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Editorial 

We have had an interesting year so far in the 
UK. An unusually, but very enjoyable, long 
summer which has enabled most of us to enjoy 
their gardens and dine outside in the afternoons 
and evenings for a longer period than usual. 
However, we must enjoy the good weather 
when it is there, even  if our hobby is put  into  
‘rest mode’. 

The society was very fortunate this year in 
securing (due to the hard work of Ray Ceresa) a 
number of display frames for the Autumn 
Stampex. This allowed many members of the 
society being able to exhibit to the general 
public a wide range of Russian Philately 
covering most of what we collect, from 
Zemstvos to Imperial Russia, from Estonia to 
the Romanov Tercentary issue, Caucasia to 
RSFSR/USSR, Revenues and the like. The only 
disappointment that I have is that the organisers 
‘stuck’ us upstairs in a corner that would be 
missed by at least 50% of the visitors. However, 
it did give the society an opportunity to say that 
philately is not all GB and Commonwealth. 

We have our own annual event in London at the 
end of October (this may have passed by the 
time you receive your journal) our weekend at 
the Union Jack Club, Waterloo which is packed 
with two days of Russian philately and related 
subjects and finishing off on the Sunday 
afternoon with the BSRP annual Auction. A 
report on both will follow in the next journal 
(BJRP 91). 

Speaking of events, we held our first West 
Country meeting at Swinpex in Swindon, which 
was very well attended by members of BSRP. 
We were allocated four frames in which to 
display material from the ‘Russian’ field and 
allocated a room in which to have our meeting 
in the morning, which enabled BSRP members 
to give a display of their material and allowed 
the society to discuss any current business. The 
event generally, was very well organised and 
the venue easy to get to by motor car and also 
by public transport (as I understood from 
several attendees). There were many dealers and 
specialist societies in attendance and plenty to 
occupy oneself with for a full day. The catering 
was excellent, with hot breakfast available for 
the early starters, hot lunch and afternoon teas, 
in addition to light refreshments ‘running’ all 

day. BSRP has booked to go back next year. 
Watch this space. 

This issue again has been blessed with excellent 
contributions from Meer Kossoy and Lev 
Ratner, two of our regular Russian contributors 
to which we add Raphael Nagapetiants of 
Moscow. However, I think that the ‘icing on the 
cake’ is from our very own Dr Raymond Casey 
who has contributed two very fine articles that 
will begin two regular features in the 
forthcoming issues. Captain’s Log and the 
China Shop. Both are the results of his many 
years’ study, collation of information, data, and 
collection of material relating to these areas of 
Russian Philately. We are indeed most fortunate 
in being able to publish his findings and results 
of his research that have not been disclosed 
before. Thank you again Raymond. 

Raymond has welcomed any comments from 
our members/readers relating to these subjects, 
and his contact details can be found within the 
journal. 

Special thanks again to Alan Garside and Peter 
Walker for their translations of the Meer 
Kossoy and Lev Ratner articles. 

As you may know, the society does not have its 
meetings 4 to 5 times per year at the Union Jack 
Club in London any longer. The committee 
have opted to spread the meetings on a yearly 
basis in various parts of the UK, in order to give 
members more of an opportunity to meet once 
per year. In London we have the AGM April/ 
May and the October weekend. Swinpex (in 
June) we hope will cover the West and South 
West of England, and the Manchester meeting, 
usually in September, will meet the needs of 
those members in and around that region of 
England. If any of you, the members, have any 
comments with regard to the meetings, where 
they are held, or where you may think an 
additional one could be considered, we should 
like to hear from you and would value your 
opinion. If you have any comments or 
suggestions please let the secretary or any of the 
current committee members know. 

Finally, please enjoy the journal and the wealth 
of research its articles contain 

Lenard Tiller 
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George Poland Henderson, FRPSL 
1920 -2003

George Henderson, our librarian and immediate past President, died suddenly on the 21st June 2003, 
aged 83. He made a considerable contribution to the life of the Society in a number of different 
fields, but he will be best remembered for instituting the annual auction. 

Born in Fulham in London, he attended Westminster School before going on to read Classics at 
London University. Like so many of his generation, he went straight into the army after graduation, 
serving as a captain in the Royal Artillery during World War II. After demobilisation George joined 
the commercial reference section of the Guildhall Library based in the City of London. The 
experience gained here enabled him both to found in 1961 his own directory publishing business, 
CBD Research, based in his home town of Beckenham in Kent and, many years later, to reorganise 
and index the BSRP Library. 

The BSRP Committee had discussed the possibility of a postal auction on many occasions, but no 
one had ever been identified who had been willing to undertake the very considerable amount of 
work in organising and administering it. When a new member with impeccable credentials came 
forward to offer to his services in this respect, the Committee seized the opportunity with both 
hands. The first postal auction took place on the 4th June 1988 consisting of 376 lots with a total 
reserve value of £4,422. With the able assistance of his wife, Prue, who attended to help with the 
viewing and after sales distribution of lots to successful room bidders, George had left nothing to 
chance. He had not only published an auction list and conducted the bidding on the day, but had also 
produced pre-formatted individual account statements. This had all been done, it should be 
remembered, without the aid of the now ubiquitous PC. 

It is a tribute to George’s early pioneering work that the auction grew steadily in both size and 
reputation so that by 2002 there were some 1100 lots on offer with a reserve of around £25,000. Not 
only has it provided a cost-effective method for members to exchange their material, but also an 
important source of additional revenue for the Society. George resigned as Auction Secretary in 
1997. 
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George was not one however to sit back on his laurels. In 1988, the year following his appointment 
as auction secretary, he took over from Robin Joseph as librarian. He immediately brought his 
considerable knowledge to bear upon this task and by 1991 had published a complete alphabetical 
listing. With a limited budget he purchased judicially over the years ensuring a balance between 
specifically philatelic publications and ‘background’ material on Russian geography and history. 

George was not one who liked simply to respond to a request for a specific item. He much 
preferred to handle a general enquiry such as ‘What information do we have on tax stamps for 
philatelic exchanges?’ which would involve him in some research. He did not moreover feel 
himself to be confined to the BSRP library. He would not hesitate to go to other sources if he felt 
that they might have information to help answer a query. George remained BSRP librarian right up 
until his death. 

George had hoped that once he had given up the post of auction secretary he would be able to 
spend more time on his collection. Unfortunately however the Society was facing a crisis at this 
time, when the editor of the Journal became ill. George generously agreed to step in as temporary 
editor until a successor could be found. Although this took about 18 months to achieve, he never 
once complained. He established an editorial board, which is still in place today and quickly got 
Journal No. 82 to press. 

Even after this he was still agreeable to take on the Presidency when George Miskin retired from 
the post in June 1998. Having run his own business, he was well aware of how to discharge his 
responsibilities as chairman of the Committee, as indeed he was in respect of those responsibilities 
as the Society’s public face. He took over at a time when membership numbers had started to turn 
down and was always willing to consider new ideas as to how to keep the Society in tune with its 
members’ wishes. 

He continued to serve in this role with distinction until he stood down under the terms of the 
constitution in 2001. 

As for philately itself, George was particularly interested in the postal history of the Baltic States 
and his knowledge in this respect was considerable. He had moreover put this to good use in 
amassing at very reasonable prices a comprehensive collection of material from these areas, 
including some very scarce items indeed. He was particularly fond of some of his Estonian pre
stamp covers. George was not simply an armchair philatelist however. He and Prue travelled 
extensively both in Russia and the Baltic states, bringing back with them pictures of post office 
buildings and other postal artefacts, many of which were essentially unchanged since the mid-
nineteenth century. Although George was not by inclination a competitive exhibitor, he was always 
willing to show some of his collection at Society meetings. Particularly memorable was his display 
at the Millennium weekend meeting in Birmingham where he showed a range of Estonia from the 
eighteenth century to the present day. 

George’s philatelic interests were by no means confined to Russia. He was an active member of the 
France & Colonies PS the Portuguese PS  and with Prue, of the Postal History Society. 

He was  gentleman of the old school, softly spoken and unfailingly courteous. He was 
nevertheless a very determined individual, who could invariably win round with a combination of 
ineluctable logic and infinite patience those opposed to a particular course of action that he felt to 
be right. With his passing, the Society lost one of its greatest stalwarts and, those who served as 
colleagues, a dear friend. 

N J D Ames  
Hon Secretary 
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Postal history of Armenia; Pre-adhesive period. 
Part I 
Rafael Nagapetiants (Moscow) 

I Historical background and 
development of postal operations in the 

first half of the XIX century. 

The postal history of Armenia is closely 
connected with the history of Armenia. 
Established several thousand years ago the 
Armenian state knew both increase and decrease 
in size, spreading its borders widely and losing 
huge territories; century after century it gave up 
more and more land and rights to its powerful 
neighbours, first to the Byzantine Empire, then to 
the Ottoman Empire and Persia. In 1375 the last 
Armenian state was liquidated and by the end of 
the XIV century the final division of Armenia 
between Persia and Turkey took place. From the 
beginning of the XVIII century the geopolitical 
interests of Russia determined the positions of 
leading powers in the Caucasus. Step by step the 
Russian army occupied the northern Caucasus, 
built castles and forts, entered, the capital of 
Georgia, moved along the coasts of the Black and 
Caspian seas inflicting incisive defeats on Turkey 
and Persia and by the end of the XVIII century 
entered Transcaucasia. 

The new successful military campaigns with 
Persia and Turkey in the first half of XIX century 
allowed Russia not only to secure its earlier 
achievements but also to dominate in the region, 
which for a long time had been Armenian 
territory. In 1828, right after the end of the 
Russian-Persian war of 1826-1828, the new 
Armenian Region was established within the 
Russian Empire. Although later the Armenian 
Region changed its administrative and territorial 
dependence, in many cases the Russian authorities 
took into account the national character of the 
Armenian population as well as the opinion of the 
Armenian Church and local councils of elders. 

The scope of this article is limited to the period of 
the first half of the XIX century (approximately 
from the beginning of the century until the early 
1850’s). This period in the Armenian postal history 
ranges from correspondence without postmarks up 
to the appearance and use of the first single-lined 
postmarks bearing the name of the city. 

From 1375 to 1918 (the new independent Armenia 
was proclaimed on May 28th 1918) Armenia did 
not have any state formation or autonomy. The 
names of the Turkish vilayets (regions) – Kars, 
Van, Bitlis, Erzerum and others, or Persian -
Erivan and Karabagh Khanates reflected only 
specific the local geography but not the character 
of the living Armenian population (though the 
whole territory on the maps of that time was 
called Armenia). Even after the substantial part of 
the territory which was called Armenia appeared 
to be under Russian jurisdiction and was further 
named “Armenian Region”, it did not receive that 
high level of autonomy that was inherent, for 
example, in Poland or Finland. During World 
War I, when the Russian Army at the Caucasian 
Front successfully controlled nearly 1/3 of the 
Turkish territory, it was rumoured that for the 
better post-war management of the new territories 
Tsar Nikolay II was planning to discuss wider 
autonomy for Armenia but those plans were never 
realised. (According to a secret agreement 
between Russia, Great Britain and France that part 
of Turkey as well as Constantinople and the 
Bosphorus channel would become the Russian 
territory.) 

To this end it would be fair to make a reservation 
that the postal history of Armenia during the XIX 
to the beginning of the XX century should be 
considered within the postal history of the 
corresponding ruling states. Such a statement 
however should be amended with an important 
consideration. When independence was lost and 
the Armenian state vanished for centuries into the 
Muslim surroundings, it preserved an independent 
Christian church. Due to the church’s efforts, 
Armenia retained its originality as an independent 
nation that was developing its own language and 
literature. The central church in Echmiadzin 
(residence of Catholicos, the Head of the 
Armenian church), the Patriarchate in 
Constantinople and many other Armenian 
churches in Turkey and Persia actively 
corresponded with each other and with Mkhitarist 
monasteries in Vienna and Venice. Such church 
letters and “conducs” (messages) were handled 
directly by monks but are nevertheless part of 
Armenian postal history.
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The next principal stage in the postal history of 
Armenia started with the establishment and further 
development of postal operations within the 
Russian Empire. As earlier mentioned earlier, the 
Armenian Region was set up on February 23rd 
1828 within the borders of the former Persian 
Erivan and Nakhichevan Khanates and some other 
surrounding territories which were annexed by 
Russia as a result of the Russian-Persian war of 
1826-1828. The management of the Region was 
conducted by the Armenian Regional Board, 
subordinated to the Russian Governor-General of 
the Caucasus, who was located in Tiflis. 

Strictly speaking, part of the Armenian territory 
was annexed to Russia some years earlier, as a 
result of the Gulistan Treaty between Russia and 
Persia (1805), in particular, part of the Lori-
Bombak gorge, territories north to Lake Sevan 
(formerly - Lake Gokcha) and the Karabagh 
Khanate up to the river Araks. Being annexed to 
Russia “de jure”, these territories were, in 
practice, controlled very poorly by the new 
Russian administration. At that time it was 
impossible for Russia to send and permanently 
hold substantial military forces that far from 
Tiflis, the administrative and military centre of 
Russian presence in Caucasus, without control of 
Erivan, the key fortress in that part of 
Transcaucasia. In the absence of strong military 
support, Russia could not go for colonisation of 
the new territories, develop trade, arrange 
communications, etc. 

Establishment of permanent postal services was 
one of the most important tasks of the Armenian 
Regional Board. Therefore by the order of Tiflis 
Governor-General the Erivan Post Forwarding 
Office (“Ekspeditsiya”) was opened less than a 
week after the formation of the Armenian Region, 
on March 1st 1828. Following the opening of the 
Russian governmental institutions in Nakhichevan 
and in order to facilitate the circulation of official 
letters as well as commercial correspondence of 
the local population, the Nakhichevan Post 
Forwarding Office was set up on March 12th 
1829. 

An interesting question arises about the official 
wax seal of the Armenian Regional Board; 
although it was not a postal seal, the letters 
dispatched on behalf of the Armenian Regional 
Board were sealed with it. As mentioned above 
the Armenian Regional Board was the governing 
institution of the Armenian Region which itself 
was established on February 23rd 1828. The 

Armenian Regional Board replaced the Erivan 
Temporary Board which was conducting official 
functions starting from October 6th 1827, a few 
days after the Erivan fortress was taken by the 
Russian army. 

Unfortunately we did not find the particular 
document that approved the establishment of the 
Armenian Regional Board though we have to 
admit that the decision to establish a governing 
authority could have been taken before the 
Armenian Region was defined within its 
boundaries and further approved as a new 
territorial unit within the Russian Empire. Such a 
conclusion derives from the fact that the official 
seal of the Armenian Regional Board was made in 

advance, sometime 
late in 1827 (see 
figure 1). 

In our opinion that 
t i  me d i  ffer  ence 
could be explained 
in that, after the fall 
of the Erivan fortress 
and Russia’s control 

Figure 1 over the surrounding 
territories, it was useless and dangerous for Persia 
to continue the war with Russia. Soon after the 
conquest of Erivan the Russian troops took Tabriz 
without any resistance (on October 27th 1827) and 
could control all northern territories of Persia. It 
was evident for both Russia and Persia that the 
whole Erivan Khanate should become a part of the 
Russian Empire in return for Tabriz, the northern 
capital of Persia. That was soon confirmed by the 
provisions of the Turkmanchay Treaty, signed on 
February 23rd 1828. In our opinion it was quite 
possible that the decision to set up an Armenian 
Region and establish its governing authority - the 
Armenian Regional Board (including manufacture 
of the official seal) - was taken in November-
December 1827 when the outcome of the war was 
obvious. 

This wax seal was in use at least until 1836; 
somewhere between 1836 and 1839 it was 
changed to the new type of the seal (the 
impression of the new type can seen in C.A. 
Zakian, 1988, p.23). 

From the first day of operation the Erivan and 
Nakhichevan Post Forwarding Offices were 
subordinated to the Tiflis Post Office and Tambov 
Head Post Office. On April 20th 1830 the Russian 
Council of Ministers approved the new staffing 
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arrangements by which all Russian post offices 
were divided into two categories. Following 
new arrangements, the Erivan and Nakhichevan 
Post Forwarding Offices were reorganised into 
the Erivan and Nakhichevan Post Offices, 
category I. Their staff consisted of a Postmaster 
and an Assistant Postmaster each (whereas 
category II offices had only a Postmaster). 
Annual budget of the category I post offices 
totalled 100 rubles, category II, 50 rubles. 

A few months later in order to facilitate trade 
between Karabagh and other Russian regions 
and possibly to support and promote post-war 
trade relations with Persia, a category I Post 
Office (subordinate to Tiflis Post Office) was 
opened in Shousha on July 15th 1830. 

In accordance with the Tsar’s Edict 
“Concerning the new structure in organisation 
of the Post Office Department” published on 
October 22nd 1830, postal services in the 
Caucasian District and those in the 
Transcaucasian territory (Armenian Region -
Erivan and Nakhichevan Post Offices, Karabagh 
province - Shousha Post Office and Shemakha 
Region) were incorporated into the VIII Postal 
District (“Okrug”). The residence of the 
Postmaster Inspector-General of the District 
was in Stavropol and his assistant who 
supervised postal services in Transcaucasia, in 
Tiflis. 

Similarly, as in Karabagh, after the Russia-
Turkey war of 1828-1829 and in order to 
gradually restore trade relations with Turkey on 
July 28th 1836 the category II Post Office, was 
opened in Gumri (later renamed Alexandropol). 
This post office was also included in the VIII 
Postal District and subordinate to Tiflis Post 
Office. 

Following the Regulations concerning the 
Administration of the Transcaucasian Territory 
of April 10th 1840, the Armenian Region was 
reorganised and divided into provinces 
(“uezdi”) which became part of the newly 
established Georgian-Imeretian Government 
(“Guberniya”). All postal establishments were 
subject to and subordinated to the District Post 
Masters and they, correspondingly, to the 
Government Post Master in Tiflis. Later by the 
Russian Council of Ministers Decree of January 
13th 1841, the Georgian-Imeretian Government 
together with the Caspian Region became the 
newly formed XII Postal District (“Okrug”). 

The Post-Inspector of the XII District was 
located in Tiflis and his Assistant in Shemakha. 

In 1845 the Georgian-Imeretian Government 
was renamed the Tiflis Government and in 1849 
it was divided into two parts: Tiflis and Erivan 
Governments, each consisting of several 
provinces or “uezdi”. 

II The use of the wax seal  by the Erivan 
Post Forwarding Office and the Erivan 

Post Office 

By 1828 when the Erivan Post Forwarding 
Office first opened, all the correspondence in 
Russia as well as that received from and sent 
abroad was sealed by the single-lined postmarks 
(handstamps) with the name of the city of 
dispatch, with or without a frame. That was the 
period of quite intensive development of postal 
services and even the furthest parts of the 
Russian Empire were slowly involved in the 
process. From the early twenties of the XIX 
century in Russia, the first dispatch postmarks 
were introduced with the date (“calendar 
postmarks”) and soon after, from the early 
thirties post offices also started to use receiving 
postmarks. 

However it is difficult to believe that in less 
than 14 months of the  Erivan Post Forwarding  
Office functioning, any single-lined “Erivan” 
postmarks were manufactured and used, to say 
nothing about the calendar postmarks of 
dispatch or receipt. For example in Tiflis, the 
capital city and seat of government with a 
population of a few hundred thousand 
inhabitants, the first post office was opened in 
1805 but the first single-lined postmark is 
known only from 1812. It is more likely 
(existing post material confirms this) that the 
Erivan Post Forwarding Office (as the Erivan 
Post Office in the first years of its functioning) 
operated without sealing or handstamping 
incoming and outgoing correspondence. 

The only examples when the impression of the 
Erivan Post Forwarding Office seal could be 
found are the occasions when the Forwarding 
Office was itself the sender of the 
correspondence. In that case the wax seal of the 
Forwarding Office was used as a dispatch 
postmark. As of today, only two letters are 
known with the dispatch wax seal of the Erivan 
Post Forwarding Office one sent in May and the 
other September 1829.
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Figure 2 

An official letter from the Erivan Post Forwarding Office sent to the Armenian Catholicos Efrem at his 
residence in Echmiadzin church correspondence was treated similarly to official letters). According to the 

postmarks in Armenian language the letter was sent on September 5th 1829 same day as it was written) 
and received on September 7th 1829. The letter was registered under the ordinal number 2 and sealed by 

the wax seal of the Forwarding Office figure 2a). 

