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Editorial 

This editorial marks a change in that a new 
hand is writing it. Our Editor for the last 10 
issues, Lenard Tiller, is relinquishing the post 
due to pressure of work (currently he is 
commuting to Finland). I have taken over as 
Acting Editor and will ‘put this issue to bed’ 
and, hopefully, take on the full title in due 
course. I regret that I cannot offer you the 
prospects of a ‘younger blood’, but at least I do 
not have the distractions of work, having passed 
my ‘retire-by’ date some time ago.  

would like to express my personal 
appreciation of the time that I have spent with 
Lenard as Assistant Editor; I have no doubt that 
BSRP as whole is grateful to him for the efforts 
he has expended in the past years. Perhaps he 
will now have time to write some articles for 
the Journal! 

Which comment brings me to an explanation for 
the delay in appearance of BJRP. The decision 
to prepare a double issue last year was partly 
driven by financial constraints and the desire to 
make some cost savings, especially in postage. 
In this it was successful but a year between 
issues is a long time and initially this year it 
was intended to go for two issues but there was 
a paucity of material by the time that the first 
issue of this year should have appeared. 
Eventually by the dint of Lenard’s persuasion 
and the hard work of contributors there was 
more than enough material. By this time 
however his translocation to Finland was 
putting a brake on matters. The net result is 
another ‘double’ issue with some fascinating 
articles for your enjoyment. 

Now seems like a good time to do some tub-
thumping on the matter of authorship. The 
lifeblood of any Journal is a regular supply of 
articles and I wish to make a strong and urgent 
appeal to all members to delve into the depths 
of their experience and share their philatelic 
knowledge and wisdom with the whole of the 
Society. I am not just arm-twisting those 
faithful writers who contribute time and again 
but ask all members, novices or not, to make 
some comments on the aspects of philately that 
interest them in particular. It does not have to 
be a long, in-depth treatment that has taken 

years to accumulate, although such gems are 
highly-prized, but could consist of just a single 
item with particular interest or a query. As long 
as it is philatelic and related to “Russia”, either 
facts or opinion, it will be considered. 
Elsewhere in the Journal I have outlined some 
technical “Dos and Don’ts”; just contact me if 
you need any advice. 

Speaking of highly-prized gems, once again we 
have two more erudite contributions, on 
Russia’s postal machinations in the Far East, 
from Raymond Casey. What’s more, it does not 
end there; Jack Moyes has rummaged among 
the unusual cancellations that he has come 
across and the well-travelled (philatelically 
speaking) Leonard Tann has not yet hit the 
buffers in his pursuit of railway postal matters. 
Two of our contributors are first-timers and 
look at particular aspects of WW1 post. Four of 
our regular overseas contributing members have 
come up trumps with a total of five articles. 
Four of these were written in Russian and it is 
with grateful thanks that I acknowledge the part 
played by Alan Garside, who undertook the 
translations. Without his unstinting help this 
would have been a much slimmer volume. 

The transfer of all back numbers of BJRP to CD 
disc is almost complete; availability and cost 
will be communicated to members as soon as 
possible. We are also intending that when a new 
issue is printed, it will also be made available 
on CD at the same time. Soon we hope to be 
able to offer BJRP to members in printed or CD 
format (or both). See the flyer inserted in this 
issue. More on the procedures shortly. It is 
worth remembering that in CD form, all 
illustrations presented in colour by the authors 
will be reproduced in colour - a luxury outside 
the Society’s means for hard copy. 

Finally, just a personal observation that I am 
pleased that the Auction could be revived at the 
recent October meeting and that we were able to 
examine some fascinating materials in the 
displays. 

Please enjoy this issue and please, let me know 
what you think. 

Dennis Page 
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Russian credit stamps 
Meer Kossoy (Israel) Translated by Alan Garside BSRP 

Recently, philatelists have displayed considerably 
more interest in non-postal stamps. This has 
possibly been influenced by the 60th Congress of 
the FIP (Fédération Internationale de Philatélie) 
of 1991 passing a resolution, which for the first 
time officially established a new class in 
philately – “REVENUES”. 

Subsequently, the 61st Congress of the FIP passed 
new regulations governing the qualification of 
exhibits for the revenue class. These regulations 
permit the compilation of collections based on 
non-postal stamps and their display at various 
philatelic exhibitions, including the most 
prestigious. They stipulate that competition 
exhibits in the revenue class may include the 
following types of non-postal stamps: 

1 Tax - issued for the payment of taxes or 
exemption from them. 
2 Legal fine - recording the payment of fines of 
various kinds or exemption from payment. 
3 Credit - serving as registration of payment in 
credit transactions. 

It must be said that revenue stamps are not often 
encountered and in most cases there is an absence 
of any normative documentation concerning their 
issue, which goes to make philatelic research 
somewhat difficult. In addition, it should be borne 
in mind that general interest in revenue stamps is 
only comparatively recent, following the 
establishment of the revenue class of philately in 
1991 as above. This explains why there is a lack 
of literature on the subject. 

Noteworthy among newly published material is 
the article by Jack Moyes [1] in which he 
introduces stamps for fines from various courts 
including some affixed to documents, which is 
particularly interesting. He also presents a variety 
of tax stamps - theatre, hospital and others. 

This article aims to be a continuation of philatelic 
research into revenues but is distinct from [1] 
which deals with various legal fine stamps and 
numerous tax stamps. The present article looks at 
a different type of revenue stamp – credit stamps. 

At the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th 
century in pre-revolutionary Russia, credit stamps 

were widely used, especially one group of them – 
cumulative credit stamps. Businesses issued them 
as a way of stimulating sales of their goods by 
attracting trade from people of limited means who 
would have difficulty in paying the full price of 
their purchases at once. Indeed, the credit stamp 
system was the forerunner of the widely known 
hire purchase system of today. Such things as 
Singer sewing machines, collected works of 

Figure 1 

famous writers or prestigious editions of art albums 
were sold in Russia with the help of credit stamps. 
Receipt for payment of instalments was 
acknowledged by affixing a stamp in a special 
book issued to customers when a purchase was 
arranged. 

