special
cancellation of 1993”, (commemorating the
Latvian SS legion), there are several bite-sized
items offering interesting philatelic snippets,
listings of new issues and special cancellations
plus a lively ‘Letters to the Editor’ feature “Letter
box” . A further 8 pages of reviews and Society
news complete an interesting issue.

Dennis Page

TH E UK RA IN E
(In German)

PHI LA TE LI ST,

Published by Ukraine Philatelist Association in
the Federation of German Philatelists,
Sudenburger Wuhne 12, D-39112 Magdeburg
Germany. 56 A5 pages, softbound.
No. 59, Nov. 2001
In “Between the worlds”, M Ludwig muses on the
importance of a thriving, democratic and stable
Ukraine for its near neighbours and Europe as a
whole. “The treaty of Brest-Litovsk and the
Ukraine” , by B Hartz is another version of the
‘Sevastopol letter’ reviewed earlier in ‘The
German Journal of Russian philately’.

M Ludwig delves again into political (and this
time also religious) tensions that abound in
Ukraine in “A crusade against the Pope”. The
philatelic content of the article is nil except for an
accompanying illustration of a first day cover
issued to mark the event. In “Something about the
history of Ukrainian postage stamps and the
Ukraine”, written 50 years ago, Dr Seichter
describes the issues of the Ukrainian government
in exile shortly after WWII.
“The Russian field post in the Ukraine during
WWI” is a systematic and well illustrated item,
based as it is on an earlier paper by A Epstein. The
following item (by P Haubner) illustrates 4 covers
in “Field post letters in WWII in the Ukraine”. In
another old article, L Hall describes the 1944
issues for North Ukraine and South Ukraine in
“German temporary post in the Ukraine.” If you
want to follow fluctuations in modern (1996-99)
Ukrainian currency then see “Graphical
representation of the development of the
Ukrainian currency (Grivna)” by O Baranovsky.
New material described is found in “Second
printing of the new standard issue”, “At the
eleventh hour” (2 MS’s), illustrated listings of
“Envelopes with imprinted ‘stamps’ ” (in the
series on “Postal stationery of the Ukraine from
January 1992”) and “Special cancellations of the
Ukrainian Post in 2000”.

No. 60, Feb./Mar. 2002
Following 8 pages of Association affairs,
“Cernovice - a city in Bukovina - yesterday and
today” is an essay on this ‘poorest corner of
Europe’. A view from the past is given in F See’s
“Carpatho-Ukraine and its postal history”, an
article first published in this journal in 1939.
Coming up to date, in time at least, M Jäkel
discovers (and sees inside for himself) a postal
wagon operating on the Simferopol - Odessa line in
“Railway post live - experienced in the Ukraine”.
A Schnorbus describes the options available where
a state boundary means a different gauge rail track
in “Reload - to re-axle or to re-track”. This nonphilatelic item gives way however to some
politically complex localised philately in
“Hungarian emergency issues and censor marks in
the area of Carpartho-Ukraine at the end of
WW2”. The theme of censorship continues with
“The censor marks between 1941-1944” which
relates to provisional and definitive censor marks
for Transnistria. Staying in the area are “The date
stamps of Odessa” between 1941-1944.
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There are more listings of “The first-day
postmarks of the Ukrainian post (Sep. to Dec.
2000)” and “Envelopes with imprinted
‘stamps’ ”. Staying modern is a “Study on the
‘letter definitives’ Zh” (NVI’s) by F Giss and the
“New edition of the standard issue (flowers and
transport” (also NVI’s).
Altogether this Journal is an odd mixture of old
and new philately and modern politiconationalistic opinion.

Dennis Page

EASTERN EUROPE PHILATELY,
(in Dutch)
Published by Filatelistische Contactgroep Oost
Europa, Netherlands. 32 A5 pages, softbound,
quarterly. Editor G R J Jansen, Grotestraat 37,
7478 AB Diepenheim, Netherlands.
This well produced journal features one or two
articles dealing with the ‘Russia’ area in each issue.
I will include these articles only, in the review, but
for others with a wider interest there is some
interesting information on other countries such as
Albania and Poland.