One of these is illustrated in  figures 2 and 2a

This confirms the existence in the Erivan Post 
Forwarding Office from the beginning  its 
operational activity “Post Protocol”, 
special book where all official correspondence 
was entered under separate ordinal numbers 
(private correspondence was also entered in such 
books but without the ordinal numbers). 

Registration numbers and postmarks of dispatch 
or receipt were always put on the reverse side of 
the letter, folded and sealed by the wax to be 
more exact such numbers and postmarks were put 
on the “jacket” or “shell” of the letter, which was 
more applicable at that time, before the envelopes 
were introduced in the late 1850’s). The address of 
the recipient and the ordinal number of the 
sender’s office was written on the front side of the 
letter  as was the address of the sender and, if 
necessary, the transit route. The practice of stating 
the registration numbers and postmarks on 
reverse side of the letters or its “ acket” 
“shell”) continued until the last days when the pre
adhesive postmarks were used on the folded and 

wax sealed letters late 1850’s  mid 1860’s
After the introduction in Russia in 1857 of the 
first stamps and envelopes (called “kuverts” , the 
pre-adhesive postmarks were often used as 
calendar postmarks and put on either the front or 
reverse side of the letter. 

The wax seal of the Erivan Post Office was in use 
from 1830 until the early 1850’s. In our opinion it 
might have been used to up to March 1858 when 
the first stamps and envelopes, introduced earlier 

Russia were adopted Transcaucasia. 
Theoretically the wax seal could be found even 
some years later, until the middle 1860’s to early 
1870’s when the last letters with pre-adhesive 
postmarks and wax seals were registered. 

As in case with the wax seal of the Erivan Post 
Forwarding Office, wax seal of the Erivan 
Post Office was used when the sender was the 
Post Office itself . 

We are aware of only two letters bearing the seal 
of the Erivan Post Office. These are illustrated in 
figures 3 & 3a and figures 4 & 4a 
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Figure 4b 

Figure 3   
A local official letter from Darachichag (Armenian Region) to Erivan, sent from Figure 3a 
the Erivan Post Office on August 9th 1852 and received, according to the hand

written remarks on August 18th 1852. On the letters Darachichag was often 
called “urochische” (natural boundary) though in fact it was a village in the 

suburbs of Erivan. Due to the negligence of the postmaster there is no 
registration number. Up to the 1875 there was no post office in Darachichag and 

the correspondence was taken to Erivan by hand. 

( )

Figure 4 
An official letter from Tiflis sent on August 27th 1848 through Erivan to 

Darachichag, received on September 3rd 1848. According to the statement on 
the letter, it  was damaged before it came to the Erivan Post Office: “Due to the 
broken seal on the way, the letter is sealed up by sealing wax at the Erivan Post 

Office” figure 4a . This 
is the only letter known 
that was re-sealed in 
transit through the 
Erivan Post Office. 

Figure 4a 

Figure 4b 
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III. Postal services without handstamps 

In the early days the Erivan and Nakhichevan Post 
Forwarding Offices operated without postmarks 
for dispatched and received post. The situation did 
not change after the reorganisation of the Post 
Forwarding Offices to Post Offices and the 
opening of the new post offices in Shousha and 

Figure 5 
An official letter from Erivan sent in 

December 1830 to Sardarapat village (a 
small place not far from Erivan). Due to 

the negligence of the postmaster there is no 
registration number on the letter.

Alexandropol. The earliest recorded postmark of 
the above-mentioned four post offices dated to 
May 6th 1834 (Shousha), although it is likely that 
there could be even earlier postmarks. 

As an example (figures 5,6,7 & 8), a few letters of 
the 1830’s are shown without dispatched or 
received mail postmarks from Armenian post 
offices. 

Figure 6 
An official letter from Darachichag sent in July 1833 to the Armenian Regional 

Board, received on July 11th 1833. 
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Figure 7 
An official local letter from Erivan sent on September 20th 1834 to Erivan, 

received on September 24th 1834. To our knowledge this is the first local letter 
sent and received in Erivan so far. 

Figure 8 
An official letter from Kamarlu (Armenian 

Region) sent on May 1st 1835 to Tiflis, 
received on May 12th 1835. Up to 1859 there 

was no post office in Kamarlu and 
correspondence was delivered by hand to 

Erivan. Between Erivan and Tiflis mail was 
sent once a week. The cover bears the 
registered number (No. 61) of the Post 

Protocol and the receiving postmark of the 
Tiflis Post Office. Only one cover is known so 
far from Kamarlu in the pre-adhesive period. 

The situation was similar with the receipt 
postmarks. Though receipt postmarks were 
introduced from early 1831 based on the Decree 
“Concerning the new structure in organisation of 
the Postal Department” of October 22nd 1830, 
the incoming correspondence to the Armenian 
Region in 1830’s and even in the first half of 
1840’s was accepted without the receipt 
postmarks (the first receipt postmark recorded in 
Erivan was in 1844). 
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Figure 9a  
Postmark of the 
Tiflis Post Office 

Figure 9 
An official letter from Tiflis sent on August 13th 1832 to Erivan. 

(Although not directly related to the postal history of Armenia, this letter is interesting because of the  
impression of the first dispatch postmark of the Tiflis Post Office known so far (figure 9a), type 1.06/3Ба 

(according to M.A.Dobin classification, see M.A.Dobin, p.314)). 

from
 (a

2nd  
)  on

t h e  

w a s  

( /
) 

a of

(

Figure 10 
An official letter 

 Akhaltsikhe 
fortress  category 
II post office was 
es  ta  b l  i sh  e  d  o  n  
Se  p te  m  b  er  
1830  sent  June 
10th 1837 by the 
A  k  h a l t s i  k  h e  
Regional Board to 

A  r  m  e  n i a n  
Regional Board in 
Erivan. The letter 

r e c  e  i  v  e  d ,  
according to the 
hand-written notes, on June 23rd 1837. 

The letter bears a single-lined dispatch 
postmark “Akhaltsikhe” type 1.03 1Aa, 
known from 1834, see M.A.Dobin, p.315
and hand-written date  dispatch 
“June 10th 1837” which is a prototype of 
the future two-lined postmarks with the 
name of the city and the date of dispatch. 
figure 10a). 

Figure 10a 

THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 90 13 

. . 

J~- d:ro/~#;u:,u,ca ~ 
J-t'~~d~ - . 

' 

~ 

6 

T H~~ M CABr Ci 
! '5 1..111 C L\ Pb~ i' ·,,.\1~ 



Figure 11 
An official letter 
from Lenkoran 
(Caspian Region) 
sent on May 25th 
183 7  t  h  r  oug h  
Staraya Shemakha 
(“Old Shemakha”) 
t o  E  r  i  v  a  n  ;  
r  e  c  e  i  v e d  ,  
according to the 
h a n  d  - w r  i t  t e  n  
notes, on June 
16th 1837. 

(Although not in 
the A r  m e  nian 
region, so far the 
o n  l y  k n o  w  n  
dispatch postmark 
of the category I 
post office in 
Staraya Shemakha, 
opened on July 
15th 1830. 

The postmark (figure 11a) is unrecorded 
and unlisted in literature. We assume that 
from 1837 to 1840 (the exact date is 
unknown) the post office was transferred 
from Staraya Shemakha to the new part of 
Shemakha town..

In 1830 Akhaltsikhe  (it was mainly a fortress 
rather than a city because all the population, 
including the post office were within its walls) 
was located in the southern province of Georgia, 
near the Russia-Turkey border and played an 
important role in the military strategy of Russia 
and the development of trade relations with 
Turkey. The substantial part of Akhaltsikhe 
population as well as the nearby Akhalkalaki 
fortress and Abastuman village was Armenian. 

From April 10th 1840 the post office in Shemakha 
was upgraded and received the status of the 
Caspian Regional Post Office, the same as Tiflis 
Regional Post Office. The new dispatch 
handstamp was made and old dispatch handstamp 
w a s  dest  roye d corresp o n di  ng l  y .  T h e 
Governmental “Regulations about the organisation 

Figure 11a 

of the postal services in Transcaucasia”, dated 
January 13th 1841 mentioned post office already 
in Shemakha. The earliest postmark “Shemakha”, 
according to M.A.Dobin, dates from 1842 (see M. 
A.Dobin, p.354)). 

IV Single-lined dispatch postmarks 

Single-lined dispatch postmarks with the name of 
the city were used by the Erivan and Nakhichevan 
Post Offices at the same time as they used two-
lined postmarks with the name of the city and the 
date of dispatch or receipt (calendar postmarks). 
We are not aware of any example where single-
lined postmarks were used as a receipt postmarks 
by these two post offices. The handstamp bearing 
the name of the city was used when the letter was 
sent directly from Erivan or Nakhichevan or 
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forwarded by transit through these post offices. 
The single-lined dispatch postmarks of 
Alexandropol and Shousha Post Offices are 
unknown so far. 

There is no simple answer as to why the Erivan 
and Nakhichevan Post Offices used single- and 
two-lined dispatch postmarks at the same time. 
Moreover, the presence of these two types of 
postmarks did not prevent the post from sending 
or transferring correspondence without any 

postmarks. Possible explanations could be related 
to the growing volume of correspondence, not 
enough staff working in the post offices and, 
possibly, negligence of the postmasters. 

The earliest single-lined postmark is recorded at 
the Nakhichevan Post Office on the letter dated 
October 13th 1837 (figure 12). Due to the small 
number of known postmarks (dated 1837-1838) 
they may have been used after 1838, but later 
dates of this postmark are unknown. 

(

) 

10th 1837. 
an

(
) 

(
i

the

i n  t  h  e  w  o  r d  
“ ”; 

”.

Figure 12a 
 The postmark 

Figure 12b  
Computer drawn postmark 

Figure 13 
An official letter registration number 
28) from Nakhichevan, sent in 1838 

by the Nakhichevan Police 
Department to the Erivan Province 

Court, located in Darachichag. 
The letter has disinfecting marks 

made at the post office. 

Figure 13a 
The postmark 

Figure 12  
An official letter (registration 
number 2 from Nakhichevan, 
sent on October 13th 1837 to 
Erivan, received on October 

To prevent 
spreading  epidemic of 
cholera which took place 
about 1836-1843 the letter 
has disinfecting marks made 
by the postmaster punctures 
n the cover which were made 

by  disinfecting needle). 
Due to the negligence of the 
postmaster there is a misprint 

НАХИЧЕВАНЬ it is 
printed as “НАХИЧКВАНЬ
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The earliest dates when the one-lined dispatch 
postmark of the Erivan Post Office was recorded 
refers to 1839 (see M.A.Dobin, p.316, C.A. 
Zakiyan, 1988, p.22). The exact dispatch date of 
this letter is, however, unclear, but with a certain 
degree of assumption it could possibly be 

determined as March 9th 1839 (see C.A.Zakiyan, 
1988, p.22-23). The one-lined dispatch postmark 
(figure 14) was actively used by the Erivan Post 
Office up to 1863, alongside two-lined dispatch 
postmarks and oval dispatch postmarks. 

Figure 14 

An official letter from 
Echmiadzin (registration 
number 3) sent on 
February 18th 1849 
through Erivan and 
Shousha to Tatev village 
(Zangezur Province, 
Erivan Government) 
received on March 7th 
1849. 

Figure 14a 
The postmark 

Figure 14b 
Computer drawn 

postmark

The Catholicos’ residence in Echmiadzin was 
located near the village Vagarshapat, which was 
renamed Echmiadzin about 1908. The post office 
in Vagarshapat village was opened only in 1866 
and before that the correspondence of the 
Armenian church and the Catholicos’ residence in 
Echmiadzin was sent by hand to the Erivan Post 
Office, which usually took less than one day. 

Before calendar postmarks with the date were 
introduced, some post offices wrote the date of 
departure in ink under or above the single-lined 
postmark. That could, in our opinion, be a 
prototype of a future two-lined postmark. Later 
when the two-lined postmarks were actively used 
and the volume of correspondence increased 
substantially, the post offices might not be in a 
position to cope with the increased volume of 

correspondence having only one two-lined 
handstamp in the post office. To be more effective 
the postmaster could use the calendar two-lined 
handstamp, while his assistant might use the old 
single-lined handstamp and add the date of 
dispatch by hand. 

Among all post offices of the Armenian Region 
(and later the Erivan Government) such practice 
was typical for the Erivan Post Office. It is 
interesting that in the course of time the order in 
which the registration number and the date of 
departure were put was changed. In late 1830’s 
(for example in 1839) the registration number was 
written first, then it was underlined and under the 
line the postmaster wrote the date and the month 
of dispatch and below impressed a single-lined 
handstamp. Later that practice was changed.  
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The date and the month were written under the 
impression of the handstamp (figures 16 & 17) 
while the registration number could be written 
anywhere but on the same side of the folded letter 
or its cover. Later, from the early 1850’s, the 
postmasters started to add the year near the date 
and the month of the dispatched correspondence. 

In a recent publication a figure of the postmark 
was presented with the single-lined postmark 

“Erivan” and the hand-written “1 July 1839” 
which at first glance is contrary to the above 
conclusions. Though the figure of the postmark 
is given without the full photo of the letter, the 
author has its copy which does not contain 
“1839” after hand-written “1 July” but has 
(above the date and the month) the underlined 
registration number 1 (see C.A.Zakiyan, 2003, 
p.38). 

Figure 15 
An official letter from Echmiadzin (registration number 6) sent through Erivan to 
Alexandropol (the letter contains the Tsar’s Edict forwarded from the Echmiadzin 

Synod to the Alexandropol bishop). The postmaster impressed the handstamp twice. 
Between Erivan and Alexandropol mail was sent once a week. The letter has 

disinfecting marks made by the postmaster to prevent spreading the cholera epidemic. 

Figure 15a Figure 15b 
The postmark Computer drawn postmark 
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Figure 16 
An  o  f f i  c ia l  l  e  t t  er  f  r  o  m 
D  a  r a c h  i c h  a g  v  i  l l  a g  e  
(registration number 11) sent on 
July 8th 1850 through the Erivan 
Post Office to Alexandropol, 
received on July 19th 1850. The 
date “8 July” was added by 
hand. 

Figure 16a 
The postmark 

Figure 16b 
Computer drawn postmark 

The author plans to continue the research of the 
pre-adhesive period of the postal history of 
Armenia, especially different types of pre
adhesive postmarks, based mainly on his 
collection and devote part II to the two-lined 
postmarks with the date and the name of the city 
(calendar postmarks) and part III to the oval 
postmarks. To this end any comments and 
suggestions will be highly appreciated. 

Please send directly to: 


Rafael Nagapetiants

143400, Russia, Moscow Rural,

Krasnogorsky Region, Village Angelovo,

International Resident Complex “Rosinka”, 2402.

Fax. 007095-730-3355 

Tel. 007095-970-3203

Rnagapetiants@scp.ru


Advertising in BJRP 

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

Reach the real collectors. 


You can take the inside or outside back cover or a full or half inside page. 

For further details and offers, please contact:


Mr Terry Page, 30, Furze Lane,

Purley, Surrey, CR8 3EG, UK. 


e-mail:  terry.page1@btinternet.com
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Figure 17 
An official letter 
from Echmiadzin 

(registration 
number 4) sent on 

June 28th 1851 
through the Erivan 
Post Office to Saint 

Petersburg. The 
date “28 June” and 

the year “1851” 
were added by 

hand. 

Figure 17a 
The postmark. 

Editor’s note:  Covers are reproduced at 75%, Postmarks and seals at full size. 

THE RUSSIAN POST IN THE CHINESE EMPIRE 
and 

IMPERIAL RUSSIAN SHIP MAIL 

Have you anything of Far Eastern or nautical flavour you would like to tell us about? 
The articles now being serialised in the Journal under the headings 

“The China Shop” and “The Captain’s Log” 
offer an opportunity to show your new find in the right company 

and to make your comments and corrections 
or raise questions relating to these areas of collecting and research. 

Please write, with photocopies where appropriate, to: 

Dr. Raymond Casey 
38 Reed Avenue 

Orpington, 
Kent, BR6 9RX 

U.K.
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The China Shop - 1 
Raymond Casey 

This new series aims to update information on the 
Russian post in the old Chinese Empire. The 
territory covered comprises Mongolia, China 
proper, Sinkiang and Manchuria, including offices 
opened during the military occupation, Russo-
Japanese War and the operation of the Chinese 
Eastern Railway. New finds, new interpretations, 
forgeries and fantasies and all other aspects of this 
field of Russian postal history will receive 
attention. Readers are invited to chip in with their 
contributions, comments and corrections in the 
spirit of a bring-and-buy bazaar. Hopefully, this 
will lead to an eventual stocktaking in book form. 

Abbreviations used herein are as follows: CER = 
Chinese Eastern Railway, FPO = Field Post 
Office, FTB = Field Telegraph Branch, FPTO = 
Field Post-Telegraph Office, T = Tchilinghirian, 
T&S = Tchilinghirian and Stephen, M & E = 
Mandrovskii and Epstein, OHRJW = Official 
history of the Russo-Japanese War, RRJW = 
Russo-Japanese War 1904-1905, Military 
Historical Commission (in Russian), PTJ = Post-
Telegraph Journal (in Russian), PV = 
Pravitel’stvennyi Viestnik (Government 
newspaper). Unless otherwise stated, 
illustrated material is in the writer’s 
collection. 

PEKING 
1. Emergency cancellers. 
During the Boxers’ siege of the legations in 
Peking the Russian post office lost its 
canceller and emergency types had to be 
prepared locally for use when business was 
resumed. These consisted of simple 
handstamps with the words PEKIN’/ 19-00 

only in November and December 1900. This 
assumption would appear to be confirmed by a 
wrapper, which travelled from Helsingfors to 
Peking and back via St. Petersburg and 
Vladivostok. It bears Type 9 struck in violet, dated 
18 VIII 1900, and Type 5 struck in black, dated 11 
XII 1900, representing the dates of arrival and 
dispatch to and from Peking (Casey, 1988, p.190, 
fig.7). The assumption was incorrect. 

T’s illustration of Type 9 (State A) had been taken 
from a registered cover from Kuldja, Sinkiang, 
sent to Peking on 9 May 1900 via Vladivostok, 
where it was held pending re-opening of the 
Russian Peking office. The complete cover, with 
Peking arrival of 18 VIII 1900 (figure 1B) was 
illustrated by its owner, Kurt Adler (1966, p.168, 
fig.2). Lot 4968 in the Corinphila (Zurich) sale of 
March 1996 featured a similar cover. It had left 
Kuldja on 18 April 1900 and had been held in 
transit for four months waiting for the siege of the 
legations to be lifted and postal business resumed 
in the Chinese capital. It bears a clear impression 
of Peking Type 5  (figure 1A) with date 18 VIII 
1900. 

enclosed in a rectangle, leaving space for 

 Figure 1A  Figure 1B Figure 1C 
Peking Emergency Cancellers. 

A, T & S Peking Type 5 with date 18 VIII 1900;  
B, T & S Peking Type 9 State A with same date; 
C, T & S Peking Type 9 State B dated 7 XI 1900. 

insertion of day and month by hand. The first to 
be described by T & S (1959, pp.342-3, fig. 467) 
was designated Peking Type 5. Later, a more 
oblong type with cruder lettering was recorded as 
Peking Type 9. This was found to exist in two 
forms: State A, with frame - known date of usage 
18 VIII 1900 (T, 1966, p.22, fig.199) and State B, 
without frame - known date of usage 7 XI 1900 
(T, 1963, pp.9-10, fig. 98). On account of its more 
primitive appearance and known dates of usage, T 
naturally assumed that Type 9 had preceded Type 
5, the latter known at that time to have been used 

Despite their differing qualities of manufacture, it 
is now clear that Types 5 and 9 were in concurrent 
use when the Russian Peking office re-opened. At 
least two datestamps would have been needed to 
cope with the vast quantity of mail stockpiled in 
Siberia and which flooded in when Peking 
returned to normal in August 1900. The fact that 
Type 9 is known with date 18 VIII 1900 in both 
black and violet shows that the inkpads were 
replenished at least once as the clerks struggled to 
clear the backlog of incoming and outgoing mail. 
The use of the Type 9 Emergency Canceller as a 
dispatch mark in State A is shown by a stampless  
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military cover dated 30 VIII 
1900 kindly communicated in 
photocopy by Mr. Andrew 
Holtz. Kurt Adler was wrong 
to assert that there was no 
previous record of this 
provisional handstamp when 
describing his Kuldja cover 
(Adler, 1966). Both he and 
Tchilinghirian had overlooked 
that it had been illustrated 
many years before by Dr. L.S. 
Snegireff (1948, p.36, fig.4). 