Figure 1 shows an example of the front cover 
of a “Boo k fo r affi  x ing paymen t  stamps as 
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with amended values or numbers are invalid. 
Figure 2 

temporary receipts for cash payments to the 
Deyatel Society”. In addition it shows the 
customer’s account number, surname and home 
address and above that is the title “Deyatel 
Russian Book Society” with its address in St. 
Petersburg. The society had published the 
collected works of A. S. Pushkin. 

The stamp book has light green covers of thick 
paper and between the covers  are 16 numbered 
pages of which pages 4 -16 were for stamps – 5 
per page. At the top and on the right-hand side of 
each page for stamps there is a printed warning: 
“Payments without payment stamps are not 
acknowledged”. 

On the inside of the front cover there is a printed 
instruction:  “For the convenience of its customers 
the Deyatel Society in St. Petersburg has entrusted 
the collection of monthly payments using this 
book to its agent, the Kultura Booktrading 
Company… 

On the basis of an existing agreement between the 
two companies The Kultura Company through its 
branches and collectors will undertake the 
collection of money due to the Deyatel Society 
using this book and in exchange for cash will 
issue Kultura Company payment stamps, which 
will be cancelled by a stamp with a number and 
date”. 

The terms of the agreement are entered in black 
Indian ink on page 3 of the book (account No. 
1906): 

Pushkin, works, 
Volumes 1-4  the sum of  30 roubles 
Volume 5   the sum of   8 roubles 
Discount 50 kopecks 
Payment   37 roubles 50 kopecks 

The conditions are printed on the inside of the 
back cover (figure 2). The main points are: 

1. On every payment the agent at the Kultura 
Company or his entrusted cashier is obliged to 
immediately affix payment stamps in this book to 
the exact same value and cancel them with the 
handstamp depicted below in such a way that one 
part of the imprint is on the stamp and the other is 
on the page of the book. 
2. The stamps must be as in the illustration 
below and bear a number…. 
3. Stamps not cancelled with a handstamp or 

The agreement stipulates “monthly remittance of 
payments is at the rate of 1 rouble per month. In 
the event of failure to fulfil this obligation three 
times the right of payment by instalments is 
forfeited and the full price of the order is liable to 
immediate payment. Rejection of the order is not 
permitted...” 

Figures 3-5 show the book with Kultura 
Company credit stamps affixed to pages 4-9 
(opened out). All the stamps are cancelled with a 
handstamp inscribed “CANCELLED” in the 
prescribed way (see figure 2). Above the 
inscription on the handstamp there was a 
changeable date which recorded the date of 
remittance of payments. One interesting particular 
is that there were not one but two identical dates 
on the handstamp. This was done so that the part 
of the imprint made on the stamp bore a date as 
well as the part made on the face of the page (in 
case a stamp was lost). In both lower corners of 
the handstamp there is a figure “10” in a 
rectangular frame. This is the identification 
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number of the collector who collected payments, 
issued stamps and then cancelled them with a 
handstamp. 

The total value of the Kultura Company stamps 
affixed in the book comes to the sum of 37 roubles 
50 kopecks, which fully corresponds to the 
amount in the agreement. The affixed stamps are 
predominantly of 1 rouble denomination which 
equals the monthly instalment. Among them, 
however, there are some 3 and 2 rouble stamps as 
well as one of 50 kopecks denomination. Stamps 
of different denominations not only differ from 
each other in colour but also have a separate code 
letter printed in the upper left corner. In spite of 
the distinguishing colours for different 
denominations the denomination and code letter 
are printed in black on every stamp. Stamps of 
different denominations are listed below: 

50 kopeck: colour - pink 
1 rouble : colour - orange 
2 rouble : colour - brown 
3 rouble : colour - green 

letter У (U) 
letter И  (I) 
letter К (K) 
letter Р (R) 

The date of cancellation on the first stamp is 23rd 
November 1910 and on the twenty-ninth and on 
the final stamp it is 22nd October 1913. These 
dates show that the goods (the collected works of 
A. S. Pushkin) were sold on credit with 
instalments paid over three years). 

Reference 

[1] Jack Moyes. “Some Notes on Imperial 
Russian Revenues”. The British Journal of 
Russian Philately, No. 92/93, October 2005, 
pp 38-46. 

Editor’s note. All illustrations are reproduced at 75% 

Figure 3 
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Figure 5 

Figure 4 
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The China Shop - 3 
Raymond Casey 

This issue turns the spotlight on Kalgan, a city of 
north China which lay at the centre of the trade 
and postal route from Russia to China. The 
present article aims to provide an updated account 
of the cancellations employed at this office and 
their periods of use; it proposes a new 
classification of these cancellations and draws 
attention to hitherto unrecorded forgeries. 

Conventions and abbreviations used herein are the 
same as in previous numbers of this series. Unless 
otherwise stated, illustrations are from material in 
my own collection. Comments, corrections and 
additions from the readership are welcome. 

Historical background 
Known to the Chinese as Zhangjiakou or 
Changkiakow, Kalgan lies about 185 km north
west of Peking (Beijing) and just inside the Great 
Wall, the ancient boundary between China and 
Mongolia. 

Kalgan did not generate much commercial wealth 
of its own but owed its importance to its location 
at the main gateway to and from Mongolia. Here, 
merchants who had taken the long and arduous 
caravan trail from Outer Mongolia through the 
Gobi Desert and Inner Mongolia could rub 
shoulders with Chinese traders heading with their 
merchandise in the opposite direction. When the 
Peking-Kalgan railway was built in 1909 the 
population and prosperity of Kalgan increased 
substantially. With the assimilation of the vast 
territory of Inner Mongolia into the Chinese 
Republic, Kalgan found itself far south of the 
boundary of independent Mongolia fixed in 1924. 
Present-day Zhangjiakou is the junction of the 
railway systems linking Beijing (Peking) with 
Ulan-Bator (Urga), an echo of its former status. 