No. 1, Year 19, March 2001
In “Birobidzhian, the Jewish Republic”, B Belonje
briefly outlines the creation, 50 years ago, of the
‘Jewish Autonomous Region’ and its subsequent
development, illustrated by the ‘stamps’ that
appeared in the 1990’s, purporting to be for a
republic that does not officially exist and a postal
service that has never seen them.

No. 2, Year 19, May 2001
In “Who was Lenin” , P Uitenbogaart & E Muller
offer a 6-page potted history of the architect of the
Russian revolution who is also the man who has
been featured on more stamps than any one else. H
J Horstmann lists and illustrates “The provisional
issues of Pskov (Russian Federation) from 1992”
which, although unofficial, were widely used. A
total of 147 types in 5 series plus special
‘company’ (e.g. Telephones) items.

No. 3, Year 19, September 2001
H J Horstmann looks at ways of distinguishing
different printings in “The ‘Ceres-Issue’ of Ukraine
of 1992”. In “The overprinted stamps of Ukraine
1992-1994”, E Muller puts order into the wide
range of material, national, local, official,
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unofficial, genuine and forgeries. Although there
was a genuine need for ‘provisionals’ in the early
days of independence it was not long before
‘philatelic interest’ became a driving force. ‘Twas
ever thus!

No. 4, Year 19, November 2001
J Sangers extends the scope of Horstmann’s
article in Issue No. 2, “The provisional issues of
Pskov (Russian Federation) from 1992” while
Horstmann turns his attention to the wide range of
“Plate errors and printing faults in modern
Ukrainian issues”. The “Questions and answers”
item asks why a letter to Bruno, posted by a
German soldier in 1941 via a German Field Post
Office (which qualifies it for free-franking) bears
a Soviet adhesive cancelled by a Soviet postmark
of the same date!

Dennis Page

THE FINNISH PHILATELIST – Vol. 7
No. 1 – February 2002 -Whole Number 22
Newsletter published quarterly by the Finnish
Study Group (FSG) of the Scandinavian
Collectors Club (SCC). 20 pages, softbound.
Newsletter is free of charge to members of FSG,
but a postage/printing contribution of US$ 5 / 10.
should be sent to the editor Roger P. Quinby, P.O.
Box 738, Clifton Park, NY 12065. E-mail
rpquinby@aol.com. Roger can also pass on
society membership enquiries.
The Finnish Philatelist journal contains another
array of compacted articles, starting with the Flag,
Flower & Trees among National Symbols of
Finland on 11 Euro denominated stamps issued in
January this year, and containing a table listing
issue numbers, sizes, papers, perforations etc., This
is followed by a short article on the “Red Kuovola”
Frama stamps misprinted in red ink. Two articles
on the ‘i.f’ & ‘T.e’ marks by Matti Sipari and the
‘Iz Finlandii’ mark revisited by Morten Naarstad,
are followed by Heikki Reinikainen’s “Mixed
Perforation Groups in Type m/75 Gems”. Finally
we finish with the continuing and very interesting
series of articles by Heiki Palhman on the “Golden
Age of Finnish Philately – Part 2” (10 pages covers
general post letter starting from the 17th century up
to the beginning of the 19th century) rounding off
with Ilkka Teerijoki’s “History of the Railroad Mail
Transport in Finland from 1862 to 1995” (6 pages).
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For all those interested in Finnish philately, this is
a worthwhile publication.

Lenard Tiller

ПОЧТА – The Journal of the Australia &
New Zealand Society of Russian Philately –
Issue 31 – January 2002.
Subscription
Rata Road,
Zealand,
Subscription
(airmail)

details from Norman Banfield, 14
Raumati, Wellington 6450, New
E-Mail normanb@xtra.co.nz.
NZ$ 30:00 (surface) NZ$ 36:00