2 Field Telegraph Branch. 
The existence of a Russian 
FTB at Peking is recorded in 
Russian official literature 
(RRJW, 1910, vol.7, p.318), 
wherein this office is listed 
among the PTO’s, FPTO’s 
and FTB’s that were put 
under the management of the Post-

Figure 2. 
Peking Field Telegraph Branch. Receipt slips for telegrams to Mukden 

bearing datestamps in green of Peking FTB for 7 VI 1904 and 15 VI 1904, 
the latter shown below “cleaned”.

HARBIN 
Telegraph Department of the Kwantung Type 1.
Province at the beginning of the Russo- I do not know exactly when a Russian 
Japanese War. This reference was picked post office first opened its doors for 
up by T & S (1960, p.570) in the business in Harbin, though a Branch 
Supplement to their classic work. They Office is said to have been functioning in 
surmised that this FTB had been opened the town in the summer of 1899. The 
in 1900, when the International 
Expeditionary Force had entered Peking after the 
Boxer Rebellion. No example of mail handled by 
this FTB has yet come to light. However, over the 
past 10 years I have picked up from Russian, East 
German and Finnish sources a number of telegram 
receipt slips bearing the cancellation of the Peking 
FTB. All  relate  to messages sent to Mukden in  
June 1904 and were probably dispersed from a 
single archive “release”, All are struck in green 
and show a single circle of 26 mm diameter with 
PEKIN’ at top, POL. TEL. OTD. at bottom, serial 
‘1’ at sides and cross-shaped date. Basically, this 
cancellation conforms to the Standard Type “NN” 
of T & S issued to the FTB”s in Manchuria from 
1900, though the abbreviation PRIAMUR. OK. 
(Region attached to the Amur) is, of course, 
omitted. In all examples seen the day slugs of the 
date-plug seem to have given trouble; this part of 
the date is either printed askew or has been 
inserted by hand (figure 2). 

As new finds from Peking continue to surface, it is 
obvious that the system of numbering of “Types” 
employed by T & S will eventually need revision, 
especially since their Peking Type 1 is now known 
to be bogus (Casey, 1991, p.7). 

registered cover of September 1900 
mentioned by T & S is still the earliest known 
item of mail from the Harbin Office (T & S, 1959, 
pp.425, 427, 428, fig.584) . The illustration of its 
datestamp given by these authors “courtesy of Dr. 
A. H. Wortman” has been copied in the literature 
(e. g., M & E, 1991, p.22, fig.7), but is incorrect, 
as shown below. In any case, it is only one of at 
least two subtypes now known to have been in 
concurrent use at Harbin in the early days. They 
are as follows: 

Subtype 1A. 
Single-circle 26 mm diameter, with HARBIN 
MAN’CHZHUR at top and POCHT. OTD at 
bottom, small circles at sides and date in three 
lines. Known period of use: Sept. 1900 to Dec. 
1901, colour blue in 1900, black in 1901. 

In a previous publication (Casey, 1988, p.188, 
fig.5) I have illustrated the cover from which the 
original drawing of the Harbin Type 1 cancellation 
was made, reproduced herein as figure 3A. 
Comparison with the redrawn figure (figure 3B) 
shows that the Wortman sketch used by T & S 
(probably made in haste in the saleroom) lacks the 
“soft sign” after the “N” in “MAN’CHZHUR” 
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and the lettering is altogether too 
small and cramped. Aside from 
this cover, the only other 
examples of Subtype 1A I have 
seen are as transit or arrival 
marks, all in 1901. 

Subtype 1B. 
Similar to Subtype 1A except 
that the small circles at the sides 
are each replaced by a recumbent 
figure ‘1’ (figure 3C). Known 
period of use: Sept. 1900 to Aug. 
1901, colour blue in 1900, black in 1901. 

i

Figure 3A Figure 3B Figure 3C
 Harbin Type 1 cancellers. 

A, as originally depicted by T & S. 
B, same redrawn from or ginal impression, now designated Subtype 1A. 

C, Subtype 1B.

Subtype 1B, struck in blue in September 1900, 
appears on an uprated stationery envelope to 
Chefoo offered as Lot 1728 in the Robson Lowe 
Basle sale of 10 March 1977. The lazy ‘1’ may be 
seen in the illustration on p.37 of the catalogue, 
though unnoticed by me at the time. I have it in 
black cancelling a 10k. on cover to Friedenau, 
Germany, dated 24 July 1901. The few other 
usages I have seen are as transit marks in 1901. 

In the absence of stops after the abbreviated 
MAN’CHZHUR and OTD and the small circles or 
recumbent ‘1’ at the sides, the Harbin Type 1 
cancellers do not conform to the standard Russian 
pattern, suggesting manufacture near home. 

2. FPO/FPTO/Head FPO. 
Recent years have seen a great advance in 
knowledge of the organisation and disposition of 
the Manchurian field post/telegraph o f f i c e s 
thanks to access to Russian archives 
and libraries denied to earlier 
writers such as Adler and T & S. 
Much of this new enlightenment is 
embodied in the works of M & E 
(1991) and Ep stein (1996). 
Evidence from actual postal 
material, however, is not always 
c  o  m p  a t ib le  w  i  th  pub l  i she  d  
information and there is still much 
to learn. Harbin is a case in point. 
Official sources (PV 23 Aug. 1900; 
PTJ 31 Aug. 1900, circular no.34) 
record the opening of an FPO there, 
designated No.1, to which an FTB 
was attached according to Epstein 
(1996, p.45). Presumably this was 
simply a military take-over of the 
civilian office opened the year 
before (1899), using the same 
cancellers and labels and employing 

Figure 4. 

( )
Decorative postcard to St. Petersburg dated 28 IV 1902 showing 

civilian-style cancellation Type 2  and registration label then in use 
at Harbin FPTO. 

the  same staff, though under an army command.  
In April 1901 it was converted to a full FPTO. As 
late as December 1901, however, the Harbin 
FPTO was still using the old Type 1 cancellers 
dating from the civilian branch office days. One 
would expect that the new FPTO cancellers to 
have been in Standard Type “MM” and inscribed 
“No. 1 Field Post Office/1/Priamur. Region”. 
Instead, when they arrived they were again in 
civilian style (Type 2 of T & S), probably having 
been ordered before military control of the region 
was envisaged. Precisely when they were put into 
use is unknown. My earliest record is on a 
registered card to St. Petersburg dated 28 IV 1902 
and neither the canceller nor the registration label 
give any hint of military connection (figure 4). 

Postal material from the Harbin FPTO during 
1902 and 1903 is hard to find and all examples I 
have seen bear the Type 2 civilian-style 
datestamp, existing in at least six subtypes, though 
registration labels introduced sometime during 
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this period confirm the military 
status of the Office (figure 5). 
Military-style cancellers do not 
appear to have been supplied until 
the Harbin FPTO was converted to 
Head FPO in 1904 - the double-
circle Type 7 of T & S. These 
authors had wrongly assumed that 
Harbin functioned as Head FPO 
from the summer of 1900 and 
even postulated the existence of a 
single-circle datestamp inscribed 
“Glavnaya Polev. Pocht. Kont.” or 
similar (“Type 6”) which they 
thought should have been used in 
the early period (1900-1902) 
(T & S 1959, pp.425, 430. They further supposed 
that their Type 7 canceller, with Head FPO 
inscription, was brought into use in October 1903 
when this Office was said to have reverted to 
military status after nine months’ conversion to 
civilian administration. In fact, the plan to close 
certain Manchurian field post-telegraph 
establishments in 1903 was never implemented 
(Adler, 1954; p.475; Epstein, 1996, p.41) and the 
Harbin Office retained an unbroken run of 
military control from August 1900 to February 
1907. We can be sure that the Type 7 canceller did 
not appear before the Office had been promoted to 
Head FPO. But even recent literature is 
ambiguous as to the exact date of the changeover. 

In Table 2 of M & E (1991, p.10) the dates of 
opening and closing of the Head FPO (Harbin) are 
given as May 1904 and July 1904 respectively 1. 

In Table 4 of the same article (ibid. p.16) the dates 
are given as February 1904 and February 1907. 
Similarly, Epstein quotes the date of opening as 
May 1904 on p.48 of his 1996 article but implies a 
February date on the previous page. Circular No. 
46 of the State Postal Administration issued 11 
March 1904 and promulgated in PTJ No.11 a few 
days later, states (free translation): 

“As it was decided that Harbin should be the 
place for the Head Field Post Office for the 
Russian troops in Manchuria, all mail 
designated ‘To the Manchurian Army’ or ‘To 
the Army’ must be forwarded to Harbin.” 

The timing of this Circular clearly favours 
February rather than May for the upgrading of the 
Harbin Office. Following mobilisation and the 

Figure 5. 

Cover to St. Petersburg showing civilian-style (Type 2)


canceller dated 23 XII 1903 and military-style

registration label of Harbin FPTO.


Manchurian Army being put on a war footing at 
the end of January, February 1904 is the most 
likely date of setting up of the Head FPO. Until 
the new datestamps (Type 7 of T & S) had been 
delivered the civilian-style Type 2 would have 
remained in use, perhaps throughout February and 
most of March. A postcard from Harbin to St. 
Petersburg in the collection of Mr. T. S. Shih 
shows Type 2 (serial ‘5’) still in use as a canceller 
on 8 March 1904. Aside from the 16 1 04 date for 
Type 7 recorded by Adler (1954, p.478) - which I 
believe to be an error - the earliest usages of the 
double-circle Type 7 canceller I know of are all in 
April 1904. These comprise two loose stamps in 
Mr. Shih’s collection, a one-rouble with clear 
impression of 3 4 04 and a seven-rouble dated 

1Since this was written Mr. A. Epstein has kindly informed me that the July 1904 date is an error for February 1907.
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17 4 04 and the registered cover to Kazan 
illustrated in figure 6A dated 14 April 1904. All 
rule out a May introduction for the Head FPO. As 
yet, I have been unable to confirm that Type 2 and 
Type 7 were in concurrent use, as stated by T & S 
(1959, p.427). True, they depict examples of Type 
2 with 1905 dates (ibid. p.428, figs. 586,587); but 
in my opinion the original of their fig.587 is a 
fantasy based on a poorly struck impression of the 
datestamp in use at Harbin Railway Station at the 
time (cf their fig.612) while I suspect that in 
fig.586 a flat-topped figure ‘3’ has been mistaken 

for a ‘5’. Readers with relevant material can help 
to settle these questions. 

It will be noted from figure 6A that in the early 
period of its existence the Head FPO was using up 
the old stock of registration labels, reading in 
abbreviated form: HARBIN/FIELD POST
TELEGRAPH OFFICE . Another cover from the 
same correspondence has the identical Type 7 
cancellation dated 22 6 04 and a registration label 
appropriate to the new status, i.e., HARBIN/ 
HEAD FIELD POST OFFICE (figure 6B). 

6A 

6B

Figure 6.

Two registered covers from Harbin to Nizhnii-Novgorod cancelled Head FPO (Type 7) serial ‘g’.


A, cancelled 14 4 04 and showing outdated registration label reading Harbin FPTO.

B, cancelled 22 6 04 and showing registration label correctly inscribed Harbin/Head FPO.
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Though the symbol

for the merged post

a  n d  t e l e g  r  a p h 

services appears on

the wax seals applied 

to insured money-

letters from this

office (figure 7), the

word for telegraph 

was dropped from its

cancellers, labels and

seals - also from

c o n t e m  p  o  r a r y 

pi  c  t  u re -pos tc  a rds 

d e p i c t  i n g  t h  e 

building housing it

(figure 8). 


Once the Harbin 

Office had been

designated Head FPO

the field telegraph

branch was set up as 

an independent body

the responsibilities of

which did not include


Figure 7 

B Chandling mail. That A 
such an FTB existed Reverse of insured money-letter from Harbin to Yukhnov showing


i n  H  a  r b  i n  i  s  A, Head FPO label;

confirmed by the B, Head FPO canceller (Type 7) serial ‘m’ 5 12 04;

announcement of its C, Corner wax seal, enlarged, reading No.1 FPO/PRIAMUR REGION around


closure in PV for 29 posthorns and thunderbolts. 

March, 1907, a few 

days after news of 

the replacement of

the Head FPO by

an ordinary PO. 


We may speculate

w h  e  t  h  e  r  t  h  e 

inscription of the

corner seals on the

back of the money-

letter shown in

figure 7, reading

“No.1 Field Post

O f  f i  c  e / P  r i  a  m  u  r 

Region”, is a relic

from 1900 when

the Office first 

acquired military

status.


Figure 8. 
Head FPO of the Manchurian Army (Harbin) depicted on postcard sent from 

(Reproduced full size) Harbin to Riga 10 July 1905 by CER TPO 262 (Harbin-Manchuli). 
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Figure 9 shows an 
intaglio seal-type 
cachet of 40 mm 
diameter struck in 
black in the upper 
right corner of a 
postcard sending 
New Year greetings 
to a friend or relative 
in Moscow. The card 
is stampless and was 
r e c e i v e d  i  n  
Moscow 28 12 06 
without a “doplatit” 
being applied, the 
cachet serving as 
both a canceller and a 
free-frank. The latter function is puzzling. There is 
nothing official or military about the card, its 
address or message. Did someone on the staff at 
Harbin give himself post-free privilege for his 
personal correspondence... or had the Moscow 
postal clerk succumbed to the spirit of seasonal 
goodwill ? By February 1907 the great majority of 
the Russian troops had gone home and the Office 
closed down as a military establishment. Type 7 
cancellers with their Head FPO inscription 
continued to be wielded by the civilian postal 
clerks until well into 1908: my latest date is 3 6 08, 
serial ‘e’ on a loose 7-rouble stamp (SG 63). 

( )

Figure 9. 
 Large intaglio seal-type 

cachet of Head FPO 
Harbin  used as free-

frank on card to Moscow 
December 1906. 

ITUNGCHOW (Russian ITUNDZHOU). 
This Manchurian town, in Kirin Province and 50 
km. south of Kwangchentze, was the site of 
Reserve FPO No.8 from October 1900; it is 
known to have had an FTB as well (PV 26 Oct. 
1900, PTJ Circular 43, 2 Nov. 1900). Epstein 
records it as closing in December 1903 and 
opening again in March of the following year, 
finally closing on 26 October 1905 (Epstein, 1996, 
pp.45,50). Hitherto no examples of postal material 
from this place or its cancellations have been seen. 

A Circular issued by the Head of the Manchurian 
Field Post-Telegraph Establishment, Harbin, 
under the Priamur District Post-Telegraph 
Administration, based at Khabarovsk, dated 10 
March 1903, bears the receipt mark of No.8 FPO 
for 17 III 1903 in Standard Type “MM” (figure 
10A). Attached to the reverse of the document is 
the receipt slip for a registered sending to the 
Chancellery of the Khabarovsk Governor-General 
with the datestamp of No.8 FPO for 10 April 1903 
and the impression of a straight-line handstamp in 
v i  o le  t  r  e  a  d  i  n  g “P och t  o  v  .  K o  nt  .  v  ’  
Itundzhou” (Post Office in Itungchow) (figure 
10B), confirming the location of No.8 FPO at 
Itungchow. Evidence of telegraph facilities at this 
Office is contained in a loose registration label 
with an abbreviated inscription translating in full 
“Itungchow/Field Post-Telegraph Office” (figure 

(

10C

of 
a 

of 

B A 

C 

Figure 10.  
Itungchow. 

A, Datestamp of No.8 FPO used as arrival mark. 
B, receipt for sending to Khabarovsk showing No.8 FPO datestamp 10 IV 

1903 and violet handstamp of Itungchow Post Office arrowed). 
C, detached registration label of Itungchow FPTO. 

). The number ‘961’ 
on this label shows that 
despite the paucity 
surviving material,
large volume mail 
m u st hav e passed 
through this Office, both 
military and civilian. The 
cancellation of the FTB 
remains to be found. 
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Figure 11. 
Registered cover from Russian Field Post/Telegraph Branch at Fenghuangchen, S. Manchuria, to 

Litomysl, Bohemia, 15 X (1903) via Trans-Siberian Railway and Moscow. Sent by Regimental 
Bandmaster of 1st Chita Regiment of Transbaikal Cossacks.

FENGHUANGCHEN 
A town in Fengtien province in south Manchuria 
on the road to Korea. The name means “Mount 
Phoenix”, the rugged outline of the mountain SW 
of the town suggesting the comb of the mythical 
bird called “feng-huang” in Chinese. Putnam 
Weale (1907, p.286) says Russian troops entered 
the town as early as 1900. It was not until the 
middle of 1902, however, that the opening of an 
FTB there was announced (PV 13 July 1902), 
followed by an FPO, a few days later (PV 18 
July). The same news was published in PTJ Nos. 
29 and 30, dated 23 and 31 July respectively. 
Fenghuangchen FPO was officially designated 
Reserve FPO No.25 (Epstein, 1996, p.45), though 
RRJW (1910, p.318) states a single post-telegraph 
establishment was functioning there by 1903. This 
establishment closed down early in the war (PV 
25 August 1904) ahead of the Japanese advance 
from Korea across the River Yalu. Within days 
Fenghuangchen had fallen, becoming the base for 

Japan’s 1st Army and a springboard for further 
assaults on the retreating Russians. 

The registered cover shown in figure 11 is, to my 
knowledge, the first published record of an item of 
mail from the Russian office in Fenghuangchen. It 
is addressed in Czech and Russian “To Austria 
and Bohemia, town Litomysl (Russian 
Litomishl)”; now in the Czech Republic, and was 
sent by the Regimental Bandmaster of the 1st 
Chita Regiment of Military Transbaikal Cossacks. 
A vertical pair of 10k. (1889-92 issue) is tied on 
the reverse by poor strikes of the Fenghuangchen 
FPTO; a better strike on the front shows a single
c i  rcle  of c .28 mm dia m eter  w i  th 
FYNKHUANCHEN’ at top, POL. POCH. TEL. 
OTD. at bottom and serial ‘1’ at sides. The cross-
shaped date portion of the cancellation does not 
print properly in any of the four strikes on the 
cover; only the month (X) makes an impression, 
the day (15) is inserted by hand and the year is left 
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blank. On the reverse the writer of 
the letter gives the date in the two 
calendars: 28 / X (15 / X) 1903. 
Transit marks include three Trans-
Siberian TPO’s: POSTAL WAGON 
No.260 (MANCHULI-CHITA) 24 X 
1  9 0 3  ;  P  W  N  o  .  2  4  2  ( C  H I  T A 
IRKUTSK) 25 X 1903; and PW 
N o . 1  9  8  ( I  R  K  U  T  S  K 
KRASNOYARSK) 27 X 1903. The 
letter was received in Moscow 6 XI 
1903 (Old Style = 19 XI New Style). 
A  b  i  l  i  n g  u a  l  ( C  z e  c h  / G  e  r  m  a  n )  
(LITOMYSL/LEITOMISCHL) of 
22 Nov 03 obliterates one of the 
Fenghuangchen marks. The wording 
on the Z-type registration label agrees 
with the canceller and only the 
encircled ‘R’, struck on the front of 
the cover makes any concession 
towards the UPU rule requiring 
R u ss i  an  re  gi  s  t  e r  ed  l  e  t t  e  rs  t  o  
destinations outside the country to 
have an inscription in a Latin 
language. Note the high number -
‘917’. Where have all the covers 
gone…? 

Because of their musical talent, 
Bohemians were commonly recruited to the 
Russian Army as bandsmen and bandmasters. 
Scarcely six months after our bandmaster had 
written home his regiment of Cossacks was 
heavily engaged near Fenghuangchen in the 
Battle of the Yalu. The following passage from 
an account of this battle may be relevant: 

( ) ( )

 (

Figure 12.  
Stampless postcard from Kirin Girin 24 VII 08 New Style  to 

Vasa, Finland, showing datestamp of Taolaichao Station of CER 
15 7 08 Old Style) and “doplatit” mark, both in green.

“The Cossacks watered their horses at the

banks of the Yalu in full view, as if they had 

no care in the world. In the evening the

Russian bands played and the sounds of

martial music drifted across the 

river” (Warner & Warner, 1974, p.260).