To Chinese eyes all foreigners were barbarians 
and traders were at the bottom of the social scale. 
Agents of the various Russian Merchants’ Guilds 
lived outside the main city in the “foreign 
quarter”, where the Russian post office and a 
branch of the Russo-Chinese Bank were located. 
A traveller through Mongolia in 1892-93, 
Professor A. Pozdneev, gave an illuminating 
account of the Russian post office in Kalgan 
(Bulak, 1964, pp.55-56). “Its staff is limited to one 

person, the postmaster... Four mails pass through 
Kalgan from Russia to China each month, same 
number from China to Russia. These mails bring 
the correspondence only to the three Russian 
commercial establishments. To collect, sort and 
deliver such mail may take at most 1½ to 2 hours 
each time, which is the most the postmaster does 
during the mail days, that is to say eight times per 
month, the rest of the time he is completely free.” 
The Kalgan postmaster had an annual salary of 
700 roubles, with 300 roubles provided for rent of 
the premises and another 100 roubles for office 
expenses. The premises consisted of four small 
rooms with kitchen, built in Chinese style, 
unfurnished, without floors or stove and with clay 
walls. Professor Pozdneev reckoned that the cost 
of maintaining and heating the premises left the 
postmaster with barely enough money for food, 
clothing &c. Some of the postmasters eked out a 
living by taking on work with Russian tea firms, 
though such work demanded a standard of 
education and handwriting beyond many of the 
poorly educated postal officials. 

Material originating in the Russian post office in 
Kalgan is elusive; many of its cancellations are 
known by only one or two examples and some 
have never been seen on cover. Even the famous 
hoard of covers from the “Dun-Fu-Yu” correspon
dence acquired by Dr. E.M. Tolman and referred 
to by T&S (1959, p.299) proved disappointing in 
respect of Kalgan postmarks when it became 
available for examination in David Feldman’s 
saleroom in Zurich in November 1985. While it 
was clear that towards the end of the 19th century 
and the early years of the 20th the Chinese 
merchants in Urga, the Mongolian capital, kept in 
regular contact with their agents in Kalgan by 
means of the Russian post, very few of the covers 
bear arrival marks. Moreover, the correspondence 
is all one way and the all-important Kalgan-Urga 
side of the exchange appears to be irretrievably 
lost. 

Alone among the Russian offices in China proper, 
Kalgan did not receive the ‘Kitai’ overprints first 
issued in 1899, perhaps because of its close 
association with Mongolia. It was, however, 
supplied with the 1917 issue surcharged in 
Chinese currency. 
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Cancellations 
A new scheme of classification of the 
cancellations used by the Kalgan P.O. is set out 
below. 

Type 1. We can be sure than the Kalgan office was 
in line with those of Urga, Peking and Tientsin in 
using manuscript markings as its first method of 
cancellation, either simple pen or brush strokes or 
the word “Kalgan’ ” written across the stamps. 
The presumed period of use is from 1865 to mid
1870s, but as yet none has been recorded. 

Type 2 (= Type 1 of T&S). Single word 
KALGAN' inside a double-framed oval estimated 
30 x 17mm in size. 

The single copy of the 8k 1875 issue on which 
T&S based their illustration is shown in figure 1 
(ex Pappadopoulos, Blomfield and Torrey 
collections). It conforms with the pattern of 
dateless framed cancellations introduced around 

d i m  e  n  s  i o n  s  3 4  x  2 4 m  m  ,  w  i  t h  
KALGAN’ (followed by a full stop) at top and 
posthorn at bottom, cross-shaped date with last 
two digits of year much smaller than the first two. 
The oval band bearing the town name is narrower 
at the top (c.4.5mm) than at the bottom (c.5.5mm). 
Current from about 1880 to the middle of the 
1890s, it exists in several subtypes as follows:- 

Subtype 3A. Day in Arabic numerals above month 
in Roman numerals. Colour: dark grey/black, 
exceptionally in red. 

This is the subtype most likely to be encountered 
by collectors and the only one illustrated by T&S. 
Their original figure is shown herein (next page) 
as figure 2A; it is incorrect in showing the last two 
digits of the year more or less equal in size with 
the first two and in having the oval band bearing 
the word Kalgan’ of uniform width throughout. 
Figure  2B shows a typical example of Kalgan 
Subtype 3A for comparison. All strikes I have 

1874-75 in Peking and 
Tientsin and in Urga a few 
years later. No other 
examples seen by me. The 
s o - c  a l l e  d  “  S  h a n  g  h a i  
Forgery” of this mark has 
been found on loose stamps 
and fully described by T&S 
(1 9 5 9,  p  .  348);  th  e  i  r  
illustration of the forgery is 
reproduced herein as 
figure 1C. It is still not 
known whether Type 2 was 
succeeded by a small two-
line datestamp similar to 
those issued to Peking and 
Tientsin for use in the late 
1870s and early 1880s (e.g., 
T&S Tientsin Type 1), a 
q u e  s  t i  o n  r  a  i s e d  b  y  
Tchilinghirian long ago 
(T, 1965, p. 17). The “Dun-
Fu-Yu” correspondence 
contained no such mark for 
Urga and, as Kalgan was 
treated in common with the 
Mongolian offices in some 
respects, probably this style 
of canceller was not supplied 
there either. 

Type 3 (= Type 2 of T&S). 
Double-oval with outer 

A 

B 

C 

A (
B  ill i
C

). 

seen of this subtype are in 

Figure 1. 
KALGAN Type 2. 

, 8k 1875 issue with incomplete strike x 1.5). 
, the ustrat on by T&S based on this stamp. 
, the “Shanghai Forgery” as depicted by 

T&S (1959, p.347, figs. 475-6

the normal dark grey-black 
with one exception. A part-
strike in red was recorded 
by Tchilinghirian (1963, 
p.10) on a loose copy of 
the 2k 1875 issue dated 5 
III 188... then in the 
collection of Mr. E. G. 
Peel. More than 40 years 
on and no other Kalgan 
strike in red has come to 
light. The T&S illustration 
(1959, p.347, fig. 477) 
shows the earliest date for 
this Subtype (1880) to 
come to my notice. 
Surviving covers are few; 
the earliest I have found is 
addressed to Odessa and is 
franked with a 7k 1883-88 
issue cancelled Kalgan 
Subtype 3A dated 10 IX 
1886. It took 11 days to 
cross Mongolia and reach 
the Russian border at 

Kyakhta and another 43 days 
for its journey through the 
Siberian post-roads and the 
railway system to its final 
destination (fig u re 3). 
(page 12)
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Figure 2.