From our friends ‘down under’ and now regularly
featuring a colour centre spread of four pages
(now where did I see (in colour) a similar famous
Levanevskiy cover with the variety of the small ‘f’
in San Francisco before). We begin with the
correspondence Russia to New Zealand &
Australia section which features a cover from
Petrograd to Wellington, censored twice, and an
up-rated 1892 registered postal stationary
envelope from Libava, Kusrk to Sydney.
Following on, Ross Marshall’s “Rescue of
Mikhail Somov from Antarctic Ice” 1985 covers
13 pages of research and excellent illustrations.
Gerald Gallagher covers “French Aviators from
the Great Patriotic War”, which then leads us into
Ed Lavaroni’s “The Cruiser Oleg” and Sergey
Chudakov’s “The Russian Report” featuring some
special commemoratives from 2001. Tony
Walker’s “Postcards from Moscow” is followed
by the colour spread featuring the “Chelyskin
Rescue”, articles on which have appeared previous
Pochta issues No 1 and No 6. Ross Marshall
follows with a nice article and illustrations spread
over several pages on “Russia to USA - Stampless
Mail 1796 – 1858”, with a very nice cover from St
Petersburg to Newberry Port, North America
dated 1796 from his own collection, as well as the
others illustrated. Alexander Epstein illustrates a
postcard with two postmarks showing the date
change from the Julian to the Gregorian calendar,
while Melvin Kessler with “Russians in Alaska”
and Bill McLeod with “Ernest Rutherford and
Soviet Science” take us to 7 pages of the new
issues of Russian stamps and postal stationary
from 2001 before finalising with various reviews
of journals, papers and books.

Lenard Tiller

JOURNAL OF CLASSICAL RUSSIAN
PHILATELY – 7 – Issued December 2001.
Subscription details from Dr Ortwin Greis, PO
Box 218, D-21222 Rosengarten, Germany. Issue
price is 20 Euro for Black & White issues and 30
Euro for colour issues. Publication is ‘when the
journal is ready’.
I am glad that the JCRP will continue to be
published, and the general consensus from its
majority of German Members was to maintain
dual language (German / English) as opposed to
an English language only journal, which of course
restricts space. This long awaited issue features
some very fine articles written by some of the
most knowledgeable persons in the world of
Russian Philately. Ortwin Greis starts with his
editorial, which explains the status of JCRP, and
continues with Part 11 of the “Zemstvo Post in the
Kherson district” (colour illustrations on two
pages) and also a word, “Beware of Reprints”.
Ortwin then congratulates Zbigniew Zigulski on
signing the roll of distinguished philatelists, they
both then contribute with “Coats of Arms Stamps
with Centres in Faked Colours” with illustrations
in colour over two pages. Hans Dietrich writes an
interesting article “Mail from the Pamirs” after the
takeover by Imperial Russia. Jean Walton
contributes “Early Postage of the P4 postcard” and
also “Exhibition Postal Cards 1910”, which is
followed by Tony Speeckaert’s “Russian Postal
Censorship – Supplement 3”. We round off with a
full report of their 10th meeting in Hamburg.

Lenard Tiller

ST PETERSBURG: THE IMPERIAL
POST - ITS POSTMARKS AND OTHER
POSTAL MARKINGS;
by Ian L Baillie & Eric G Peel, viii, 390 pages,
A4; published for the British Society of Russian
Philately by Chancery House Press, 15 Wickham
Road, Beckenham, Kent, BR3 5JS. £34 plus
postage to non-members of the BSRP; obtainable
from: Mr T E Page, 30 Furze Lane, Purley,
Surrey, CR8 3EG.
St Petersburg was, for the period covered by this
book, the capital of the Russian Empire. The first
postmark recorded, in 1765, was applied during
the reign of Catherine the Great; the last was used
in the early years of World War 1.
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For those who become interested for the first time
in Russian philately and postal history, many of the
practices of the Imperial Post will be unusual. The
authors have therefore made this book much more
than a catalogue of postmarks; they have explained
the relationships between the various branches of
the post office, described every example of
postmark used and listed, with explanations, every
type of form and label applied to mail in Russia:
registration, postage due, undeliverable and other
categories. Several procedures, such as the
application of red paper triangles to mail delayed
through being sent to the wrong despatch office,
were unique to St Petersburg.
The introduction explains the system of
transliteration used, gives a brief guide to the
sections under which various marks or labels can be
found, and includes a list of more than sixty sources
cited in the text, and acknowledges the help of over
forty collaborators.
The first four sections deal with (1) Pre-adhesive
marks; (2) Imperial Post Expeditsiya (branch)
marks; (3) Central town post marks, and (4) Suboffice town postmarks and post-telegraph office
marks. These groups, their designs, inscriptions and
dates of use are an extremely complex subject. The
illustrations and text, are supplemented by
admirably explicit tables. Telegraph stations
(known later as Telegraph Offices), whose marks
are covered in Section 5, accepted mail after 1886
and were much used because they remained open
for several hours after the post offices closed at
2pm.
Section 6 deals with the marks used at the post
offices in St Petersburg's seven main railway
stations, and is followed by Section 7 devoted to
those used on the suburban railways. Section 8
covers the marks and labels used on registered mail,
a massive subject in Russia. Sections 9, 10 and 11
cover other special labels and marks, including
insured mail, the Address Search Bureau, postage
due, censorship and temporary offices.