CHINESE EASTERN RAILWAY 
1. Taolaichao Station. 
PV 6 December 1900 announced the opening of an 
FTB at the CER station at Taolaichao (also 
called 2nd Sungari) and an FPO a few 
weeks after (PV 29 Dec.). Both were closed in 
1907 as part of the military run-down (PV 29 
Mar. 1907). A few days earlier Taolaichao 
had been named as one of the CER stations 
now accepting ordinary and registered mail 
and parcels without value. This was in the 
same announcement that recorded the 
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replacement of Harbin FPO by a civilian post 
office (PV 8 Mar. 1907). We can 
confidently assume that, as with Harbin, the 
civilian office at Station Taolaichao dates 
from February 1907. None of this information 
was available to T & S (1959, p.452) who 
believed that the CER did not reach 
Taolaichao until 1901 and that a Field 
Telegraph Control Station had been opened 
there originally at the Chinese telegraph 
station. The first recorded example of the 
postmark used by the civilian office at St. 
Taolaichao is dated 12 6 20 (T, 1960, p.7, 
fig.21; coll. Col. A. Prado). The only 
example of mail I know from the civilian office 
at Taolaichao is shown in  figure 12. It is a 
Manchurian viewcard posted to Vasa, Finland, 
with dateline “Girin 24 VII 08” (NS = 11 7 08 
OS). It was posted from Kirin (Russian Girin) 
without a stamp and four days later received an 
impression of the Taolaichao datestamp for 15 7 
08 with the oval “doplatit” alongside. Both are 
struck in green and the “6 kop” inside the oval, 
denoting the sum to be collected, was written 
also in green ink. A handwritten “Losen 15 p” 
added on arrival translates “To pay 15 penni”. 

28 



2. Manchuli Station. 
An important station near the Siberian 
border and the junction of The Chinese 
Eastern and Trans-Siberian Railways. It was 
called Man’chzhuriya or Manchzhuriya by 
the Russians. A postal branch office of the 
Imperial Administration, handling all 
categories of mail, opened at the Station in 
April 1902, replacing an FPTO set up there 
a year before (PV 22 Mar., 1901, 11 Apr. 
1902; PTJ No.16, 24 Apr. 1902). T & S 
(1959, p.410) had no knowledge of the 
military forerunner and assumed that the 
State post office dated from the 
commencement of CER  operations in 1901. 
They were correct, however, in their 
assumption that the first canceller to be used 
at the State post office at Manchuli Station 
was similar to the single-circle type 
employed at Harbin Central Station, even 
though they had seen no examples. Two 
years later T (1961, p .15, fig. 32) was able 
to illustrate this Type 1 canceller from a 
cover then in the collection of Mr. R.S. 
Ehrman (figure 13). Unfortunately, his 
idealised drawing, copied by Kiryushkin & 
Robinson (1994, p.47, fig.708.1), is 
inaccurate and has obscured the fact that at 
least two different cancellers were in use at 
Manchuli Station during the early period 
(1902-1905). 

They may be described as follows:


Subtype 1A.  

Single-circle 29 mm diameter. 

MAN’CHZHURIYA has larger and more

widely spaced letters than those of the

bottom inscription; side numerals almost

parallel, the left unusually thick.


Subtype 1B.

Single-circle 30 mm diameter. Lettering of

top and bottom inscriptions uniform;

MAN’CHZHURIYA occupies a smaller


Figure 13.  
Registered cover to Riga (redirected to Maiorenhof), opened 

out to show 14k on reverse cancelled by Manchuli Station 
Subtype 1A 18 VII 1904, with 

A, copy of T’s original illustration, 
B, same redrawn from strike on front of cover (ex R.S. Ehrman 

coll.). 

segment of the circle; the side numerals are 
placed higher and are not parallel, the left 
leaning outwards. 

A 

T’s original example of the Manchuli Station 
Type 1 datestamp belongs to Subtype 1A, 
characterised by the unequal size of the lettering 
top and bottom and the very thick numeral ‘1’ at 
left (figure 13B). These inequalities were ironed 
out in T’s drawing (figure 13A) which fortuitously 

B 

reproduced almost exactly Subtype 1B, then 
undiscovered. 
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The two subtypes are shown in figure 14 on cards 
posted within a few days of each other during the 
autumn of 1903, one to England, and one to 
Belgium. These subtypes were in concurrent use 
during 1903 and 1904 and probably throughout 
the whole period of usage of Type 1. I have no 
examples of either subtype for 1902 and my only 
two for 1905 are both Subtype 1B, the later dated 
7 5 05. 

B 

B’ 
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A 

A’ 

Figure 14.  

Postcards to England (A) and Belgium (B)


showing the two subtypes of Manchuli Station Type 1 datestamp:

A', Subtype 1A dated 22 X 1903, and


B', Subtype 1B dated 17 IX 1903.
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The private cancellations of firms on Russian 
postage stamps 
Lev Ratner (St. Petersburg) Translated by Peter Walker, (BSRP) 

The majority of collectors are familiar with the 
cancellations of firms on Russian mail (figure 1). 
Placed on the outside of letters and wrappers, they 
were a firm’s advertisement and informed the 
recipient of the sender's identity. 

Considerably less well known is the fact that 
private cancellations were also applied to Russian 
postage stamps. Most often such applications were 
used by trading companies. 

The author knows of several letters that went 
through the post and of a specimen letter with 
private cancellations on Russian stamps that was 
sent to the St. Petersburg Head Post Office 

. 

otherwise the postal workers would consider that 
the cancellation is covering up the second use of 
the stamp, that is, traces of an old postmark. 

The placing of firms’ cancellations onto stamps 
began with the introduction of postage stamps in 
Russia. Figure 2 shows a letter with a private 
cancellation on Russia No. 1.1 The letter was sent 
from Tauroggen to St. Petersburg in 1858. 
Another letter with this firm's cancellation on 
Russia No.1 is seen in the auction catalogue 
“Russia & Russian Levant”, Corinphila Auctions 
Ltd, 1998. A similar later example is a local letter 
posted in St. Petersburg in 1864 (figure 3).2 

)

 of the 

(Pochtamt

In all cases the firm’s cancellation 
covers only a small part
stamp. The reason for this is clear ; 

Figure 2 

Figure 1 

Figure 3 

THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 90 32 

' 

'·(iluLjJ 
... L ..;: 

. ;'f{f·~~~~- ·. 

~✓~~,, ~ 



The next letter with a firm’s private cancellation 
on a stamp was sent from Riga in 1875 (figure 4).3 

The last of such letters is in the collection of M. 
Dobin (St. Petersburg, Russia). The letter, a local 
one, was accepted in the 99th otdyel of the St. 
Petersburg town post in 1881 (figure 5). 

For a long time the placing of firms’ cancellations 
onto stamps was not challenged by post office 
officials and letters were forwarded to addressees. 

But in January 1887 representatives of the firm 
“A. Burshtinskiy & Co.” appealed to the Central 
Administration for the Post and Telegraph 
(GUPiT). They wrote that post office officials in 
Warsaw are not accepting letters with stamps 
cancelled by the firm and pointed out that they 
receive similar letters from St. Petersburg. 

On 26 January 1887 the head of GUPiT sent a 
letter to the Director of the St. Petersburg Post 
pointing out that, in his opinion, stamps privately 
cancelled must be considered already used and 

correspondence with such stamps should not be 
forwarded. 

The Director of the Post did not agree with the 
opinion of the head of GUPiT saying that the 
postal regulations do not prohibit the similar use 
of private cancellations. He also wrote: “Under 
current regulations postage stamps can only be 
cancelled by post office cancellations and not by 
any other means - consequently stamps, on which 
there are no post office cancellations ..., cannot be 
considered already used and letters with such 
stamps are not liable to be detained by the post 
office”.4 

In view of the above, the Director of the Post 
declared that he could not prohibit the forwarding 
of such letters but remarked that the Pochtamt 
would suggest to firms that they cease placing 
private cancellations on postage stamps. 

In March 1887 an inquiry was made to the St. 
Petersburg Pochtamt by the firm “K. Lange & Co” 

a 

to potential 

a 

other 

to a 

). 

about the possibility of applying the 
firm’s cancellation to the edge of
postage stamp. By way of explanation 
it was said that the firm delivers free 
of charge customers 
envelopes, with mint stamps affixed, 
containing price list. This enables 
customers to register an order by post, 
but so as to prevent the use by them of 
mint postage stamps for
purposes, the firm would like to apply 
their own cancellation to these stamps. 
Attached the inquiry was 
specimen letter with the firm's 
cancellation over the stamp (figure 6

Figure 4 

Figure 5 

Figure 6 
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In the Pochtamt’s reply it was said that such 
letters are forwarded as an exception, and it was 
recommended that the placing of the firm's 
cancellation on stamps affixed to the letters be 
avoided. 

Shortly afterwards the postal handling of such 
letters ceased. On 2 April 1888 the head of GUPiT 
signed an official instruction “Concerning the 
application of private cancellations to postage 
stamps”. In the instruction it said: “some trading 
companies either apply their own cancellations to 
postage stamps or perforate them before putting 
correspondence into the post. ... the practice by 
some firms of applying their own cancellation to 
stamps, likewise their perforation, leads to doubts 
as to whether such stamps have already been 
used.” It was further proposed that information be 
published in local guberniya newspapers stating 
that, a month after publication, stamps with traces 
of cancellations or perforation marks will be 
considered invalid.5 

From the above it is possible to establish that 
Russia’s postal authorities forwarded letters with 
the private cancellations of firms on postage 
stamps from 1858 to 1888 inclusive. 

The only mention in philatelic literature about the 
private cancellations of firms on Russia’s postage 
stamps was found in an article “The evolution of 
the postmark” (author not mentioned) in the 
journal “Soviet Collector”, 1931 and consists of 
one sentence “The cancellations of private firms 
are very diverse” 6 

Clearly, collectors can widen the geography of 
mail used with private cancellations on stamps 
and, possibly, extend their period of use. 

Whilst on this subject it is necessary to bear in 
mind that postal items are known, similar to those 
shown in the article, where it is not the firm’s 
cancellation being applied to the stamp, but the 
stamp being affixed over a cancellation previously 
applied to the letter (figures 7, 8 - enlarged). 

Figure 7 Figure 8 
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Postmen’s undelivered mail reports 
(«Справки» - “Spravkas”) 

Meer Kossoy, (Israel) Translated by Alan Garside, (BSRP) 

This article is written as a supplement to that by Noel 
Warr in an earlier journal [1] in which he presented 
postmen’s undelivered mail reports (spravkas) on 
mail in various towns and cities of Russia. 

According to postal regulations, in the event of there 
being no possibility of delivering an item of mail to 
the addressee, the postman was obliged to complete 
a report (spravka) on which he had to indicate the 
reason for non-delivery. Taking this reason into 
account, a postal official would subsequently make 
the decision either to search for a new address (for 
which the enquiry would be sent to the Address 
Bureau or the Enquiry Bureau) or to return the mail 
to sender. 

On that basis the writer considers that in [1] the 
postcards shown in figures 3 and 4 bear no relation 
to postmen’s spravkas. Each of these postcards was 
sent in error to a Moscow post office that did not 
serve the addresses shown on them. Therefore, the 
need arose to redirect each postcard to a post office 
appropriate to the place of residence of the 
addressee. In this redirection the number of the 
appropriate office “23” or “24” is shown in 
coloured pencil on the postcard. This type of 
redirection was carried out by a postal official 
and bears no relation to postmen’s undelivered 
mail reports (spravkas). By way of further 
proof an important sign typical of a spravka is 
missing – the word “postman” plus signature. 

In the writer’s opinion the postcard shown in 
[1], figure 9 does not have anything to do 
with postmen’s spravkas either. The address 
on the postcard is only shown as 
“Zagorodnyi Prospect” and there is no house 
number. Therefore the card was not passed to 
the postman for delivery but was sent 
immediately to the Enquiry Bureau to 
determine the address. The address found at 
the Bureau, “Nevskii Pr.(ospect) 19”, is 
written on the upper left-hand corner of the 
postcard. 

Long before the appearance at the end of the 
19th century of special forms for postmen’s 
undelivered mail reports, postal regulations 
still required this information, (spravkas). 

As necessary, the postman would compile a spravka 
in the form of a hand-written note directly in the 
space on the reverse side of the envelope. 

By way of an example figure 1 shows an opened out 
view of the envelope of official letter No. 1579, 
which according to its paper label was sent from 
“ST. PETERSBURG NOBLES’ TRUST” and is 
addressed to “Khar’kov, The Trustee and widow of 
Colonel Shtandarenko.” 
The despatching postmark is: 
“ST. PETERSBURG / 26 MAR.(CH) 1874”. 
The receiving postmark is: 
“KHAR’KOV / 30 MAR.(CH) 1874”. 

“Official” refers to the mail of State establishments. 
Many establishments in accordance with an 
approved list were entitled to exemption from postal 
charges. For verification of this entitlement a paper 
label in the form of the seal of the organisation 
despatching mail was affixed to the flap of the 
envelope. 

There is no address of the recipient on the envelope 
(neither a street nor a house number is shown). 
The Khar’kov postman enquired at the police 

Figure 1 
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station to locate the address but the reply was 
negative.  Based on the results of the search for the 
address the postman compiled a spravka on the 
reverse side of the envelope: 
“30th March letter undelivered due to there being no 
trace of a Shtandarenko in my district. Reported by 
postman (signature)”. 
On the envelope there are a further two signatures of 
other postmen who carried out additional searches 
for the addressee. 

According to postal regulations when an addressee 
cannot be traced the post office must return mail to the 
sender. For this purpose the old address on the front of 
the envelope, “Khar’kov” was crossed out in black 
Indian ink and the hand-written instruction made: 
“TO ST. PETERSBURG / RETURNED – NOT 
FOUND.” 
To make the instruction stand out better it was 
underlined in blue pencil. As per the instruction the 
letter was returned to the sender. 
The despatching postmark is 
“KHAR’KOV / 10 APR.(IL) 1874”. 
The receiving postmark is 
“ST. PETERSBURG / 12 APR.(IL) 1874”. 

Figure 2 shows the reverse side of the envelope of an 
official letter, which according to its paper label was 
sent from “ST. PETERSBURG NOBLES’ TRUST” 
and addressed to “Peterhof, St. Petersburg Gub. 
(erniya).  The Trustee….” 
The despatching postmark is 
“ST. PETERSBURG / 8 FEB(RUARY) 1875”. 
The receiving postmark is 
“PETERHOF / 10 FEB.(RUARY) 1875”. 

There is no address of the recipient on the envelope 
(neither a street nor a house number is shown). It can 
be assumed that the Peterhof postman enquired at the 
police station to locate the address but the reply was 
negative.  Based on the results of his search for the 
addressee the postman compiled a spravka on the 
reverse side of the envelope: 
“The aforesaid person is not located in Peterhof. 
Reported by / postman (signature)”. 

In accordance with postal regulations, when an 
addressee cannot be traced the post office must 
return mail to the sender. For this purpose the 
address on the front of the envelope:  “Peterhof, St. 
Petersburg Gub.(erniya)” was crossed out in black 
Indian ink and the hand-written instruction made: 
“Return to St. Petersburg.” As per the instruction 
the letter was returned to the sender. 
The despatching postmark is 
“PETERHOF / 10 FEB.(RUARY) 1875”. 
The receiving postmark is 
“ST. PETERSBURG / 11 FEB.(RUARY) 1875”. 

Figure 3a shows the address side of the envelope of 
an official letter and in figure 3b is the reverse side of 
the same envelope. According to the paper label 
official letter No.1896 was sent from “ST 
PETERSBURG NOBLES’ TRUST” and addressed to 
“The Trustee and Widow of General Major…. 
Town: Tsarskoe Selo / Kolpinskaya Street / House of 
Gakkel, Apartment 4.” 
The despatching postmark is 
“ST. PETERSBURG / 18 MAY 1883”.

The receiving postmark is “TSARSKOE SELO / 18

MAY 1883”.


Figure 2 (100%)
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Looking at figure 3b beneath the 
postman’s spravka on the left, it can be 
observed that the month on these 
postmarks is spelt differently, on the 
despatching postmark - «МАЯ» and on the 
receiving postmark - «МАИ». 

The envelope bears the full address of the 
recipient (street, house, apartment). 
However, while delivering, the postman 
discovered that the addressee had left.  He 
compiled a spravka (figure 3b - detail) 
about this on a slip of paper which he affixed 
to the lower part of the envelope over the 
receiving postmark: 
“The aforesaid person has moved / to St. 
Petersburg. Address not / known. Reported 
by postman (signature)”. 

Another postman also involved in the 
search for the addressee and based on the 
information received reported: 
“Second spravka / concurs with first.” / 
Postman (Signature)”. 

Presumably to trace the addressee the 
enquiry was passed to the St. Petersburg 
Address Bureau and the answer received 
was written in the form of a spravka on the 
left-hand side of the envelope: 
“29th December 1882 / moved to Tsarskoe 
Selo./  Enquiry by (Signature)”. (Figure 3b). 

In accordance with postal regulations, in the 
event of an addressee moving to another 
town the post office must forward the letter to their 
new address, in this instance indicated in the 
postman’s spravka, i.e. to St. Petersburg.  For this 
purpose the address on the envelope, “To the town of 
Tsarskoe Selo”, is crossed out in Indian ink and 
instead the instruction is inserted: 
“Return to St. Petersburg.” 
The despatching postmark is: 
“TSARSKOE SELO / 20 MAI 1883”. 
The receiving postmark is 
“ST. PETERSBURG / 20 MAY 1883”. 

It should be noted that even though special postmen’s 
undelivered mail forms appeared at the end of the 
XIX Century (in N. Warr’s article [1] figure 8 shows a 
spravka dated 30.5.91), they were only used in certain 
major cities, for example St. Petersburg, Moscow, 
Warsaw. In the majority of Russia’s towns and cities 
there were no such forms and when necessary, the 
postman would compile a spravka in the form of a 
hand-written note directly onto the envelope. 

Figure 3a 

Figure 3b 

Figure 3b - detail 

As an example figure 4a shows the address side of 
an envelope and figure 4b its reverse side. On the 
envelope a 7 kopeck stamp (Mi. No.69) is cancelled 
with the despatching postmark, “ST. PETERSBURG 
22.5.11”. The letter was addressed to Astrakhan and 
the receiving postmark is “ASTRAKHAN / 26.5.11”. 

The envelope bears an interesting address: 
“Astrakhan, Bacteriological Station, Doctor… of 
Doctor Goss’s Detachment.”  It should be borne in 
mind that there was a cholera epidemic in Astrakhan 
at the time and that this particular detachment of 
doctors had been sent to combat it. 

The postman in Astrakhan could not deliver the letter 
due to the departure of the addressee about which he 
compiled the spravka: “Addressee now living in 
Krasnyi Yar, Astrakh.(an) Gub.(erniya). / Report by 
post.(man)  (Signature) / Post-Tel.(egraph) off.(icial) 
(Signature”.  – (See figure 4b). 
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According to postal regulations, in the event of an 
addressee moving to another town mail is forwarded 
to the new address, (corresponding to that indicated 
in the postman’s spravka - to Krasnyi Yar). For this 
purpose the address “Astrakhan” was crossed out in 
red Indian ink and the instruction inserted in black 
Indian ink: “S.(end on to) T.(own) Krasnyi Yar, 
Astrakh.(an) Gub.(erniya), to Head of Uezd 
Constabulary (Chief of Uezd Police) for onward 
transmission through the proper channels.” – (See 
figure 4a). 
The arrival postmark is “KRASNYI YAR ASTR. 
(AKHANSKOI) / 29.5.11”. 

By the time the letter was received in Krasnyi Yar 
the addressee had already returned to Astrakhan. 
The postman’s spravka shows this:  “Residing / 
Astrakhan”. 

In accordance with postal regulations and the 
indication in the Krasnyi Yar postman’s spravka, the 
letter was returned to Astrakhan, the receiving 
postmark is: 
“ASTRAKHAN / 8.6.11”. 

Presumably, when the letter was received in 
Astrakhan the addressee had already left for Sarepta. 
This is shown in the postman’s spravka: 
“Residence / Sarepta.” 

In accordance with postal regulations and the 
indication in the Astrakhan postman’s spravka, the 
letter was sent to Sarepta and for this purpose the text 
of the preceding spravka: “Residing / Astrakhan” 
was crossed through in black Indian ink. There is no 
receiving postmark for Sarepta, but there is a transit 
postmark, “KRASNYI YAR ASTR.(AKHANSKOI) / 
9.6.11”. 