 KALGAN Type 3.


A, original drawing of T&S (1959, p.347, fig. 477) dated 6 X 1880 (the earliest date recorded for Type 3) .

B, four copies of lk 1883-88 issue on piece cancelled by Subtype 3A dated 12 IX 1892.


C, vertical pair 14k 1889-92 issue tied to piece by single strike of Subtype 3B dated II 15 1893.

D, 7k 1879 issue (x 1.5) with incomplete strike of Subtype 3C in blue dated 13 11 1883.


E, 2k 1889-92 issue (x 1.5) showing part-strike of Subtype 3D dated 22 VII 18..

F, 1r 1889-92 issue (x 1.5) with almost complete strike of Subtype 3E dated IX 20 18..


G, 7k 1883-88 issue tied to piece by FORGERY of Subtype 3A dated 1 IV 1891

(Computer-generated reproduction of cancellation by Mr. Dennis Page).


Missing parts of postmarks are shown by broken lines.
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At the other end of the time-scale is the cover 
featured as Lot 1047 in Robert A. Siegel’s sale of 
Kurt Adler’s collection in New York in 1974. 
Franked with a l0k 1889 issue and cancelled with 
Subtype 3A dated 10 VIII 1894, it left Kalgan the 
following day for New York, reaching 
Troitskosavsk (now replacing Kyakhta as the 
border post) 13 days later. The lot made $2,400, 
ten times its estimated value. 

In the 1980s and 1990s forgeries of Kalgan 
Subtype 3A were in circulation in Moscow, 
generally on piece. An example is illustrated in 
figure  2G; it is applied to a 7k 1883-88 issue and 
dated 1 IV 1891. It repeats the errors in the T&S 
drawing in having the oval band of consistent 
width and the year digits of equal size, the left-
hand ones being much too small. The overall 
length of the oval is fractionally too large (35 
instead of 34mm). 

Subtype 3B. Day in Arabic numerals below month 
in Roman numerals. Seen only in dark-grey/black. 
Figure  2C shows a vertical pair of the 14k of the 
1889-92 issue tied to a fragment of cover by a 
single strike of Kalgan Subtype 3B dated 15 II 
1893. It is comparatively rare and was not known 
to T&S. Similar subtypes based on position of the 
day and month numerals exist for the double-ovals 
of Urga, Peking and Tientsin. 

Subtype 3C. Day and month both in Arabic 
numerals. Seen only in blue. The single known 
example of this subtype, struck in blue on a 7k 
1879 issue and dated 13 11 1893, was recorded by 
Tchilinghirian (T, 1963, p.10). However, the 
significance of the day and month both being in 
Arabic numerals received no comment from our 
distinguished former colleague. It is shown herein 
as figure 2D. Formerly in the collection of Mr. E. 
G. Peel, it was picked up through the trade along 
with the copy of Kalgan Type 3A in red mentioned 
above. It is impossible to say whether it represents 
a consistent variety or is simply a postal clerk’s 
error. Other instances among the Russian offices 
where Arabic numerals were used in place of the 
customary Roman ones are discussed below under 
Hankow. Subtype status for the Kalgan example 
should be considered as provisional. 

Subtype 3D. Day above month as in Subtype 
3A but with right-hand side of year missing. 
Seen on a 2k 1889-92 issue with date 22 VII 
(18..) (figure 2E), this and the following 
subtype mirror Subtype 3C of Urga, where it is 
by far the most commonly met variety of the 

Type 3 ovals. The reason for leaving the year 
incomplete in the datestamp is unknown. To 
date, this practice has not been observed to have 
occurred with the Type 3 ovals at Peking or 
Tientsin, a fact which strengthens the link 
between Kalgan and the Mongolian office 
already noticed. 

Subtype 3E. As Subtype 3D but with month above 
day. Figure  2F shows an almost complete 
impression of Subtype 3E on a one rouble stamp 
of the 1889-92 issue dated IX 20 18.. This date is 
seen also on a 50k of the same issue, while a loose 
copy of the 14k of the 1889-92 issue has the date 
IV 11 (18..). The periods of usage of Subtypes 3D 
and 3E can be established only when they have 
been found on covers or pieces with fully dated 
transit or arrival marks. 

Type 4. Single circle 27mm diameter with 
KALGAN’ at top and POCHTOV. KONTORA at 
bottom, cross-shaped date and numeral ‘1’ at 
sides. Known period of use 1897-1905. This is in 
the same style as the T&S Type 4 of Urga, Peking 
and Tientsin, all issued around 1895/96. The 
Kalgan example was omitted from “Stamps of the 
Russian Empire used Abroad” and not reported in 
the literature until 1971 (Stephen, 1971, pp.6-7). 
The original record was based on two covers in 
the collection of Colonel (later Brigadier) B. 
Wallberg, both addressed to Sweden and both 
franked with stamps of the 1889-92 issue 
cancelled Kalgan Type 4, 9 II 1897 and 9 XI 1897 
respectively. Both passed through the border 
disinfection station at Troitskosavsk and received 
a violet OBEZZARAZHENO (Disinfected) 
handstamp. The later of the two covers is shown 
in figure 4A, along with a copy of Stephen’s 
original postmark drawing (figure  4B) and a 
fragment bearing a 3k (issue 1883-88) and 4k 
(issue 1889-92) cancelled Kalgan Type 4, 7 III 
1905. The latter date means that towards the end 
of its life this Type 4 canceller was in concurrent 
use with Type 5, described below. Note that the 
10 days transit time from Kalgan to the Russian 
border in 1897 was not much improvement on the 
11 days taken in 1886 by the cover shown in 
figure 3  (next page). 