SERIOUS COLLECTOR
of Zemstvo rarities and
specialities, interested in early
items, special studies of different
districts and postal history, would
like to contact other students
of Zemstvo Philately. I am willing
to exchange and/or buy
interesting and rare material.
I am also interested in Imperial
pre 1840 stampless covers and
would consider purchasing a
collection or fine individual
items. Please contact
Ilya Strebulaev
38 Basildon Court
28 Devonshire St., London
W1G 6PR
e-mail istrebulaev@london.edu
Each section is prefaced by a cover or card bearing
an example of one of the marks it describes, and
concludes with a valuation guide to the various
classes of material.
The authors - both of them veteran members of the
British Society of Russian Philately - are to be
congratulated on the appearance in print of their ten
or more years of dedicated research. Minor
discoveries will inevitably be made, but St
Petersburg - the Imperial Post will stay as the
definitive work on its subject for many decades to
come.

George Henderson

Articles for submission for future Journals & Letters to the Editor
Queries, Unexplained Item(s), Questions, Answers or Comments.
(This also includes articles for consideration of inclusion in future journals)
Please write to the Editor:

Mr Lenard Tiller,
12, Cumberland Close, Epsom,
Surrey, KT19 9JP, UK

E-Mail BorisLT@aol.com
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ALTERNATIVE
INVESTMENTS?
Stamps can go down as well as
up, but these accumulations
should afford real interest. Add
value by properly displaying
and describing theml

colour. Over 140 stamps + Dr
Ceresa's Handbook for this issue.
Hours of patient study required! £320
WORLD WAR ONE CENSORS Lot

39 covers and cards with all-different
Russian censor markings, plus other
interesting cancellations, labels and
markings. Could be written up into a
fascinating collection £390
ST PETERSBURG Numeral

ARMENIA 1921 FIRST YESSA YAN

Cancellatlona A superb collection of

a reference accumulation of originals
and two forgery types, mostly in
unmounted blocks 4 & largely
complete. Over 350 stamps. £295
AZERBAIJAN 1919-20 First issue,
both printings in mixed-up
accumulation most of it exVoikhansky with his notes and
Handbook included . Over 470
stamps. £290
BAKU Postal history and postcard
lot 1894-1918, over 30 items plus a
copy of Peter Ashford's study of
Baku cancellations. Beginnings of a
valuable collection here for just
£250

over 600 stamps including (eg) 9
with scarce number XV. Needs
remounting in light of Baillie & Peel's
BSRP-published new book £250
ZEMSlVO - OSA. Ex - Faberge
assembly of best quality stamps with
a basic Chuchin value of 123
roubles. Includes mint, used, small
multiples and one unpriced bisect on
piece. Will mount beautifully £1100
ZEMSlVO - ZOLOTONOSHA ExFaberge assembly of 86 stamps,
mint, used, small multiples and
including e.g 4 examples of Chuchin
7. Very nice lot £525

CRETE Ruaslan Administration

THESE AND MANY OTHER FINE

Accumulation over 130 genuine
stamps including scarce varieties
and postmarks + one cover +
selection of forgeries. Basic SG in
excess £2000. Much under- rated
material £1 500
GEORGIA 1923 Handstamp
surcharges, sorted only by value and

ACCUMULATION~OLLECTIONS
AVAILABLE FROM

TREVOR PATEMAN
UNIT 10
91 WESTERN ROAD
BRIGHTON BN1 2NW
Tel+ 44 (0)1273 77 29 22
www.trevorpateman.co.uk