An item of mail is known with a postman’s spravka 
of an earlier date than the one shown in [1] – 30.5.91. 
The example in figure 5a shows the address side of 
the envelope of a letter (collection of M. 
Mandrovskaya, Russia), and in figure 5b is shown 
the reverse side of this envelope. 

On the franked Russian envelope (Mi U25c, issued 
1879) the 7 kopeck stamp is cancelled with the 
despatching postmark, “PARADYZSKOE P. 
(OCHTOVOE) O.(TDELENIE) 18 MAY 1882.” 

The letter was addressed to Warsaw, the receiving 
postmark is “WARSAW /19 MAY 1882” (Figure 5b). 

Figure 4a 

Figure 4b 

There were some interesting official handstamps 
used in Warsaw to record the time at which mail was 
passed to the delivery department. A handstamp of 
this type is shown in figure 5a. On the handstamp in 
a circle rather like a piece of lead shot, the time is 
shown: “6 / PM”. 

The postman was unable to deliver the letter to the 
addressee and therefore he affixed to the reverse side 
of the envelope a spravka in the form of a green label 
with the text: 
“The addressee is no longer living at the address 
shown on the letter, does not appear in the 
directories and is untraced. / Postman (Signature)”. 

In accordance with postal regulations and the 
indication in the postman’s spravka, in the event of 
the addressee not being traced the letter is returned to 
sender.  For this purpose a violet mark was stamped 

Editor’s note.

 Except where otherwise stated illustrations of covers are reduced to 75% and details are at 150%.
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on the address side of the envelope:

“NOT AVAILABLE FOR DELIVERY / RETURN”,

and also the address – “Warszawa” was deleted and

the new one written – “Paradyz”.

The despatching postmark is  “WARSAW / 3 JUN(E)

1882”, but there is no receiving stamp for Paradyz.


The postman’s undelivered mail report (spravka) in the 

form of a printed label was not only used in Warsaw but

also in a number of other cities, for example in Moscow. 

As an example figure 6 shows the address side of a local 

official registered letter, on which the 10 kopeck stamp

(Mi No.70) on the reverse side of the envelope is

cancelled with the despatching postmark:

“MOSCOW / 15.12.09”. 

The receiving postmark is MOSCOW /15.12.09”.


The postman could not deliver the letter to the addressee 
and affixed a spravka of a type not described in [1], in the 
form of a green paper label with the text: “The 
addressee is not living at the address shown. / 
Postman (Signature)”. 

In accordance with postal regulations in the absence 
of any possibility of delivering a letter to the 
addressee, the post office must return it to the sender. 

introduced by N.Warr in [1]

Distinct from those shown in [1], in the main the forms Figure 5b - detail 
were not produced by typographical 
means but were in the form of the 
imprint of a handstamp. As an 
example figure 7 shows the reverse 
side of the envelope of an official 
letter, which was posted in Kiev to 
the address: “Minsk Liquidation 
Commission (Wester n Front), 
Vitebsk.” 

onThe despatching postmark is “MOSCOW / 16.12.09” 
the reverse side of the envelope. There is no arrival stamp. 
Besides St. Petersburg, Moscow and Warsaw, which were 

, in a number of other towns 
the postmen also had special forms available for spravkas. 

Figure 5a 

Figure 5b 

The despatching postmark is 
“KIEV / 17..9.16”. 
The receiving postmark is 
“VITEBSK / 20..9.16”. 

The postman could not deliver the 
letter to the addressee and therefore 
on the reverse side of the envelope 
affixed an undelivered mail label 
(spravka) in the form of the violet 
imprint of a handstamp with the text: 
“Sector No.12 / Shift No.1 / Round No.1 

Figure 6

/ (all figures are 
entered in black Indian ink). Not delivered because:
 Nobody there / Not traced / Refused / Gone away – ‘to Figure 6 - detail
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city of Minsk’ (entered in black Indian 
ink) / Too late. / Postman  (Signature) / 
Checked by / P(ost)-T(elegraph) Official 
(Signature) / 21 September”. 

Compared with those presented by N. 
Warr in [1] this spravka has an interesting 
difference:  its text gives a list of possible 
reasons why the mail cannot be delivered 
to the addressee. Another difference is the 
use of the word “pis’monosets” instead 
of “pochtal’on”.* 

In accordance with postal regulations 
and the indication in the postman’s 
spravka, in the event of the addressee 
having gone away his mail would be 
redirected to the new address.  For this 
purpose the address “Vitebsk” is crossed 
out in black Indian ink and the new one, 
“S(end to) Minsk”, is written in. 
The receiving postmark is : 
“MINSK / 23 9 16”. 

Presumably, the Liquidation Commission 
had already moved on from Minsk to 
Smolensk, to where the letter was forwarded. 
For this purpose the address “Minsk” is crossed out 
and the new one, “C(ity of) Smolensk”, is written in. 
The despatching (transitional) postmark is “DEPOT 
FIELD POST OFFICE / No.101 / 23.9.16”. 

The receiving postmark is “SMOLENSK / 26.9.16”. 
Figure 8 shows an official open letter, which according 
to the date on the letter was despatched from Petrograd 
on 30th September 1914 (there is no despatching 
postmark). 

An official open letter was a postal format for 
official mail with privileged transmission, i.e. 
postage free. For verification of the right to 
exemption from postal charges this type of mail 
was stamped with an imprint of the seal of the 
sender (a cachet). 

According to the cachet this official letter was sent 
f r  o  m  t  h  e  “ D  E P  A R T  M E N T  O  F  
POLICE” (Ministry of the Interior). 

*Both words mean “postman”, the former is of Russian 
origin, literally meaning “letter carrier”, whereas the 
more familiar “pochtal’on” is derived from the Italian 
“postiglione”. Where possible, there was a tendency to 
use true Russian words in preference to words of foreign 
origin during World War 1 and even more so after the 
Revolution, until recent times.  “Pis’monosets” continued 
in use well into the thirties – Translator.

Figure 7 

Figure 7 - detail 

The letter is addressed to: 
“(Police) Station 2 Town of Pinsk…”

Receiving stamp “PINSK MINSK (Area)/ 12.10.14”.


The postman was unable to deliver the letter to the 
addressee and therefore affixed a spravka in the form 
of the red imprint of a handstamp with the text: 
“IN PINSK / not traced / REPORT(ED) BY 
POSTMEN:  (7 signatures) Checked by P.(ost)-T. 
(elegraph) Official: (Signature)”. 
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In accordance with postal regulations in 
the event of an addressee not being traced 
the letter should be returned to the sender. 
With this purpose on the upper part of the 
letter in black Indian ink the instruction is 
written: “R(eturn to) Petrograd.”  The 
r  e  c  e  i  v  i  n g  p o  s  t  m  a  r  k  i  s  “ S  T  .  
PETERSBURG / 28.10.14”. A violet mark 
with the inscription in a rectangular frame: 
“RETURN” was applied at the Enquiry 
Bureau in Petrograd. 

The spravka of the Pinsk postman in 
figure 8 has lines from «А» to «Ж» with 
7 signatures. It is of a similar type to a 
Tashkent postman’s spravka of 1906 
introduced by D. M. Skipton in [2]. This 
spravka has lines from «А» to «К» -
11 signatures.  It is hard to imagine that so 
many postmen carried out a search for one 
addressee. Presumably the signatures are not 
only those of postmen but also of other post 
office officials. 

In St. Petersburg the postmen’s spravkas had a 
characteristic peculiarity – the numbers “1” or 
“2”. If according to the 1st spravka some 
uncertainty arose about the address then the 
possibility was enabled for an additional 
search, usually by a different postman, who 
compiled the 2nd spravka. Two spravkas 
together on one item of mail are comparatively 
rarely encountered. 

By way of an example figure 9 shows the 
reverse side of an envelope of a local letter 
which was addressed: 
To The Editorial Office / The magazine “Vek 
(Century) / Stremyannaya Street No.7”. 
On the address side of the envelope a 5 kopeck 
stamp (Mi No. 44) was cancelled with the 
despatching postmark: 
“ST. PETERSBURG / 14.12.01”. 
The receiving stamp is 
“ST.PETERSBURG / 14.12.01”. 

The postman could not deliver the letter to the 
addressee and therefore affixed spravka 1 with the text: 
“The magazine “Vek” is not at 7 Stremyannaya 
(Street) and the address is unknown  (Signature)”. 
Another postman compiled spravka 2 with exactly 
the same text. 

This item of mail bears witness to the sheer drive 
of the work at the St. Petersburg post office – in 
one day (14th December 1901) the letter was 

Figure 8 

Figure 8 - detail

collected from a postbox, delivered to its address 
and two separate postmen involved in the search 
for the addressee. 

The address was not found and in accordance with 
postal regulations the letter was returned to 
sender. For this purpose on the 2nd spravka an 
instruction was made in blue pencil:  “Return” and 
on the address side of the envelope in black Indian 
ink the instruction was made: 
“No info.(rmation) / Ret.(urn)” and the address of 
the sender is underlined in blue pencil. 
The despatching postmark is 
“ST. PETERSBURG / 15.12.01” (a weak red 
imprint on spravka 2). 

A number of postmen paid less than due attention 
to the compilation of undelivered mail reports 
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of the addressee to the Address 
Figure 9 

(spravkas). With a view to improving the standard 
of work in the compilation of spravkas the Postal 
Director of St. Petersburg issued Circular No.7 of 
18th February 1914 [3]: 
“In accordance with established procedure 
undelivered mail reports (spravkas)  are being 
compiled by postmen in the department on 
returning from their delivery. For reasons of 
forgetfulness incorrect reasons for non-delivery 
are being indicated (instead of ‘moved to another 
address’ – ‘left for no one knows where’ and so 
on). 
To preclude similar mistakes postmen will be 
charged with the obligatory responsibility for 
compiling and affixing reports (spravkas) of 
reasons for non-delivery of mail during deliveries 
immediately on receiving information about the 
addressee. For this purpose each postman shall 
have a sufficient supply of spravka forms in his  
postbag”. 

After the Revolution in Russia (7.11.17) and the 
launch of Education of the U.S.S.R. (30.12.22) the 
postmen’s spravkas, for example in Leningrad, 
remained practically unchanged, only the format 
was altered from vertical to horizontal, the text 
was printed in the modern alphabet (as now) and 
the word “Pochtal’on” was replaced with 
“Pis’monosets”. 

As an example figure 10 shows the address side of 
the envelope of a local letter on which stamps of 
3 golden kopeck (Mi No.273A) and 2 kopeck 

(Mi No.340) denominations are 
cancelled by the despatching 
postmark:  “LENINGRAD / 
3.  1 2 .2 8 ” .  Th e re ce ivin g 

postmark is: “LENINGRAD /

4.12.28” on the reverse side of

the envelope.

The letter was addressed:

“Vorob’ev / Ligovskaya Street 
26 / Flat 22”. 
The postman could not deliver 
the letter to the addressee and 
therefore affixed a spravka to 
the envelope with the text: 
“For spravka  (Signature) 4. 
XII”. 

Presumably, with a text like this 
the postman was indicating the 
need to send the letter in search 

Bureau for information. 

Another postman could not deliver the letter to the

addressee either and therefore above the first 

spravka affixed a second with the text:

“T. I. Vorob’ev is not at Ligovskaya H.(ouse)

No.26  (Signature) 6.XII.1928”.

In figure 10 these spravkas are by convention 

displayed side by side.

An enquiry was then made to the Address Bureau.

The violet imprint of a rectangular handstamp 

bears witness to this with the text: 

“According to information at the Address Bureau 
……is … listed”. 
The address found there was written in blue 

pencil on the envelope: “Khalturina 6  Flat 30”. 
(In the event of the address not being found, “not” 
would be shown in front of “listed” in the imprint 
of the stamp). 

In accordance with postal regulations, the letter 
was forwarded to the new address.  The 
despatching postmark is: 
“LENINGRAD / 6.12.28”. 
The letter was received by the addressee 8.12.28. 

The item of post in figure 10 shows that following 
a postman’s undelivered mail report (spravka), the 
query was usually passed to the Address Bureau 
or the Enquiry Bureau to locate the address. The 
author does not deal here with the choice of 
searching for an address either through the 
Address Bureau or the Enquiry Bureau since this 
is the topic of a separate article. 
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Translator’s Note 

The basic meaning given in Russian-English dictionaries for «Справка», “spravka”, is “information”. However,

since the word encapsulates a range of meanings, for philatelic purposes “spravka” is often used untranslated. This 

may have created some uncertainty about its meaning in English, which calls for clarification. 

The Academy of Science’s Dictionary of the Russian Language gives three principal meanings for “spravka”:

1. The act of consulting a dictionary or reference book. 
2. Information received or reported by somebody. 
3. Document with brief information about somebody or something. 
Clearly, meanings 2 and 3 apply in a postal context and a “spravka” signed by a postman is a postman’s undelivered 
mail report which in practice could usually be described as an undelivered mail label. It should, nevertheless, be 
pointed out that information received from an address or enquiry bureau is also a “spravka” which may account for 
Baillie & Peel’s reference to “Address Search Bureau labels” and Noel Warr’s expression “Enquiry Bureau labels”, 
both in [1]. However, such spravkas would be reporting the results of searches made by the bureaux. – (See also text 
relating to figure 3b, and figure 10, ). 
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The Captain’s Log. 1 
Raymond Casey 

The present article is the first in a series devoted 
to Imperial Russian ship mail. In the annals of 
Russian postal history ship mail has always been 
the Cinderella of the transport family. There is a 
voluminous, if scattered, literature on different 
aspects of the subject, among which the pioneer 
work of Luchnik (1970) and Mandrovskii (1987) 
on listing the routes and classifying the postmarks 
is outstanding. Nevertheless, the absence of a 
standard reference book on the subject comparable 
with the excellent treatment given the Russian 
railways by Kiryushkin and Robinson (1994) has 
been severely felt by collectors. As a step towards 
filling this gap in the library shelf it is proposed to 
take up a suggestion of the late Simon 
Tchilinghirian (1965, p.17; 1966, p.18) and 
produce a run of articles on Russian ship mail 
along the lines of his “Used Abroad” Chronicle. It 
will describe new finds and little known 
occurrences, cast a critical eye over some of the 
old records and expose fantasies and forgeries 
when detected. Doubtless there will be more 
questions than answers. By encouraging readers to 
come aboard with their additions, comments and 
corrections it is hoped that the final log will be as 
accurate and complete as possible. 

The following abbreviations will be used 
throughout the series: PTJ = Post-Telegraph 
Journal. PV = Pravitel’stevennyi Viestkik 
(Government newspaper). RMFL = Russian 
Merchant Fleet. List of  vessels. PW =  postal  
wagon. T & S = Tchilinghirian & Stephen, 
Illustrated material is in the author’s collection 
unless otherwise stated. 

RIVER NORTHERN DVINA 
The Northern Dvina rises at Velikii-Ustyug 
(Vologda Guberniya) as the confluence of the 
Sukhova and Yug rivers and flows northwestward 
for about 735 km. to the White Sea at 
Arkhangelsk (Archangel). A riverboat mail 
service between these two points was opened in 
1899, its inauguration being announced in the 
official government newspaper (PV) for 16 June. 
It was run by the Northern Steamship Company 
“Kotlas-Arkhangelsk-Murman” during the ice-free 
months. Seasonal postal branch offices were 
opened for all types of mail, the ambulant offices 
being designated Kotlas-Arkhangelsk I and 
Kotlas-Arkhangelsk II. Mail was sent from 

Arkhangelsk on Mondays and Thursdays at 5 pm. 
and from Velikii-Ustyug on Tuesdays and 
Saturdays at 9 am. The official postal guide (1911, 
1915) lists eleven stops between Arkhangelsk and 
Velikii-Ustyug, although mail was exchanged at 
only a few of them. Although Velikii-Ustyug was 
the southern terminus of the route, in the 
inscription on the cancellers it was replaced by 
Kotlas, two stops down-river and with important 
rail links. 

Luchnik’s review of Russian steamship services 
cited only a “2nd Kotlas Steamship/a” from the 
Northern Dvina route but gave no description, 
illustration or date (Luchnik, 1970, p.44). 
Conversely, when covering the same route, I 
could illustrate only “1st Kotlas Steamship/a”, 
from a card dated July 1915, showing that it was 
of double-oval type. Circular types were assumed 
to have existed earlier (Casey, 1986, p.25). 
Subsequently, Mandrovskii (1987) listed a circular 
“Kotlas-Arkhangelsk 1st Steamship Postal 
Branch” and surmised that a complementary 
“Arkhangelsk-Kotlas” datestamp had been used 
on the return journey. The 1st and 2nd Kotlas oval 
types were also listed, but in no case were the 
postmarks, circular or oval, depicted or dates of 
usage given. The following paragraphs update 
what little information is available on this remote 
northern route. 

1. Kotlas-Arkhangelsk/1st Steamship Postal 
Branch. Single-circle 28½ mm. diameter, with 
KOTLAS-ARKHANGEL’SK at top and Ie PAR. 
POCHT. OTD. at bottom, serial ‘1’ at sides and 
cross-shaped date. Two strikes of this mark, dated 
3 VIII 1902, occur on a card posted to 
Arkhangelsk on PW No. 219 (Perm-Kotlas) and 
now in the collection of Mr. O. V. Forafontov of 
Moscow (figures 1, 1A). A later impression, dated 
22 V 1908, has been communicated to me by 
another Moscow collector, Mr. A. Mramornov, 
though I do not know whether it was applied as a 
canceller or as a transit or arrival mark (figure1B). 
In any case, it is the latest date for this postmark 
yet recorded. 

2. Kotlas-Arkhangelsk/2nd Steamship Postal 
Branch. Similar to above but with bottom 
inscription IIe PAR. POCHT. OTD. and shorter 
side numerals. The sole example known to me
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A 

B 

Figure 1.

Kotlas-Arkhangelsk Ist Steamship Postal Branch.


Transit marks 3 VIII 1902 (A) on card to Arkhangelsk via PW 219 (O. V . Forafontov coll.) with another

impression dated 22 V 1908 (B) (A . Mramornov coll.). 


occurs as a transit mark on a cover posted 
from London in 1900 to Cherdyn (Perm 
Guberniya) and redirected to a village in the 
Ustsysolsk district (Vologda Guberniya) 
(figure 2). The cover is remarkable for 
carrying transit marks of two river mailboat 
services, as revealed by the rash of 
datestamps on the reverse, the other being 
Steamship Nizhnii-Perm (9) of the Volga-
Kama system. This is the earliest known date 
for the Kotlas-Arkhangelsk postal service. 

A B 

Figure 2. 
Kotlas-Arkhangelsk IInd Steamship Postal 

Branch. 
Transit mark 8 VI 1900 (A) on cover from 

London to village near Cherdyn, re-directed 
to Ustsysolsk District. Also transit mark of 
Steamship “Nizhnii-Perm” of Rivers Volga 

and Kama (B). 
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Figure 3.

1st Kotlas Steamship. Cancellation 27 8 09 on card Velikii-Ustyug to Vologda (A) and


2nd Kotlas Steamship cancellation 14 9 10 on card Arkhangelsk to Velikii-Ustyug endorsed “via 2nd

Kotlas Steamship Branch”(B).


Asterisks in the cancellations enlarged to show differences. 


3. 1st Kotlas Steamship. Double-oval having outer 
dimensions 31 mm. and 26 mm., with 1-e 
KOTLASSKOE (adjectival form of KOTLAS) at 
top, PAROKH. at bottom, 5-pointed star at left 
with two points down and one point up, serial ‘a’ 
at right; date in one line between horizontal bars. 
There is too little surviving material to give any 
firm ideas on period of usage. The earliest record I 
have is 27 8 09 on a card from Velikii-Ustyug to 
Vologda (figure 3A) and the latest 29 7 15 on a 
card to Arkhangelsk (Casey, 1986, p.26). Another 
card depicts the ship “N. V. Gogol” and was 
written aboard the vessel (which the writer 
describes as “splendid”) while at Velikii-Ustyug 
(figure 4) . It is addressed to Moscow and bears 
the datestamp of 1st Kotlas Steamship for 14 7 15, 
thus tying canceller to ship. 