Type 5 (= Type 3 of T&S). Single circle 27.5mm 
diameter with KALGANSKAYA at top and 
ZAGR.POCH.KON. at bottom, numeral ‘1’ at 
sides without serifs at foot, the left shorter than the 
right, the right leaning outwards, cross-shaped 
date. Colour: dark-grey/black. Known period of 
use: 1904-1910. 
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Figure 3.

KALGAN Subtype 3A


An early cover from firm in Kalgan, franked 7k 1883-88 issue and dated 10 IX 1886, addressed to Odessa.

It took 11 days to cross Mongolia and reach the Russian border at Kyakhta and another 43 days to reach


Odessa (backstamps). 


The abbreviated inscription translates in full as offered as Lot 1048. The Type 5 cancellation was 
POST OFFICE ABROAD OF KALGAN and thus dated 4 II 1906. We owe this cover to Mr. Alfred 
corresponds to the contemporary double-circle Berdoz, a Swiss postal official who arranged for 
Type 5 of Tientsin. It was well depicted by T&S mail to be sent to himself at Moudon, often with 
(1959, p.347, fig.478), although they show the “philatelic” frankings, from out-of-the-way places 
side numerals with “feet”, parallel, and of equal in the Far East, the most notable being the unique 
length. In Siegel’s sale of the Kurt Adler cover of 1906 from the Russian consular post 
collection in 1974 a registered cover from Kalgan office in Urumchi, Sin-kiang. 
franked with a short set of the 1889-92 issue was 
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Figure 4. 
KALGAN Type 4. 

A, cover franked 3 copies of 1k and single 7k 1889-92 
issue to make 10k foreign rate to Linkoping, Sweden, cancelled Type 4 dated 9 XI 1897. Ten days 

later the letter passed through the Russian border disinfection station at Troitskosavsk and 
received a one-line handstamp in violet “Obezzarazheno” (disinfected). 

B, copy of Steven’s (1971) original drawing of Type 4, based on another cover from the same 
correspondence. 

C, 3k 1883-88 issue and 4k 1889-92 issue tied to piece by Type 4 dated 7 III 1905 (drawing 
idealised). 

Passing through Kalgan the following year, an Like the Berdoz cover, it is franked with ordinary 
Englishman obligingly dropped a few lines home Russian stamps and not the ‘Kitai’ overprints 
on a Red Cross charity card, correctly franked and supplied to other Russian offices in China proper. 
bearing three fine strikes of Type 5 (figure  5B) . 
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Figure 5 .

KALGAN Type 5.  


A, original drawing of T&S (1959, p.347, fig.47),

B, Red Cross charity card sent to Goole, Yorkshire, by Englishman passing through Kalgan, 2k and pair lk 1902-05


issue cancelled Type 5 dated 5 XI 1907.

C, 7k 1902-05 issue (x1.5) tied to piece by Type 5 dated 1904 (,day and month unclear) .


D, 1r ‘Kitai’ overprint (x 1.5) of 1904 with earliest recorded date for Type 5 (3 IX 1904). N.B. ‘Kitai’ overprints

were not supplied to the Kalgan office but were accepted there when provided by the customer. 


The T&S drawing of Type 5, reproduced herein as Type 4, T&S had assumed that the Type 5 cds 
figure 5A, was clearly based on the Berdoz cover. followed directly on from the Type 3 ovals; hence 
It may well have shown the earliest known date their supposition of its first appearance in the 
for this postmark at that time, as suggested in the 1890s. The earliest undoubted impression of Type 5 
sale catalogue, even though the unseriffed Roman I have come across is on a one rouble ‘Kitai’ 
‘II’ (February) had been mistaken therein for stamp dated 3 IX 1904 (figure 5D), 1904 being the 
‘11’ (November). Unaware of the existence of year of issue of the stamp. A 7k 1902-05 issue 
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Figure 6. 
KALGAN Type 5 . 

, triple-rate “Dun-Fu-Yu” cover to Kalgan, strip three 7k ‘ Kitai’ stamps cancelled Urga Type 6 dated 
7 12 09; on front Kalgan Type 5 receiver dated 15 XII 09. The company’s rectangular seal-like chops and 
the Cyrillic directional mark “Galganska” Kalgan) are rendered in the same crimson shade, suggesting 

they were applied more-or-less simultaneously. 
, Kalgan Type 5 receiver dated 26 VII 1910 from a cover in the collection of Mr. N.J.D. Ames , the latest 

date yet recorded for this postmark . N. B. ‘ Kitai’ stamps were not sold in the Urga office, though accepted 
when provided by the customer. 

shown in figure  5C is tied to piece by a possibly

earlier date in 1904, though the day and month 

(?V) are not clear. A triple-weight red-band cover

from the “Dun-Fu-Yu” correspondence addressed

to Kalgan has Type 5 as a receiver dated 15 XII 


1909 (figure 6A) and another cover from the same

source in the collection of Mr. N.J.D.Ames and to 

the same destination carries a similar mark for 26 

VII 1910 (figure  6B). The latter is the latest date

for Type 5 known to me.
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Type 6 (= Type 5 of T&S). Double-circle 29
17mm diameters i nscribed KA LGAN 
ZAGRANICH. , date in one line between bars 
across centre, serial letter ‘a’ at right, 5-pointed 
asterisk at bottom and left. Colour: dark-grey/ 
black. Known period of use 1908-1918. As noted 
by T&S, the inscription on this postmark is 
incomplete, reading simply KA LGAN 
ABROAD, the words for POST OFFICE being 
omitted. It is the most familiar of the Kalgan 

postmarks, thanks largely to a philatelically
minded resident of New York, later of Jersey 
City, Franklin Cooper, who was in 
correspondence with the Chinese town between 
1916 and 1918. Many of the covers addressed to 
him and pieces cut therefrom have survived, all 
with exotic frankings of Romanovs and/or War 
Charity issues as well as the normal stamps 
available at the Kalgan office. A selection of 
Franklin Cooper material is shown in figures 7-9. 

Figure 7.

KALGAN Type 6.  


Registered cover to Mr. Franklin Cooper, New York City, showing “philatelic” franking of 3k & 7k War 

Charity issue of 1914, two of each, cancelled Type 6 dated 10 7 16 . The letter was opened in transit by the


Military Censor in Petrograd, who added his paper sealing tape and two rectangular cachets in violet.