4. 2nd Kotlas Steamship. Similar to above but with 
2-e instead of 1-e; upper horizontal bar slightly 
thickened and joining the inner oval at a point 
fractionally higher than in 1st Kotlas datestamp, the 
lower bar placed slightly lower in relation to the 
asterisk and serial ‘a’, resulting in a date-bridge 10 
mm. wide instead of 9½ mm; asterisk inverted in 
comparison with that of 1st Kotlas datestamp. I have 
only two examples. One is a viewcard of 
Arkhangelsk addressed to Velikii-Ustyug and 
cancelled 14 9 10, arriving the following day; the 
address panel includes the  instruction “Via 2nd 
Kotlas Postal  Branch” (figure 3B). The other sends 
greetings from Ustyug to Sima (Vladimir Guberniya) 
on 15 6 1913, the 3k Romanov being cancelled same 
day. It is a picture-card of the paddlesteamer 
“General Kondratenko”, conveying the suggestion 
that this ship’s post office carried the 2nd Kotlas 
canceller (figure 5 -next page). 

THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 90 46 



Figure 4. 
1st Kotlas Steamship. 

Cancellation 14 7 15 on picture-card 
of Steamship “N. V. Gogol”, 

addressed to Moscow from on board 
the ship while at Velikii-Ustyug. 

Figure 5. 
2nd Kotlas Steamship. 

Cancellation 15 6 13 on picture-card 
of Steamship “General Kondratenko” 
sent to Sima, probably from the ship 

itself.
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So far as is known, the same circular and oval 
datestamps were employed in both directions on the 
Northern Dvina run and there is nothing to support 
Mandrovskii’s idea that a circular “Arkhangelsk-
Kotlas” type existed. A more teasing question is 
posed in the annual guidebook “Sputnik Pomora”, 
which gives information on the merchant fleet of the 
Russian North. The 1913 edition (the only one I have 
seen) indicates that the Northern Steamship 
Company “Kotlas-Arkhangelsk-Murman” ran a 
postal-passenger river service that extended 
westwards beyond the Northern Dvina into the River 
Sukhova up to Vologda, adding another nine stops to 
the route and almost doubling its length. Passenger-
only services were provided along some of the 
tributaries (Burkov & Lavrent’ev, 1913, pp. 238
239). Official timetables for 1915 published by the 

Ministry of Transport name 11 vessels operating 
between May and October for the “K-A-M” 
Company along this extended route. Does this mean 
that we can expect to find datestamps inscribed 
“Vologda-Arkhangelsk/ Parokhod” with various 
serial letters ? Evidently not. Neither the 1911 nor 
1915 Postal Guides mention a postal service for the 
River Sukhova, though they name all the stops along 
the Northern Dvina from Velikii-Ustyug to 
Arkhangelsk. The 1916 Postal List is also silent 
about the River Sukhova as a postal route. The truth 
seems to be that on the Volodga-Velikii-Ustyug leg 
of the voyage ships did not provide post office 
facilities on board, though they may well have acted 
simply as carriers, picking up and off-loading bagged 
mail; ; alternatively, the contents of the ships letter-
boxes may have been dealt with on shore. 

A B C 

Figure 6.


ROPiT Steamship “Kornilov”.

Large oval datestamp in violet cancelling 1 piastre Turkish stamp on cover addressed in Greek from


Aegean port of Salonica to monk (clockmaker) at Mount Athos (Greek: “Holy Mountain”). This datestamp

(A) is shown together with the original T & S illustration (B) and the “Shtempelgate” forgery (C).
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AEGEAN SEA/BLACK SEA. 

1. ROPiT Steamship Kornilov. Double-oval with 
outer dimensions 53 mm. and 32 mm., R.O.P.i.T. 
at top in seriffed characters and PAR. 
KORNILOV’ at bottom in unseriffed characters; 
elongated fleurons at sides, date in one line with 
month in letters and year unabbreviated. Colour 
violet. This description is based on the 
cancellation seen on a cover from Salonica to 
Mount Athos (figures 6, 6A). Its shape and 
dimensions are confirmed by another impression 
on a card from Salonica to Odessa dated 10 XI 
1910, kindly communicated to me in photocopy 
by the late Mr. G. V. Andrieshin of Odessa. Other 
strikes on pieces bearing ordinary Russian stamps 
and issues for the Levant, though incomplete, 
agree with the foregoing. All are dated between 
1910 and 1911 and all are struck in violet. This 
cancellation was first illustrated by T & S (1960, 
pp.556-557, fig. 855) as occurring on a strip of 
three 10k 1909 issue, notified by Mr. T. Matuhin. 
They put it under “Ship Mail in the Levant” as 
Subtype 3B and gave it dimensions 43 x 28 mm. 
A glance at the original illustration, reproduced 
herein as figure 6B, shows it to be much too small 
and a little out of shape. It was the T & S 
illustration that provided the copy for the 
“Kornilov” oval in the infamous “Shtempelgate” 
forgeries that emanated from Russia in the late 
1970s (Casey, 1979; Cronin, 1979; Liphschutz & 
Maslowski, 1979). Dated 6 Feb. 1911, this forged 
cancellation is always seen in black and ties 
Russian stamps (usually pair of 5k) to fake covers 
addressed in a fading purplish ink to Vernyi or 
Omsk, with appropriate fabricated backstamps. 
Besides having the wrong shape, size and colour 
of ink, this forgery is easily picked out by the odd-
shaped letter ‘i’ in R.O. P.i T. and the excessively 
wide fleurons (figure 6C). 

The “Kornilov”, named after the Russian Admiral 
mortally wounded at the siege of Sevastopol, was 
one of the older vessels of the ROPiT fleet, built 
in 1869 by A. Lesley & Company of Newcastle, 
England. She is listed as an iron-hulled postal-
passenger ship of 23,300 tons with 
accommodation for 30 1st-class passengers, 25 
2nd-class and 200 3rd class (RMFL, 1912, pp.28-
29). From her home port of Odessa she operated 
along the western coast of the Black Sea and in 
the Levant and eastern Mediterranean. The ship’s 
post office would have stocked Russian stamps, 
but when in the territorial waters of another 
country the stamps of that country would have 
been valid under UPU rules. This is why the cover 
shown in figure 6 is franked with a Turkish 

adhesive; in 1911 both Salonica (Thessaloniki) 
and Mount Athos were in the Ottoman Empire and 
not ceded to Greece until after the Balkan War of 
1912/13. The cover is addressed in Greek to a 
monk, Father Gabriel, a member of one of the 
Christian monastic communities sheltered at 
Mount Athos (Greek “Holy Mountain”), on the 
Aegean coast. Father Gabriel was a clockmaker 
and ran a very successful business from his 
“cell” (a two-storey stone house!) in Karyes, the 
capital of Mount Athos, exporting his clocks to 
Greece, Salonica, Smyrna, Constantinople and 
Odessa. I owe this information to Mr. George 
Peterson of Holargos, Greece, who visited the spot 
and met Father Gabriel’s son. It paints a picture 
somewhat different from  the popular idea of the 
monastic lifestyle. 

Light shed by the 1911 ROPiT guide shows that 
the “Kornilov” would have been engaged on the 
return leg of the slow line from Odessa to 
Alexandria, Egypt. This long itinerary took in the 
Bulgarian ports of Varna and Burgas, then 
Constantinople and Dardanelles, wound round the 
Aegean with stops at Mount Athos, Salonica, 
Mytilene, Smyrna, &c., with a call at Piraeus (the 
port for Athens), then along the Syrian coast, 
touching at Mersina, Tripoli, Beirut, Jaffa and 
other parts of the seaboard, and finally on to Port 
Said and Alexandria. The round trip took about a 
month. 

2. Romanian Maritime Postal Service. Thanks to a 
remarkable find by Mr.  J.V. Woollam, a recent  
edition of BJRP recorded an item of Russian mail 
sent via the Romanian maritime service. It was a 
viewcard of the Aegean island of Mytilene 
(Metelin) dated 1 May and franked with a pair of 
Russian Levant 10 para/2k to pay the 4k rate to 
Brussels. As the all-important cancellation cannot 
be made out from the original illustration (Stoten, 
2000, p.45, fig.1), it is shown herein as figure 7. It 

is a double-circle of 28 mm. 
diamet er enclosin g the 
i n s  c  r i p t i o n  S  M  Y  R  N E 
C O N  S  T  A N T I  N O P L  E  
CONSTANTA, denoting the 
route from the Aegean 
through the Dardanelles to the 
Black Sea coast of Romania. 

Figure 7.  

Smyrna-Constantinople-Constanta Line of Romanian


Maritime Service. Cancellation 26 April 1906 on

Russian adhesives franking Mytilene ppc to Brussels,


recorded BJRP No. 85 (Stoten, 2000).
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The date is in one line across the centre, with a 
posthorn above and the initials S. M. R. (Serviciul 
Maritim Roman) below. Colour violet. Mr. 
Woollam, the former owner of the item, explained 
that the apparent conflict between the 1 May, 1906 
dateline on the card and the date in the 
cancellation (26 April 1906) is due to the practice 
of setting the ship’s datestamp at the start of the 
voyage. 

This is the right time to place on record another 
piece of Russian/Romanian ship mail. Figure 8 
shows the reverse of a post card commemorating 
the new Turkish constitution of July 1908. It was 
addressed from Constantinople to Vienna on 

1 August 1908 and posted on a ship of the 
Romanian Maritime Service the same day, the 20 
para/ 4k Russian Levant stamp being cancelled by 
a 30 mm. double-circle reading CONSPOLI -
C O N S  T A N T A  - B U C  U  R  E  S C  I  
( C O N  S T A N T  I  N  O P L  E  - C  O N  S T A N  T A  
BUCHAREST) with 1 Aug. 1908 across the 
centre. From Vienna the card was re-addressed to 
Eichberg, Germany. On this line only the first leg 
of the journey was by sea; the mail was unloaded 
at Constanta and taken to Bucharest by rail 
(personal communication from Mr. V. Denis 
Vandervelde). For further information on the 
Romanian maritime postal service there is a hefty 
book by Calin Marinescu published in 1998. 

Figure 8.

Constantinople-Constanta-Bucharest Line of Romanian Maritime Service.


Cancellation 1 August 1908 on Russian Levant 20 para/4k on Turkish commemorative card to Vienna,

re-directed to Germany.


EGYPT 
After the Russian post offices in Alexandria and 
Port Said were closed in 1875 uncancelled mail 
from Russian ships arriving at these ports was 
handed over to the Egyptian P.O. The earliest type 
of cancellation applied was the well known 
Egyptian “retta” - rows of small rhomboid-shaped 
dots arranged in a diamond pattern - in use from 
1875 until the early 1900’s. These marks were not 
applied exclusively to Russian mail and it is likely 
that much more could be learned about them by 
delving into the postal history of other countries, 
notably Egypt itself. In the meantime, the “rettas” 
remain a field ripe for exploration by  collectors of 
Russia. 

1. Alexandria. This ancient metropolis was one of 
the main ports of call for the ROPiT ships and claims 
the lion’s share of the “rettas”. Though it was said to 
be comparatively common on Russian Levant 
stamps and to exist in several subtypes, T & S were 
initially able to illustrate only one form of the 
Alexandria “retta”, which -they designated Type A-1 
(T & S, 1958, p.188, fig.279). Later, they illustrated 
two other subtypes as 1B and 1C (T & S, 1960, 
pp.556, 558, figs. 864,865).  

These authors gave no measurements for the 
various subtypes and had precious little to say 
about them.
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Figure 9.

Egyptian “retta” (Alexandria).


Two strikes of Subtype A-1D applied in transit at Alexandria 19 III 1896 to Russian Levant 4k. stationery card

arriving from Jaffa for onward transmission to Germany. (Enlarged at right).

Subtypes of Alexandria “rettas” and their numerical structure are shown as

A, Subtype A-1A, B, Subtype ,A-1B, C, Subtype A-1C and D, Subtype A-1D.


However, using their illustrations, the I have no examples of Subtype A-1A and do not 
characters of the Alexandria “rettas” may be set know when it was used. Subtype A-1B is said to 
out as follows: have been used in the 1890s and Subtype A-1C in 

the early 1900s. On the contrary, all my examples 
Subtype A-1A 25 x 11 mm. 64 (8 x 8) dots of Subtype A-1C, on covers and card, date from 
(Figure 9A) between 1886 and 1889. There must be a 

suspicion that Subtype A-1D was included by T & 
Subtype A-1B 23 x 10 mm. 49 (7 x 7) dots S in their Subtype A-1C which it superficially 
(Figure 9B) resembles. So far only one example of Subtype A

1D has been isolated. It is represented by two 
Subtype A-1C 30 x 12½ mm. 81 (9 x 9) dots strikes on a 4k Russian Levant stationery card sent 
(Figure 9C) from Jaffa 16 3 96 and put ashore at Alexandria 

three days later (Figures 9, 9D). The strikes are 
To these may now be added a fourth subtype, exceptionally sharp and clear as one would expect 
which in the T & S system should be called from a new handstamp, suggesting that the 

subtype had not been in use for long. In the 
Subtype A-1D 29 x 13 mm. 63 (7 x 9) dots. uneven distribution of the dots it is unique. 
(Figure 9D) Symmetry of the diamond pattern is maintained 

by having the NE/ SW rows more widely spaced 
than the NW/SE. There is a clear message to all 
hands: check your “rettas”!
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2. Port Said. ROPiT ships dropped anchor at 
Port Said though the insignificance of this port 
compared with Alexandria is reflected in the 
extreme rarity of Russian mail bearing the Port 
Said “retta” . My only example is illustrated in 
figure 10. Many years ago I saw another, on a 
Russian lettercard, in the stock of a London 
dealer, but at a price that curled the hairs on my 
chest. It must be out there somewhere. 

Mr. Croesus, please report to the bridge. 

The 4k Russian Levant stationery card shown in 
figure 10 is addressed to Stuttgart, Germany, with 
dateline “Jaffa 16 IV 98”. It reached Port Said four 
days later, where the imprinted stamp was cancelled 
with a “retta” of dimensions 30 x 11½ mm. and 
having about 80 dots symmetrically arranged. This 
“retta” closely resembles Subtype A-1C of 
Alexandria and differs only in being slimmer. 
Unable to illustrate an example, T & S (1958, p.189) 
nevertheless appear to have had an inkling of the 
shape of the Port Said mark when they said it may 
have been “similar to but narrower than Type A
1” (Alexandria). 

Figure 10. 

 Egyptian “retta” (Port Said).


Applied in transit at Port Said 20 IV 1898 to Russian Levant 4k. stationery card arriving from Jaffa for

onward transmission to Germany. (Enlarged at right).


RIVER AMUR 
The Amur is one of the great rivers of Asia and 
over much of its 4,650 kilometres it forms the 
boundary between Russia and China. Navigation 
on this giant waterway goes back to early times 
and carriage of mail by ship on the Amur and its 
tributaries is mentioned in the Postal Guide of 
1886. It is not until the first decade of the 20th 
century, however, that evidence of ambulant post 
offices emerges with appearance of the familiar 
“parokhod” ovals with Amur place-names. The 
service was run during the summer months by the 
Amur Company for Steamshipping and Trade, 
based at Blagoveshchensk. The routes and range 
of postmarks employed are covered by Robinson 
(1990, pp.176-177). 

All is not plain sailing, however, and the 
following notes draw attention to some areas of 
murky water that need clarifying . 

1. Upper Amur Line. This route extended from 
Sretensk (also spelt Stretensk), on the Shilka 
tributary, to Blagoveshchensk, in the middle 
reaches of the Amur, a distance of 1270 versts. 
The Amur Calendar for 1902 lists 16 stops on the 
way (Golubtsov, 1902). Oval datestamps with 
abbreviated inscriptions for Blagoveshchensk-
Stretensk Steamship are the ones most frequently 
seen from the Amur, though none can be 
described as common.
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Only three serial letters are known (a,b,v), each 
datestamp existing in large and small formats 
(figures 11B, 11C). The same inscription was used 
on the datestamps irrespective of the direction in 
which the ship was travelling. Both sizes were 
carried by the individual ship’s post office and 
each was used as a canceller. Possibly the 
different sizes were intended to distinguish the 
outward and homeward runs. On the other hand, 
instances are known where the two formats appear 
on the same item of mail, the larger used for 
cancelling on day of receipt, the smaller for date 
of off-loading (figure 12A). 
In their account of the fluvial lines on the Amur, 
T & S illustrate an example of the mark used on 
the Blagoveshchensk-Stretensk line, serial ‘a’ (T 
& S, 1959, p.479, fig. 686). Their drawing is 
reproduced as Type S2.2 in Robinson (1990, 
p.176) and is shown herein as figure 11A. For 
comparison the two sizes of the Blagoveshchensk-
Stretensk Steamship, serial ‘a’, taken from 
examples in my collection, are shown alongside as 
figures 11B & 11C. It will be seen at once that the 
T & S figure differs in many respects: its 
dimensions do not agree with either of the two 
formats, the spelling “Sretensk” is used in place of 
the abbreviation “Stret.”  for “Stretensk”, and in 
the spelling of both terminals a different version 

A 


of the old-fashioned sign (“yat”) for ‘e’ appears. 
The two versions of this pre-1918 “yat” may best 
be described as (1) a crossed ‘b’ , and (2) the 
number ‘16’ with the digits joined at the top. 
Contemporary picture-postcards, literature and 
even the timetables use the same orthography as 
the authors of “Russia used Abroad”. However, 
whereas the lettering of the datestamps shown in 
figures 11B and 11C can be duplicated over and 
over again, in 40 years of collecting Russian ship 
mail I have never encountered the mark depicted 
by T & S, nor have I found anyone who has. The 
plot thickens with the introduction of a hybrid 
form illustrated as Type S2.3 in Robinson (1990, 
p.177). Based on a rough sketch supplied by a 
collector (P. Robinson, in litt. 2 6 03), it has the 
size of the large format and employs the usual ‘16’ 
version of the “yat” in the spelling of both 
terminals. Where it agrees with the T & S figure is 
in omitting the first ‘t’ in “Stretensk” and having 
“Sretensk” seemingly spelt out in full. The serial 
letter is missing. Despite the help of Philip 
Robinson, I have been unable to trace the source 
of his “Type S2.3”. The origin of the T & S 
drawing is also unknown. Until someone can 
show these postmarks “in the flesh” I am inclined 
to treat both as fantasies.

B 

C D 


Figure 11. 

Blagoveshchensk-Stretensk Line of River Amur.


A, copy of T & S illustration showing unusual spelling, with B,C, normal examples for comparison,

and D, Type S2.3 of Robinson. A and D are suspected fantasies. 
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2. Middle and Lower Amur Line. This covers the 
vast stretch of the river from Blagoveshchensk to 
Nikolaevsk-on-Amur, close to where the Amur 
joins the sea opposite the northern end of Sakhalin 
Island. Over a distance of 1858 versts ships of this 
line made at least 20 stops (including one on the 
Chinese side of the river) before reaching their 
turn-round point ( Golubtsov, 1902). Mail from 
this line is seen less frequently than that of the 
Blagoveshchensk-Stretensk line, though there 

were more postal steamers involved judging by 
the number of serial letters (a,b,v,g,) found on the 
datestamps. These follow the pattern set by the 
other major line, occurring in large and small 
format and with a uni-directional inscription. 
Figure 12 B shows use of both formats on a card 
travelling in the “wrong” direction from 
Nikolaevsk-on-Amur. In all the material I have 
seen the name of this terminal is abbreviated to 
“Nikolaev.” 

Large format

A 

Small format 

Editor’s note. 
See figures 13B & 13C  for 
the two types of Nikolaevsk 

postmarks shown in figure 12B 

B 

Figure 12. 

River Amur. 


Cards showing use of two formats of datestamp to record date of receipt and date of off-loading.

A, Blagoveshchensk-Stretensk Steamship ‘b’ to Moscow:


dates 26 8 08 large format and 7 9 08 small format.

B, Blagoveshchensk -Nikolaevsk Steamship ‘b’:


dates 19 5 07 large format and 29 5 07 small format.

N.B. This ppc of Nikolaevsk-on-Amur conveyed greetings from there to Blagoveshchensk, in opposite


direction to inscription on datestamp. Note also dual use of small format datestamp as canceller on day of

off-loading, correcting postal clerk’s oversight.
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There is a recorded exception. Some 40 years ago 
Tchilinghirian (1963, p .13 , fig. 129) illustrated a 
postmark from this line in which the word 
“Nikolaevsk” is spelt out in full, complete with 
‘hard sign’ at the end. It is further characterised by 
omission of serial letter, there being asterisks on 
both sides. 