Received. New York 8 September 1916. 
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Figure 8 . 

 KALGAN Type 6.


A, “Franklin Cooper” cover registered to Jersey City, U.S.A. with “philatelic” combination franking of 3k

Romanov (issue 1913), 7k War Charity issue 1914 and l0k War Charity issue 1915,, cancelled Type 6 dated

22 7 16. The reverse shows the red circular cachet of the Military Censor attached to the Irkutsk post office,


New York transit marks and a Jersey City arrival of 11 September 1916.

B, C, pieces with “philatelic” Romanov frankings showing Type 6 cancellations dated 7 7 16 and 9 7 16,


presumably cut from similar covers. 
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Figure 9 .  
KALGAN Type 6. 

A“Franklin Cooper” cover registered to Jersey City, U.S.A. with “philatelic” combination franking 
of 1, 2, 3, 4 & 10 cents surcharges issued in 1917 and 3k War Charity issue of 1915, all cancelled 
Type 6 on 31 5 18. Because of the war conditions in Europe the letter was routed via Vladivostok 
and Japan, reaching Yokohama 7 9 18 and Jersey City 13 August 1918. It was twice censored in 

transit (labels removed in illustration to reveal stamps). 

Mail entering Kalgan and showing Type 6 as a 
receiver is very seldom seen. One such item is the 
registered cover from the Russian P.O. in Tsain-
Shabi, Mongolia, dated 3 1 18, shown in 
figure 10. Instead of taking the direct route to 
Kalgan, it was sent on a long roundabout journey 
through Siberia and Manchuria. A Manchuli 
(Manchuria) transit mark sits alongside the Type 6 
Kalgan receiver dated 25 1 18 - total transit time 
22 days. An earlier cover from the same 
correspondence was offered as Lot 4889 in the 
Corinphila (Zurich) sale of March 1996. It left 
Tsain-Shabi on 3 10 17 and picked up the cachet 
of the Military Censor in Irkutsk, Siberia, in 
transit. The Type 6 Kalgan receiver is dated 
31 11 17, an obvious error for 31 10 17, indicating 
28 days for the journey after being held up in the 
censor’s office for a few days. That the Type 6 
canceller was in use already in 1908 was a 
surprising discovery. It occurs as an arrival mark, 
dated 3 11 08, on a quadruple-rate registered cover 
from Urga, part of the “Dun-Fu-Yu” hoard 
(figure 11). A loose copy of the 3r 50k issue of 
1889-92 has an almost complete impression dated 
9 2 09. The fact that Type 6 (= Type 5 of T&S) 
appeared in the first decade of the 20th century 
means that it was in concurrent use with the 

canceller described herein as Type 5 (= Type 3 of 
T&S). Also that it did not follow but pre-dated the 
single known example of the double-circle 
cancellation with simple inscription KALGAN’ 
described by T&S as Type 4 (= Type 7 herein). 

Type 7 (= Type 4 of T&S). Double-circle 26½-
18mm diameters inscribed KALGAN’, date in one 
line between bars across centre, serial letter ‘a’ 
with long tail at right, 6-pointed asterisks at 
bottom and left. Colour grey and date 1914 in only 
example known. 

The cancellation on the double-rate cover shown 
in figure 12 bears the same date (7 9 14) as that 
illustrated by T&S as is presumed to be the 
original notified by Mr. A. Cronin (T&S, 1959, 
p.347, fig. 479) and which remains unique. It is a 
red-band cover addressed in Russian to the 
Chinese P.O. in Peking with local address in 
Chinese. It has routeing instruction “via 
Harbin” (Manchuria) and is franked with a pair of 
7k 1909-12 issue very lightly cancelled by Type 7; 
a better strike at left has a legible 7 9 14 date. On 
receipt, the Russian P.O. in Peking applied their 
datestamp on 24 10 14 (Old Style) and passed the 
lett er on to the Chinese P.O. for delivery. 
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Figure 10.  

KALGAN Type 6.  


Registered cover from Tsain-Shabi, Mongolia, with full address in Chinese and only “Registered/ Kalgan”

and name of addressee in Russian, franked combination of perf. and imperf. low value Arms issue of   


1917-18 totalling 75k, cancelled Tsain-Shabi Type 1, 3 1 18 in violet. Kalgan Type 6 arrival mark applied

25 1 18. The Manchuli transit mark indicates a circuitous route through Manchuria via the Trans-Siberian


and Chinese Eastern railways, taking just over three weeks for the journey.

(Cover reduced to 75%, detail & postmark full size).
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Figure 11.

KALGAN Type 6.  


“Dun-Fu-Yu” quadruple-rate cover registered to Kalgan, strip five 7k 1902-05 issue cancelled Urga Type 4

26 X 1908. Portion of front enlarged to show Urga dispatch cds and Kalgan Type 6 receiver, the latter applied


3 11 08, the earliest date yet recorded for this postmark.


The latter added its datestamp the same day and Chinese Eastern railways and thence almost 
(6 Nov. New Style), on which the postman or full circle to Peking. About 4,000km in 47 days. 
sorter overstruck his small oval personal chop. The explanation for this extraordinary situation is 

simple. Russian P.O.s were not allowed to 
Peking is only 185km down the line from Kalgan, compete with the Chinese Postal Administration 
say, one or two days by post. Yet this letter made for carriage of mail within China itself (the 
an incredible diversion, across the breadth of Inner Manchurian territory ceded to Russian control was 
and Outer Mongolia to board the Trans-Siberian in a cat e go ry of its ow n). No rmally, post al 
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Figure 12.  
KALGAN Type 7.  

, Red-band cover annotated in Russian “Via Harbin to city of Peking at the Chinese Post Office”, address on front 
wholly in Chinese; pair Arms issue 1909-12 lightly cancelled Type 7 with another strike at left dated 7 9 14. On front 

receipt mark of Russian P.O. Peking 24 10 14 Old Style); passed to Chinese P.O. for delivery same day 
6 November New Style , with postman’s or sorter’s small oval chop applied over cds. Kalgan and Peking are about 

185km apart - a day’s trip for the mail van. To have taken the direct route would have breached the convention 
barring the Russian post from town-to-town delivery on Chinese soil. Instead, the letter had to take an incredible 
ourney across Mongolia and through Siberia and Manchuria to reach its destination - about 4,000km in 47 days.  

The Kalgan Type 7 cancellation on this cover is believed to be unique.  
, Kalgan Type 7 as depicted by T&S 1959, p.347, fig.479

, FORGERY of Kalgan Type 7 copying the illustration of T&S on card to Station Swanchenpu, Chinese Eastern 
Railway dated 20 VII 1912; the St. Swanchenpu arrival cds is bogus. 
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communication between Kalgan and Peking was 
through the Chinese P.O. On those very rare 
occasions when time was of no consequence and 
the Russian post was preferred, the letter had to be 
directed through Russia for re-entry into China. 
Bearing ordinary Russian stamps and with an 
innocuous postmark from which the words “Post 
Office Abroad” were absent, such mail would 
have been quite acceptable to the Chinese 
authorities. It is possible that the Type 7 canceller 
was designed for this very purpose, hence its great 
rarity. 

The Kalgan example of roundabout routeing and 
re-entry into China from Russia is not unique. At 
times Chinese officials would make use of the 
Russian post and the superior Russian transport 
system when needing reliable communication 
with far-flung parts of their empire. Witness the 
cover from the Peking Information Bureau sent to 
Chuguchak (Sin-Kiang) via the Russian P.O. 
(figure 13). Its manuscript instruction “Via Omsk” 
meant that the letter had to travel on the Chinese 
Eastern and Trans-Siberian railways to reach 
Chuguchak (Ta-Cheng) from Russia. Such 
occurrences were exceptional. In general, mail for 

destinations within the host country submitted to 
Russian P.O.s in China, even Russian inter-office 
correspondence, had to be handed over to the 
Chinese Postal Administration for transmission 
and delivery, for which a charge was made. The 
page from the archives of the Russian P.O. in 
Chefoo, dated 3 December, 1906, shown in 
figure 14 deals with the transmission of mail from 
that office to the Russian P.O.s in Shanghai, 
Tientsin and Peking, In the matters of language 
and currency the Chinese and Russian bureaucrats 
met on neutral ground: the form is in English and 
the charge in French francs and centimes (CSAFE 
Fond 1325/Opis 1/Delo 39 p.103. 

Comparing the postmark illustrations in 
figures 12A and 12B, it will be seen that in the 
T&S figure (12B) the lettering occupies a smaller 
sector of the circumference, the serial letter ‘a’ 
lacks the unusually long tail, and the asterisks are 
given five points instead of six. These small 
differences may seem unimportant but are vital to 
the detection of forgeries. A case in point is the 
postcard shown in figure 12C, supposedly going 
from Kalgan to Station Shwanchenpu on the 
C h i  n  e  s  e  E  a  s  t  e r  n  R  a  i l w  a y  i n  1  9  1 2 .  T h  e  

Figure 13 .  
Quadruple-rate registered cover to Chuguchak (Sin-Kiang) paying internal Russian rate of 35k (= 4 x 7k 

plus 7k registration), 10k and 25k ‘Kitai’ stamps cancelled Peking Type 7B 24 1 12. Routed via Omsk 
(Siberia) for re-entry into China. Received Russian P.O.. Chuguchak 17 2 12. Chinese text on front 

indicates that letter originated in the Peking Information Bureau and was sent to a local firm with a request 
that this “important family business” be redirected via “the Russian security (registered) post” to Ta-

Cheng (=Chuguchak) without delay and the contents thence to a Minister in the Altai Mountains region . 
(Translated by Ms Carol Michaelson). (Cover reduced to 75%, postmark full size). 
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Figure 14.

A page from the records of the Russian P.O. at Chefoo, China, showing


documentation relating to conveyance of mail from that office to Russian P.O.s 

at Shanghai, Tientsin and Peking in 1906 by the Chinese Imperial Post Office,


for which a charge of 153 francs & 51 centimes was made.

(Central State Archive of the RSFSR for the Far East, 

Fond 1325/ Opis 1/Delo 39 p.103). (Reduced to 75%). 
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Figure 15.  
Triple-rate “Dun-Fu-Yu” cover to Peking via Kalgan, strip three 7k 1902-05 issue cancelled Urga Type 4, 
14 IV 1908 (= 27 IV 1908 Gregorian). Originally all in Chinese except red directional mark KALGAN’ in 

Cyrillic. The Chinese text instructs the company’s agent at Kalgan to forward the letter to its Head Office in 
Peking. The unopened letter was then re-franked with three Chinese 2c ‘dragon’ stamps and cancelled at the 

Chinese P.O. ZHANGJIAKOU = Kalgan) with date in lunar calendar equivalent to 7 May 1908 in Gregorian. 
Note that the Chinese stamps do not obliterate the Cyrillic KALGAN’ completely. 

Chinese translated by Mr. T. Y. Foo). 

cancellation faithfully copies the T&S figure and 
for good measure the forger has added an 
impeccable impression of a bogus St. Swanchenpu 
arrival mark. This card was offered to me in the 
1980s at the Gorky Club in Moscow for £250, a 
howling bargain even in those days. When I 
pointed out the spurious nature of the merchandise 
the vendor promptly begged me to take it as a gift, 
a gesture of his goodwill. Later I was to learn that 

vendor and forger shared the same skin and that 
his fabrications went far beyond Kalgan Type 7 
and far beyond the confines of Moscow. 