It is shown herein as figure 13A alongside normal 
postmarks from the same line for comparison. In 
Robinson’s Siberia book it appears as Type S1.2 
(Robinson, 1990, p.176). Concerning the 
provenance of this mark, Tchilinghirian said that it 
was illustrated “by courtesy of Messrs. W.H. 
Adgey-Edgar and H. Irmann-Jacobsen, who 
notified examples on various Russian stamps. After 
his death, I attended the sale of Adgey-Edgar’s 
collection at Stanley Gibbons in the 1970s and do 
not recall seeing River Amur cancellations there 
(though he may have had some in the past). 

Enquiries among fellow collectors having failed to 
produce a single example of this mark, I sent a 
copy of the illustration to Mr. Hans Irmann-
Jacobsen in Oslo asking for confirmation. His reply 
in dated 27 March 2003 and reads as follows: 

“I have looked through my small collection of 
Russian ship cancellations, and must tell you that I 
have only 2 specimens of the actual River Amur 
cancellation. None of which is of the type you 
asked me about. 

I have read Mr. Tchilinghirian’s article again and 
must confess that I do not remember much of the 
details from 40 years ago. But I am afraid Mr. 
Tchilinghirian may have made a failure when he 
couples me to the Cancellation because I have not 
sold any ship cancellations and, as mentioned 
before, have only got 2 specimens.” 

With the basis for Tchilinghirian’s illustration 
unconfirmed, it seems we have another fantasy to 
deal with. Part strikes and poor impressions 
wrongly reconstructed ? Simon Tchilinghirian set 
such a high standard of scholarship and 
draughtsmanship that the lapses implied above are 
scarcely credible. Can any reader throw light on 
this mystery? 

A B C 


Figure 13. 

Blagoveshchensk-Nikolaevsk-on-Amur Line of River Amur.


A, . Unusual datestamp as illustrated by Tchilinghirian (1963) with B, C, normal examples for comparison.

The first, (A), is probably a fantasy.
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Georgia: The 1920 “Coverbacks” 
P.T.Ashford 

Those of us who feel moved to collect Georgia will 
surely, sooner or later, have been offered "backs" of 
covers showing stamps of the "St. George" and "Queen 
Tamara" issues used in 1920. The address sides of the 
covers have, invariably been torn off, which is to be 
regretted, as to the collector they are incomplete. On the 
credit side is the fact that these letters have come, mostly, 
from small localities throughout Georgia, and, indeed, 
constitute the only record of mail we have from some of 
the offices.  Fortunately, it was mostly the practice to 
frank letters on the reverse of an envelope, so that the 
'coverbacks' we have show the full franking, and also the 
arrival date-stamp, which for these, is always Tiflis 
(Tbilisi).  The letters were sent by ordinary mail, and bear 
combinations of stamps to give the correct 4 Roubles rate 
(except in two instances of a 2R. rate for printed matter). 

A problem with these ‘coverbacks’ has always been that 
their origin is a complete mystery.  Over many years I 
have sought their history with increasing frustration.  Why 
did some unknown person take the fronts off? Why was it 
so important that the addressee was not to be shown? One 
thing for sure, the covers were not philatelic.  The 
franking is always correct, and the time taken for delivery 
shows that the Georgian post office was doing a good job 
in handling the mail. 

Figure 1 
A Typical example of a "COVERBACK" 

So as to try and find the answers to some of these 
questions, I have been recording the dates and other 
details of ‘coverbacks’ from other collectors (Ray Ceresa, 
Robert Taylor, and the late Daniel Levandowsky) and 
with those I hold myself, I can give dates and places from 
the 105 items I can record.  There must be hundreds of 
others I do not know about.  They span a fairly brief 
period in mid-1920 - by my reckoning from 8 August to 
21 October 1920.  It is my impression they surfaced in the 
stamp trade in U.S.A. rather than in Europe.  Years ago, a 
sometime member of BSRP (Norman Fritzberg) told me 
he bought a good number in Boston, Mass. 

The fact that all the items are destined for Tiflis (Tbilisi) 
seems to indicate they were addressed to a central office. 
One is aware of covers addressed to a Russian Transport 
and Insurance Company, and there remains a possibility 
that the ‘coverbacks’ related to correspondence about 
insurance claims.  On the other hand, this does not 
satisfactorily explain why the addresses had to be torn off. 

A brighter possibility to answer the question could be 
found in Dr.Ceresa’s books on Georgia published in 
1993.  On pages 366 and 367 two covers are illustrated 
(shown below) addressed to The American Mission, 
housed in Tiflis. These were sent from Suram on 27.5.20 

and 2.6.20 respectively.  The earlier cover 
is registered.  The American Mission 
occupied offices Boryatinskaya No.12, 
overlooking the Aleksander Park in the 
centre of the city.  It seems they were in part 
of the head offices of the Transcaucasian 
Railway.  Both covers (sent May/June 
1920) pre-date by some weeks the period 
from which the ‘coverbacks’ have been 
recorded. It is interesting to note that a 
scribbled note on the second cover reads 
"Mr Isserlis". Mr.  Isserlis must have been a 
civilian working at the American Mission, 
and this is confirmed by a third cover, also 
illustrated by Ray Ceresa (this time in 
Section A on page 46) and is, apparently, a 
large envelope sent by Isserlis himself, with 
his address given as the American Mission. 
The cover is registered and must have been 
double weight, sufficiently large, it is 
suggested, to enclose a good number of 
‘coverbacks’.  This was sent to a Mr.Cullis, 
in Bournemouth, England, but re-directed to 
Yorkshire. 

From  DIDI VANI KETGEV (OZURGETY UEZD). ? 10.8.20 
Arriving TIFLIS 21.8.20. Franked 4R 
(Note the ‘rough’ tearing of the cover)
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It could be that ‘Isserlis’ had philatelic interests and was keenly 
gathering the envelopes from mail coming into the Mission 
(correspondence that could have been received from all over 
Georgia if ‘Relief Funds’ were being distributed) but was told to 
tear off the fronts, or he deemed it desirable to do so, on covers 
he obtained at least from August 1920 onwards.  If he returned to 
U.S.A. this could explain why such items found their way into 
the stamp trade there. 

) 

Figure 2 
Registered Cover from SURAM, dated 27-5.20 addressed to the 
American Mission, BARYATINSKAYA  No.12, ZHIELZHNO. 

DOR. OTDEL 2-2, TIFLIS, arriving 28.5.20. 
The endorsement ‘BATOUM’ is not understood. Franked 8R. 

Figure 3 
Ordinary Cover also from SURAM dated 2.6.20 addressed to 

the American Mission, arriving 5.6.20 
The front of the Cover is endorsed “Mr Isserlis”. Franked 4R 

Figure 4 
Registered Cover from TIFLIS (TBILISI), dated 26.10.20, sent 

by Mr. A. Isserlis to England 
A large envelope approximately  6 ½ ’’ x 4 ½ ‘’ 

(from the collection of Dr. R. J. Ceresa

Editor’s note: All covers reproduced at 75% 

Figure 2 

Figure 3 

Figure 4 
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Date Date Source Date 

A A 

A A A 

A C C 

A Kutais A C 

L C T 

C C T 

A T A 

C Akhalkalaki A 

C A C 

T Kutais A L 

C Kutais 1 A 

Batum A A 

C Kutais T C 

C A Batum C 

Oni A Kutais C T 

Oni A T A 

C A A 

C Kutais C A 

A T 

C A T 

C A A 

Oni A A A 

A A 

T C 

Batum C A 

C Kutais C A 

C C Batum A 

A A C 

T C 

C Kutais 1 C A 

A C A 

A 

A A L 

A A C 

T Kutais 1 C 

A 

Sources: = C 

From Source From From Source 

AUGUST 1920 10.9.20 Didi Vani Ketgev 8.10.20 Tskhinvali 

8.8.20 St. Kaspi 10.9.20 Kvirily 8.10.20 Naogalevi 

10.8.20 Didi Vani Ketgev 10.9.20 Samtredi 8.10.20 Gori 

12.8.20 Abas-tuman 10.9.20 10.10.20 Sac h kh eri  -S h or  ap an 
Rly 

15.8.20 Batum-Baku Rly 10.9.20 Kvirily 11.10.20 Kutais 

15.8.20 Ozurgety 10.9.20 Zugdidy 11.10.20 Kutais 

17.8.20 Signakh 10.9.20 Batum-Baku Rly 12.10.20 Gombory 

22.8.20 Novo Stryelinsk 13.9.20 12.10.20 Kutais Auction 

22.8.20 Kvirily 14.9.20 Sachkeri 12.10.20 Gori 

22.8.20 Byelyi Kluch 14.9.20 14.10.20 Poti 

23.8.20 Telav 14.9.20 Auction 15.10.20 Kutais 

25.8.20 Tiflis Auction 15.9.20 16.10.20 Tbilisi 

26.8.20 Shulavery 15.9.20 16.10.20 Tsarskie Kolodtay 

27.8.20 Kutais 17.9.20 Ozurgety 16.10.20 

28.8.20 17.9.20 16.10.20 Poti 

28.8.20 17.9.20 Gurd zhaani-Tsnori  s  
Takhali Rly 

17.10.20 Gori 

28.8.20 Tsarskie Kolodtsy 17.9.20 Lanchkuty 17.10.20 Akhalkalaki 

30.8.20 Didi Dzhi-khishi 18.9.20 17.10.20 Tsageri 

30.8.20 Didi Dzhi-khishi Auction 19.9.20 Orbeli 17.10.20 Chiatury 

30.8.20 Khobi 20.9.20 Kidistavi 17.10.20 Poti 

31.8.20 Telav 21.9.20 Gurd zhaani-Tsnori  s  
Takhali Rly 

18.10.20 Tbilisi 

??.8.20 21.9.20 Borzhom-Mikhailovo 
Rly 

18.10.20 Chiatury 

SEPTEMBER 1920 21.9.20 Signakh 18.10.20 Kutais 

1.9.20 Nizhnie Machkanni 25.9.20 Abas-tumen 18.10.20 Khoni Auction 

3.9.20 Batum Auction 26.9.20 19.10.20 Ozurgety 

3.9.20 Samtredi 29.9.20 19.10.20 Tanoris Tskhali 

3.9.20 Kobi 30.9.20 Kvirily 19.10.20 

4.9.20 Abas-tuman ??.9.20 Tiflis 19.10.20 Abasha 

4.9.20 Batum-Baku Rly 19.10.20 Kutais 

6.9.20 Borzhom-Mikhailovo 
Rly 

2.10.20 20.10.20 Kutais 

7.9.20 Shulavery 2.10.20 Mikhailovo 20.10.20 Samtredi 

7.9.20 Chiatury Auction 3.10.20 Batum-Baku Rly 20.10.20 Signakh Auction 

8.9.20 Poti 6.10.20 Ozurgety 20.10.20 Tiflis 

8.9.20 Gori 6.10.20 Sukhum 20.10.20 Kutais 1 

8.9.20 Takhinvali 7.10.20 Auction 20.10.20 Telav 

9.9.20 Dushet Auction 8.10.20 Tskhinvali 21.10.20 Tiflis Voksal Auction 

OCTOBER 1920 

Dr. R.J. Ceresa Robert Taylor = T Daniel Levandowsky = L 
P.T. Ashford = A Auction   = Noted from Auction Lots 

Listing of “COVERBACKS’ recorded in date order 
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Sapozhok Zemstvo: Some information from the 
Fabergé collection 
Trevor Pateman
Since the Corinphila sale of Oleg Fabergé’s 
Zemstvo collection in December 1999, I have 
handled over thirty of the individual District 
collections, either intact or remaindered by other 
dealers. I continue to be amazed by the scale and 
attentiveness of the research involved in Oleg’s 
painstaking writing up. This was a collection 
written up, not for exhibition, but as an 
encyclopaedic research project. Occasionally, 
Oleg Fabergé gets it wrong - there are some rather 
obviously faked covers in the collection, for 
example, which are included without adverse 
comment. Occasionally, he misses things. But 
across thousands of album pages, the most striking 
thing is just how much he notices! 

Recently, I acquired the Sapozhok collection, 
intact apart from the one page devoted to Schmidt 
4 and apart from the covers extracted and sold 
separately at the Corinphila sale. I have always 
thought of Sapozhok as a rather boring district and 
thought this probably accounted for the fact that 
the collection originally sold at its starting price 
(CHF 2500) in a context where other collections 
were selling at well over their start prices 

Examining the collection I discover: 

Schmidt 6 (Page 15 of the collection). Here there 
is a Money Letter, interesting because it is going 
OUT of the Zemstvo not coming into it. The Five 
Wax Seals one expects to find on Imperial letters 
are in this instance ZEMSTVO POST seals, one 
of which was applied over the 10 kopeck Zemstvo 
stamp, but has been scraped away to reveal it. The 
other seals are intact. The letter was sent to St. 
Petersburg. As one would expect for a Money 
letter, there are no Imperial adhesives, nor are 
there any additional Imperial seals. 

Schmidt 10 (page 24). There are 19 copies here 
of which three have been separated out by Oleg 
because they have small crosses at each four-way 
stamp intersection. The other 16 copies show not a 
trace of these, despite including multiples. In the 
absence of a sheet (10 x 5), it is a matter of 
speculation whether these crosses are positional 
within the sheet or whether - more interestingly 
they represent a separate printing and hence a 

variety ‘With Corner Crosses’ (As they say, this is 
so Sapozhok!) 

Schmidt 17 (page 33). Thirteen copies of which 
three are remarked for “Bronzeteilchen” by Oleg 
and one by Agathon in a back note for 
“Goldstaub”. I love this. I discovered what it was 
all about as a result of buying the Orgeev 
collection and thereby finding an answer to the 
question, What. on earth does Chuchin mean by 
“Bronze spangles”? (Orgeev Chuchin 19). Well, 
it’s metallic dust scattered on the surface of a 
stamp to enhance colour. The printers for a 
number of Zemstvo districts scattered dust about, 
and Chuchin’s listing of the results is very 
incomplete. The dust tends to rub off, but if you 
are lucky you might find a gob of it on stamps 
from Orgeev, Morhshank, Vessiegonsk, and no 
doubt others. In this Sapozhok instance, Agathon 
thought it was gold dust (and he was a jeweller....) 
but Oleg settles for bronze. Either way, we have a 
variety, Dusted with metal flecks. 

Schmidt 21 (page 37). There are 24 examples on 
the page, of which 7 are imperforate between 
vertically. Some Zemstvos abound in perforation 
varieties but this is the only group in the Sapozhok 
collection. It seems Sapozhok stamps were 
carefully produced - a thought reinforced by the 
extensive use of corner guidelines throughout the 
range of Sapozhok stamps. 

Schmidt 24 (page 41). This comprises 19 
perforated and five imperforate examples - the 
latter comprised of a single and a block of 4. In 
the Chuchin catalogue, the imperforate is 
separately listed as Number 16a. Oleg notes 
against the imperforates “OB DIESES (UNGEZ) 
DERSELBE DRUCK IST? HIER TYPEN GAR 
NICHT ZU ERKENNEN! OF 9.10.82” In other 
words, he wonders whether the imperforates are 
from the same printing as the perforated stamps 
because he cannot assign them to any of the six 
plate types found on perforated stamps. On closer 
examination, I noted that these imperforates were 
not acquired by Agathon Fabergé until 1923 and 
1925 and as a result of turning the stamps over 
also noted that the gum is quite different to that 
found on the perforated stamps: it is white and 
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smooth in place of yellow and uneven. This 
supports Oleg’s hunch that he is looking not just 
at an imperforate variety but at a separate printing. 
This could either have been a proof or trial 
printing, or a later one for unknown purposes. The 
fact that the colour of the ink on the imperforates 
is very well matched to that on the perforated 
copies suggests the former possibility. 

Schmidt 25 (page 42). There are 15 examples, 
the last two being neatly cancelled on pieces both 
dated 20. 12. 1913 and, I thought, illustrating two 
shades of the background green. On closer 
examination, it appears that on the darker green 
stamp, the shield held by the “Sitting Helvetia” 
figure is stippled black and looks grey to the 

naked eye. Two other stamps on the page show 
this feature. All the other stamps have a shield, 
which is white to the naked eye, and lightly 
stippled or not at all stippled under magnification. 
This difference is not noted by Fabergé. I suggest 
a variety, “Grey ground to Shield” 

Well, that took me an hour and I wish I had found 
time to do this with all the other collections I have 
handled. I doubt there will be many more coming 
my  way as most  have now been absorbed by the  
voracious Zemstvo market. But I am sure some 
collectors with intact or nearly intact Fabergé 
collections, will also be publishing information 
akin to that given here. 

o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o
 -----------------------------------------------

| TRANSLATIONS FROM RUSSIAN | 
 -----------------------------------------------

Do you have Russian philatelic source material or postal history that you would like to have translated? 

With a university degree in Russian and a keen interest in Russian philately going back many years I can offer a

fast, reliable and professional commercial translation service to collectors and dealers around the world.


Translations can be sent by email, on disk, by post or fax, as required.


Although typed texts are preferred, material written in manuscript will be considered on their individual merits.


Please call, write or email today and let me try to help you to enhance your philatelic knowledge.


All enquiries are welcome with no job too big or too small. 


I am a Member of BSRP and an Associate Member of the ITI.


PETER WALKER

15 Salisbury House, Rodwell Close


Eastcote, Middlesex, HA4 9NE


Tel/Fax + 44 (0) 208 582 1824 (24 hr. answerphone/fax)


e-mail address: FINTRANS@aol.com

o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o-o


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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Returning to the “Yelets Soviet stamp” problem 
Alexander Epstein (Tallinn) 
Before presenting my own version as to the postal 
use of the ‘Yelets Soviet stamp’ (BJRP No. 89, 
pp. 24-28), I would like to turn the reader’s 
attention to one more piece of information 
concerning the money transfer order discussed by 
Terry Page and George G. Werbizky (P&W), 
which was probably unknown to or unnoticed by 
the authors. True, the article by D. Kuznetsov in 
“Soviet Collector” No. 19 did not relate directly to 
the Yelets stamp; it dealt with the postal rates of 
Russia for money transfer and parcel mail in 
1917-1923 (see also BJRP No. 76, pp. 39-45), but 
there was also mentioned there, the item under 
discussion. Hereunder, I cite this paragraph, but 
let me please mention first, for a better 
understanding of it, that the appropriate rate in 
effect in the period from September 15, 1918 to 
October 31, 1919 was 25 k. for amounts up to 25 
r., 50 k. for 25 r. to 100 r. and 50 k. for each 
further  100 r. or part thereof. And now the 
pertinent fragment at the very end of the 
Kuznetsov’s article: 

“… Let us consider the money transfer form 
franked by a state postage stamp and the local 
Yelets (non-postage) stamp. The articles in “Soviet 
Collector” do not yet answer the problem of the 
essence of this form, although the readers are 
unanimous in their responses that this is a fake. 

Let us remember that the question is about a 
money transfer order for 140 r. from Yelets, Orel 
province to the village of Rogdovo, Yaroslavl’ 
Province. The form is franked by a pre-
Revolutionary 1r. stamp cancelled “YELETS” on 
2 February 1919 and a 25k. Yelets stamp 
cancelled on the same day but by a datestamp of 
another type “YELETS ORLOV.” 

Much is unclear and mysterious about this money 
transfer form: underpayment against the tariff (it 
was erroneously assumed 2 per cent of the amount 
transferred), the presence of the non-postage 
stamp and, the main thing, the cancelling of the 
stamps by different devices on the same day on 
the same form. 

All this was noted in the editorial comment in “SC-13”. 
However, no conclusions as to the character of this 
money order could be drawn at that period. 
The research conducted by A. Il’stein did not 

confirm the postal use of Yelets stamps, which 
were found only on bills as fiscals. The 
assumptions about their use for paying the money 
order delivery by special messengers (SC-16) 
were not confirmed. There are no notes on the 
form about a fee for delivery and, the creating of 
an “institution of postal messengers” was only in 
the planning stage at that period. 

Now, when knowing the postal rates, one can 
assert that this money order was franked in full 
conformity with the tariff (the 1r. stamp). The 
presence of the Yelets stamp is justified by 
nothing. 

The form was faked by affixing the non-postage 
stamp and cancelling it with the datestamp 
“YELETS ORLOV.” To make it more 
convincing, a part of the form with the control 
postmark “YELETS” was cut off and another 
postmark used for cancelling the Yelets stamp was 
applied as a ‘control’ postmark”. 

The above looks rather convincing. Nevertheless, 
one cannot consider it as the ‘truth in the highest 
instance’ and here are the reasons. Firstly,  postal 
use of the Yelets stamp is confirmed 
independently by the two postmarked 50k. stamps 
depicted in the P&W article. Secondly, faking this 
money order form in such way would have been a 
far from easy task. The “YELETS ORLOV” 
postmark does not look bad; the strike is most 
probably from a genuine device, although the 
latter could, of course, have found itself in the 
hands of unauthorised persons. 

It is known, however, that according to the postal 
regulations, money transfer forms (less the coupon 
which was sent to the addressee’s post office) 
were sent for storage to the postal archive of the 
corresponding postal/telegraphic district (Orel P/T 
District in this case). It is known also that in the 
early twenties, such forms together with other 
philatelic materials were handed over from the 
archives to the organisation of the Plenipotentiary 
for Philately and Paper Money (F. Chuchin) for 
selling-on to collectors. The form currently under 
consideration could be among them. To fake the 
form as it looks now, the potential forger would 
need to possess both a mint copy of the Yelets 
stamp and the genuine Yelets cancelling device, a
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coincidence that seems very improbable. As to the 
cut-off, it looks as if there was originally another 
Yelets stamp rather than the control postmark: 
certainly the cut-off’s size would have allowed it. 

On the other hand, I am inclined to reject the 
claim that the local post-Zemstvo postal service 
allegedly delivered the form. In any case the form 
could have been delivered in such a way in 
Yaroslavl’ Province and, such a service could not 
be paid for by a Yelets stamp. By the way, the 
pertinent piece of information by I. Morozov was 
translated in the P&W article a little erroneously, 
it should read actually as “…The money order was 
mailed in February 1919 from Yelets via the post 
office at Zakobyakino to the village of Rogdovo, 
Yaroslavl’ region”. In other words, Zakobyakino 
was in Yaroslavl’ Province rather than near 
Yelets. 

Thus, I would like to suggest another reason for 
the existence of this money transfer form. It is 
known that local administrations in the early 
period of Soviet power enjoyed a considerably 
higher degree of autonomy than in the later years, 
when it was gradually taken away from them 
under Stalin’s rule. For example, they could 
impose local taxes, including on the mail. The 
most well known case of such kind took place in 
Rostov-on-Don in 1922 where special stamps for 
prepaying the hunger relief tax were printed 
(SG 261-264). These stamps were actually fiscals, 
although they were to be affixed obligatorily to 

items of mail. One may assume the Yelets stamps 
played, in this case, a similar role paying some 
special local tax or duty, e.g. on the postal transfer 
of money. If there was another 25k. Yelets stamp 
cut off, as supposed above and, taking into 
account the two loose 50-k. stamps illustrated in 
the P&W article, which were cancelled at Yelets 
in the same period, one may assume that this tax 
amounted to 50 kopecks. 

Also the presence of different types of postmark 
can be easily explained. According to postal 
regulations in Russia, the cancellers available at 
post offices were each allocated to individual 
clerks who had the exclusive right to use their 
own particular devices. The Yelets post/telegraph 
office was rather a large one; there were numerous 
clerks using cancellers up to the serial “l”, at least. 
Thus, I see the procedure of handling this money 
order as follows. It was accepted by a clerk, who 
affixed the 1r. Imperial stamp and cancelled it 
using the datestamp without serial. Then it was 
handed over to another clerk, who affixed the 
Yelets stamp(s), which were then cancelled by his 
device, serial “a”, having applied it also as the 
control postmark. 

Of course, the above is only another suggested 
version of the story that is not proved by 
documents, that has its shortcomings and can be 
criticised as well. But it is a possible explanation. 

SERIOUS COLLECTORBSRP Website 

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 
14 Melcombe Regis Court, 

59 Weymouth St., London W1G 8NS 
e-mail  istrebulaev@london.edu 

To find out more about the Society or catch up on 
information on meeting dates or planned events 

visit the BSRP website. You will also find 
illustrations of fine examples of philatelic material 

from members of the Society. 

www.bsrp.org 

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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The Yelets Soviet stamp - Some remarks 
Anatoly Kiryushkin (Minsk) 

I was really interested to read the Page/Werbizky 
article and would like to make some comments: 

Page 24 (Follow-on Information) 
The rectangular administrative hand stamp 
“Yelets 746 Orl. Gub” is in fact an insurance 
enumerator which (along with handstamps + 
manuscript numerals) replaced insurance labels by 
the end of the WWI period (in 1975 Soviet 
philatelists were not really familiar with postal 
history; they knew a lot about stamps but next to 
nothing about postmarks etc) 

The usage of different postmarks of the same P.O. 
on money orders was normal at the bigger post 
offices. One handstamp was used by the employee 
who collected the money from the customer and 
who applied the insurance label/handstamp. 
Another handstamp would have been used by the 
employee who sorted the mail for forwarding. 

Page 25 (Editorial comment by “Soviet 
Collector”) 
The 2% for the money order was the insurance 
fee. This was  additional  to postage/handling. 
Before the Revolution postage and handling was 
25k (note for example 25k postal stationery 
money orders). Insurance could be paid either 
with postage stamps or cash (the last was more 
usual). I don't know exactly what postage rates 
were applicable to money transfers in 1919 but it 
was 25k by the beginning of 20th century and it is 
highly likely that it was 1r in 1919. Therefore the 
rate was probably 1 for postage (in stamps only) 
and 2r 80k for insurance (usually paid in cash). 
The question as to why the two completely 
different datestamps were used is dealt with 
above. They were applied by two different clerks! 
(in 1975 editors were also stamp collectors 
thinking that postmarks were not philately at all!). 

Page 26 (Stefanovsky's remarks) 
(3) during the Civil War it was permitted to use 
fiscal stamps as postage, moreover, many local 
stamps were issued for fiscal and postage use at 
the same time. 
(4) “…. there was another stamp that paid in full 
the required amount" - This statement is not 
correct. I think Stefanovsky should have simply 

said “The corner has been accurately cut out with 
scissors” (it has no connection with "omitted 
postage"). I cannot, however, guess the real reason 
for the cut out, it is obvious that another Yelets 
stamp was affixed there; but it could simply have 
been cut out by a previous owner of the item for 
his collection (again, until the end of the 1970's, 
Russian collectors saw no real value in entires). 
There is also a possibility that it could have been 
cut out for some P.O. reason, say as a counterfoil 
for the courier. 

Page 26 (“Fiscal or Postal”: Il’stein's 
researches). 
Il’stein worked on the archive, but with the mind-
set of a stamp collector rather than a postal 
historian. It was pointless to examine only the 
common mail in the archive since at an office of 
Yelets’s size, different postmarks would have 
been used for parcels, money orders, ordinary 
letters, registered letters etc. It is important to note 
that he did not request those files containing the 
circulars and orders of the Yelets PTK postmaster; 
this would be the only file in the archive which 
could contain useful information about the subject 
(including the staff list with information on the 
particular postmarks which were used by each 
employee). 

Page 27 (The January 1, 1919 decree) 
It would appear that this is the most important 
piece of information. As the money order was sent 
from a rural place someone had to bring it to the 
Yelets P.O. If it was a courier, then surely local 
fees would have been collected for the delivery. 
It's possible that these fees were higher than 25k 
and that another stamp was affixed in the lower 
right corner. The stamps would have been 
cancelled as soon as the courier brought the 
money order to the Yelets PTK, with the 1r stamp 
cancelled by the employee who registered the 
money transfer. 

Finally, for further development of this research, it 
may well be worthwhile studying the "For the 
Postman" and court courier stamps which 
involved courier as well as regular postal services. 
Relatively little is known about the relationship 
between the two types of service. 
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Letters to the Editor 

“To pay” marks of the travelling Post 
Offices 
From Geoff Lovejoy: 

Regarding the Meer Kossoy article on the Russian 
period T.P.O.’s, I would like to add a comment 
concerning the second paragraph only, as I feel 
some clarification is needed. 

T.P.O. 39/40 certainly worked S.P.B. to Gapsal, 
and during the same period, S.P.B. to Riga. What I 
think is confusing is that Gapsal is given as (Riga) 
whereas of course it is today’s Haapsalu in 
Estonia. 

How the T.P.O. was organised I do not know, as 
to my mind, they must have been quite separately 
sorted in order to finish at one or other place. 

Registered mail of Russia 
From Lev Ratner 

I would like to make the following comments in 
your journal with regard to readers’ letters 
published in BJRP 89, following the publication 
of my article “Registered Mail of Russia”. My 
comments below may prove to be of interest. 

1. The question on making a comparison between 
registered and insured letters (BJRP 89, p.56) 
I cannot agree with the author of the letter that 
insured letters are similar to registered ones. 
Documents of the postal administration 
concerning these letters which I know (in my 
article I used only a small part of these 
documents) speak unambiguously that insured 
letters had common features with registered and 
insured correspondence but they also differ in 
many details. 

The insufficient investigation into the fact that 
most insured and registered letters are similar, is 
due to the fact that only some of these common 
marks have been investigated, while others have 
been ignored. It must be remembered that the type 
of correspondence is determined by ALL of its 
marks and features. 
Most of postal regulations distinguish the insured 
letters as follows: 
A - Receiving the insured letters unsealed by the 
post office (as the money parcels); 
B - The recording of these letters in the 
registration book for insured correspondence at 
despatch; 
C - Sealing with wax for money and insured 
correspondence; 
D - The dispatch together with money 
correspondence in special cases or boxes chained 
and locked; 
E - The issuance of the mail from the post 
according to the rules established for the money 
correspondence. 

This does not mean that insured and registered 
letters are the same. 

In 1869 during a reorganization, the Postal 
Department suggested: 
- “To make it possible to send the valuable 
documents (letters) with “sufficient security” ....it 
is necessary to determine.....VALUABLE 
LETTERS” (as one can see “sufficient security” 
does not only apply to registered letters); 
- “To have written proof of the letters delivery.... 
to establish a special term for these letters.  Such 
letters should be called registered.” 
But the Postal Department wanted to keep the 
insured letters and stated that “the rules for 
sending the insured letters shall continue as 
before.” 
If the insured and registered letters were similar 
and the difference were only in their names such a 
ruling could not appear. 

N.B. Later, the insured letters were removed from 
this list due to the objections of the Financial 
Minister. 

Indeed, the insured letters do not match the 
conception of insured correspondence formed by 
the middle of the 19th century by a number of 
criteria.  It is a peculiarity of the insured letters 
that they differ from any other postal 
correspondence in Russia and had no similarities 
with those in other European countries. 

2. In conclusion 
I would like to express my gratitude to Mr. Noel 

Warr (BJRP 89, p.58) for clarifying the question 
on application of the registered labels of 1899.  In 
connection with this I apologise to Mr. Harry von 
Hoffman for the incorrect analysis of his 
registered letter (BJRP 87, p. 17).
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Russia 1807-1872 
l

cover ( ) dated 
/ (

)

Registered mail of 

From Char es Leonard: 

I was very pleased to see the 
illustrations of the two 1899 
Moscow registration covers 
from Noel Warr, and to read 
his comments. I have a  similar 

right shown at 75%
12 24th January stamps 
totalling 30 kopecks and the 
Dresden arrival datestamp of 
the 27th January are on the 
reverse) and confirm that the 
label, including the number, is 
printed entirely in RED. 

After reading the article by 
Lev Ratner (a superb series, by 
the way , I had been forced to 
consider the possibility that my 
example was an elaborate and 
dangerous fake, but, having 
seen Noel’s examples (which 
look dead right to me), I am 
very much re-assured. 

Cancelled ‘Doplatit’.   From Howard Weinert

With regard to the cover shown on 1919, the new postal rate for 
page 62 of BJRP 89, according to intercity letters was 1 rouble & 50 
the newspaper Dalnevostochnoe kopecks for each 15 grams, as on 
O b o z r e n i e  p  u  b l i  s  h  e  d  i n  the cover in question. 
Vladivostok on November 20th 

COMPREHENSIVE STOCK OF  

RUSSIAN MATERIAL 

Stamps and Elusive Postal History of: 

Empire, RSFSR, Soviet Union, Offices Abroad, 

Civil War, World War I & II, Zemstvos,


Far Eastern Republic, Siberia

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Baltic States, Georgia, Ukraine 


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


approximately half of which are Russian material 

Call or write for your FREE, well-illustrated catalogue to:


RARITAN STAMPS, INC. 

P.O. BOX 1539 HIGHLAND PARK, NJ 08904 USA 

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

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

Visit our Website at www.raritanstamps.com 
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Reviews

ПОЧТА (POCHTA) , No. 34, July 2003. 
The Journal of the Australia & New Zealand 
Society of Russian Philately Subscription details 
from Norman Banfield, 14 Rata Road, Raumati, 
Wellington 6450, New Zealand, e-mail 
normanb@xtra.co.nz. Subscription NZ$30:00 
(surface) NZ$ 36:00 (airmail) Editor Dr Ross 
Marshall, P.O.Box 7, Otorohanga, New Zealand 
2564. e-mail: Marshall.R@xtra.co.nz. 

The Pochta team from ‘down under’ has produced 
another interesting edition of their bi-annual 
journal and starting as always with the 
“Correspondence Russia --- New Zealand & 
Australia”, this time a cover from Stchelkanova to 
Tasmania. Ross Marshall writes an interesting and 
in depth article spread over 22/23 pages on 
“Insured Mail in Russia - Insured Money Letters-
Internal Mail”, with some fine illustrations 
(several of which from our very own Tony 
Speeckaert). Alexander Epstein contributes “More 
about the C.O.D. mail” and the colour centre 
pages contain the Polar articles of Alexey 
Butorin’s “Lake Vostok in Antarctica – Antarctica 
Research Issue 2003”, and Sergey Chudakov’s 
“North Pole Drift Station CN-32”. Incidentally, 
for those that collect Polar material, this is one of 
the very few journals that features something on 
this subject in each of its issues. 

A.R. Marshall studies and gives us “1866 
Registered Otepopo, New Zealand to Helsinki via 
UK and Prussia”, over 6 pages of detailed 
illustrations and data. Alexander Epstein’s 
“Unusual Functions of Russian Field Post Office” 
lends some interesting information for the field 
post collectors. AR Marshall adds another polar 
article by way of Gilbert Dewart-American 
Exchange Scientist with 5th Soviet Antarctic 
Expedition Continental Traverse Mirnyy to 
Vostok 1960-1961. New Issues of Russia are next 
on the Agenda covering stamps as well as 
commemorative postmarks, which finish us off 
with some literature reviews. 

I must now add the thanks of BSRP to Norman 
Banfield for the kind words in his obituary about 
our former Librarian and past President George 
Henderson. 

Lenard Tiller 

FILATELISTICHESKAYA ARMENIKA 
by S.N. Arakelov. 278 pages, hardback  (In Russian) 
Published at Yerevan Armenia, 2002. Edition of 750 
copies.  Obtainable from the author at Sajat-Nova 12, 
Apt.22, Yerevan 375001, Armenia. (no price stated). 

Mr.Arakelov, to whom we can credit a number of 
books on Armenian philately, has produced a new hard 
backed volume, excellently printed and with a great 
many illustrations, quite a number of them in colour. 
Essentially the author reviews Armenian philately from 
1919 to 1924 in the first 75 pages, which includes a 
catalogue of the various issues, whilst the remainder of 
the volume is devoted to the period beyond 1924 and 
includes a valuable catalogue of the modern Armenian 
issues right up to date, with special cancellations, and 
relevant commemorative envelopes, all particularly 
useful to collectors of these items. There is also an 
interesting list of articles and books on Armenian 
philately, amongst which are names of some of our past 
and present members, such as S.D.Tchilingirian, W.E. 
Hughes, Dr.R.J.Ceresa, Dr.G.B.Salisbury, A.S.Penn, 
and P.T.Ashford. 

Peter Ashford 

LETTLAND: Die Luftpost 1920 – 1940 / 
LATVIA: Air Mail 1920 – 1940 
by Harry von Hofmann AIEP, BPP, FRPSL – published 
on behalf of the Latvia Study Group and translated by 
Philip E Robinson FRPSL. Written in both the German & 
English language. Softbound – 400 pages, nearly 300 
illustrations – Price Euro 68 plus postage – available from 
Harry von Hofmann Verlag, Postfach 56 01 56, 22551 
Hamburg, Germany. 

This is probably the only published source of accurate 
& detailed information regarding Latvian Airmail and, 
at last, I can begin to study more carefully my modest 
collection of Latvian Airmail material. 

Harry has certainly put a lot of painstaking time and effort 
into collating and detailing as much information as he can 
into this publication. There has been nothing of any note 
previously published about this corner of Latvian 
philately, save for the articles that appeared many, many 
years ago in the Latvian philatelic publications of 
Kollekcionars & Krajejs in the Latvian language only, 
and then these only gave a very bare amount of 
information. Harry explains that he has collated most of 
this information due to the recent opening and release of 
information from the Latvian archives in Riga.
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One must begin reading this catalogue as if it were a 
book, in that way one can grasp and get a better 
understanding of the data that is to follow and 
appreciate much more the excellent quality 
illustrations that follow. Harry has composed the 
book in sections that follow one from the other and I 
found it easy to ‘cross reference’ between the 
sections or chapters (whichever way you want to 
describe them). 

Harry begins with an extensive introduction into the 
beginning and the history of the airmail period with 
reference to the all the regulations and data that he 
gathered from the archive. This leads us into all the 
routes that operated directly to and from Riga 
(Danzig, Berlin, Konigsberg, Kowno, Revel, 
Helsinki, Leningrad, Moscow, Warsaw, Stockholm, 
Daugavpils & Libau) and covers about 75 pages, 
most of which with illustrations. This is followed by 
an extensive coverage of the Riga/Bathurst flight and 
complimented by no fewer than 9 covers. The 
following sections cover Special Flights, combined 
Air-Ship Mail to the USA, Zeppelin Flights and the 
effects of the WWII on the mail between 1939 – 
1940. Continuing to the next section, we see 
examples of various postal cancellations used and 
this leads us into the actual Air Mail stamp issues. 
All issues are illustrated with their varying paper and 

gum types, perforation varieties, and details of 
detecting forged issues from the genuine 
(particularly the ‘LATVIJA – AFRIKA 1933’ 
overprint on the triangle series). This section finishes 
with examples of air mail stickers and finally an 
illustration of what I call ‘bogus air mail letters’. The 
so called souvenir envelopes of the Deruluft airlines 
that bear the incorrect franking and were never 
postally used. We have all at one time or another 
been seduced into purchasing one of these covers. 
Harry then details over 15 pages the complete postal 
tariffs from 26th October 1920 right up to and 
including 16th June 1940, this in itself is an 
invaluable list of information. 

The catalogue finishes off with the next 130 or so 
pages listing in date order, all the relevant documents 
and sources of information, reproduced in the 
language they were written (mostly in German or 
Latvian) which made this publication possible; most 
of which were found in the Latvian Historical State 
Archive. I hope that I have done Harry’s work justice 
with these few words, and once again I congratulate 
him on producing an excellent work piece. 

Lenard Tiller
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RUSSIA? 
Postal Histo1y : Stamps : Cin'dere ll as 
Ephemera : Literature : Maps etc . 

. . . all feature regularly in our auctions. 

Do you read our monthly catalogues? 

Contact Ken Baker or Ian Kellock. 





TIME FOR A NEW COLLECTION? 

If you want to take a serious look at a new area of Russian 
Philately, I can probably help with a specialised collection or 
accumulation priced somewhere between £50 and £5000. 

Whether you need single stamps, multiples, sheets, covers, cards, 
forgeries or fiscal documents, I may well have something which 

will serve you as a sound basis for development. 

NO TIME FOR YOUR OLD COLLECTION? 

If you are thinking of selling, I am actively looking to re-stock areas 
which have been depleted by collector demand. 

I particularly need: St Petersburg numeral cancellations on cover, 
card or loose stamps; Dotted numeral cancellations ditto; 
Unbroken or remaindered Faberge Zemstvo collections; 

Russia Used Abroad and Offices in the Levant and China; 
Correspondence out of Russia and into Russia before 1875; 
TPO cancellations on cover or card; Baltic States covers and 
cards up to 1945 and including the Imperial period; Mongolia; 

Used Civil War stamps. There are certainly other areas that would 
interest me, but not "One of Each" stamp collections and not 

material which is tatty or foxed ... 

Trevor Pateman 
Unit 10, 91 Western Road 

Brighton BN1 2NW. England. 

Tel: 00 44 (0)1273 772 922 
trevor@trevorpateman.co. u k 

PS: Find out more about my stock at www.trevorpateman.co.uk 