Directional markings. “Many letters sent from 
various Mongolian towns between the 1900s and 
the 1930s bear on the back a single-line marking 
in Cyrillic characters reading KALGAN, Several 
sizes (from ca. 30 to ca. 65 mm.) and spellings are 
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known” (T&S, 1959, p, 346) . It should be added 
that these marks are generally in Chinese red and 
appear to have been applied by means of a stencil 
or wooden block. T&S thought that these marks 
were perhaps put on by the sellers of the 
envelopes for the benefit of Mongolian or Chinese 
users not familiar with the Russian language. 
Because of the matching ink of the seal-like 
company cachets struck across the flaps of the 
envelopes, I think it more likely that they were 
applied by the senders themselves. The cover 
shown in figure 6 has an interesting variant in 
which the town name is rendered in Cyrillic as 
GALGANSKA in imitation of the adjectival form 
KALGANSKAYA seen in contemporary 
postmarks. (The letter ‘G’ is frequently substituted 
for ‘K’ in Russian spellings, e.g., “Girin” for 
Kirin, “Gunchulin” for Kunchuling). Judging by 
the “Dun-Fu-Yu” correspondence it was a 
common practice for the name and address of the 
addressee, date, &c. to be completed in Chinese 
brushwork with only the bare essentials 
(“Kalgan’ ” or “To Kalgan’ ”) in Russian. 
Figure 15 shows an unusual example from the 
year 1908. Here the “Dun-Fu-Yu” (strictly Tung-
Fu-Yau-Ji) company sends a letter via the Russian 
post to its agent in Kalgan, using a red-band 

envelope with only KALGAN’ in Cyrillic. The 
Chinese lettering, however, instructs the agency to 
forward the letter to the company’s headquarters 
in Peking. The letter was sent unopened througn 
the Chinese post, with three 2c ‘dragon’ stamps 
being used to cover the Cyrillic KALGAN’. Note 
that the final ‘N’ and hardsign can be seen peeping 
out from under one of the Chinese stamps. The 
Russian stamps would have carried the letter 
straight on to Peking and the reason for the stop
over at Kalgan is at present unknown. 

Hankow Some observations on the Hankow Type 
1 canceller are offered as a sidelight on Kalgan 
Subtype 3C, characterised by having both day and 
month in Arabic numerals. In an earlier number of 
BJRP, I illustrated two covers which had the 
earliest dates then known for Hankow Type 1 
one cancelled 31 5 1897, the other with a 
cancellation of 5 6 1897 and another strike dated 
7 6 1897. (Casey, 1991 p.20, fig. 18). Thanks to 
the remarkable piece shown in figure 16, the first 
recorded appearance of the Hankow Type 1 
canceller can now be extended back to 16 5 1897. 
In all cases the date-plugs are set to show both day 
and month in the Arabic manner, constituting a 
c o ns ist e nt  sub t yp e wh i c h  it  is  p r op o s e d t  o 

Figure 16.  
A, fragment of cover from tea merchants Molchanoff, Pechatnoff & Co. of Hankow, China, franked strip 
three 14k 1889-92 issue cancelled Hankow Type 1 in violet with date 16 5 1897, the earliest yet recorded 
for the Russian P.O. in Hankow, using Arabic numerals for both day and month (here designated Hankow 

Subtype 1A) (The letter was annotated for conveyance by ship “Peterburg” of the Russian Volunteer Fleet). 
B, another example of Hankow Subtype 1A, dated 7 6 1897, from cover to London picked up by Russian 

Volunteer Fleet ship (Casey, 1991, p.20, fig. 18). 
C, copy of original illustration of Hankow Type 1 by T&S (1959, p.366, fig. 512) showing month in Roman 

numerals (here designated Hankow Subtype 1B). 
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designate Hankow Subtype 1A. Twentieth century 
examples of Hankow Type 1 I have seen are 
equally consistent in showing the month in the 
Roman style, as illustrated by T&S (1959, p.366, 
fig. 512), thus justifying the recognition of a 
distinct Hankow Subtype 1B. The Hankow model 
gives us a better perspective on Kalgan Subtype 
3C and gives it a more credible status. 
 
 The drawback to having the same style of 
numbering for both day and month is obvious and 
must have been soon realised. So long as the day 
and month have the same number or the day is 
higher than 12 there is no problem. Confusion 
arises when both are different and both less than 

13. Even in today’s western culture, the natural 
sequence day/month/year is not universally 
accepted as the, way to express dates. To 
Americans “9/11” does not mean the ninth day of 
November but the eleventh day of September. 
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G  e  n  u  i  n  e   or   F o r g e r y? 
Why not find out? 

 
Certificates issued by the BSRP Expert Committee are now widely accepted by collectors throughout the world as 
confident statements of the genuineness and provenance of rarer stamps and postal history items.  
 
Members enjoy the privilege of submitting up to two items per annum free of charge on condition that they pay all 
postage costs and accept responsibility for insurance. If you have an item or items which you would like to submit, 
please telephone or email the Expert Committee Secretary in the first instance to confirm that the material to be 
submitted is within the competence of committee members or potential co-optees. 
 

Terry Page, FRPSL 
Hon. Secretary, BSRP Expert Committee, 

tel. 020 8660 3905    terry.page1@btinternet.com 



WW1 - PoW mail from Siberia 
James Felton 

I am trying to resolve a problem concerning the 
location of the censors and illustrate here two 
items of PoW mail from Siberia in 1918. 
(Figures 1 & 2) 

One theory states that New York censors 
accompanied the American troops and that the 
censorship took place in Vladivostok. The other 
theory states that the mail was shipped across the 
Pacific and was censored at New York, before 
continuing transatlantic to Europe. The censor 
markings are of the style allocated to New York. 

I ask all members to let me have details of any 
similar PoW mail with American style censorship. 
Please let me have details as follows: date and 
place of writing, censorship markings, postal 
markings and dates, other comments. 

Good scans or photocopies will be most welcome. 
These can be sent direct to me, James Felton at 
Box 128, Tiffin, OH 44853, USA, or via the 
editor, BJRP. 

Figure 1  

Card from a PoW at Omsk, written 2 June 1918, censored there (Speeckaert type 39?), no postal marking,


US censor 452 (Van Dam type 3), addressed to Germany.


THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 94/95 
 27 

Deutschliuid. (Rheinpfalz) 

&1g11stastrale t.af►. -~~r tYfrl. 



Figure 2 

Card, also from a PoW at Omsk (Akmolinsk) 7 July 1918, censored there (Speeckaert type 30), postmarked


14 July 1918 (town not clear) US censor 165, addressed to Hungary. 

[Note: this Russian censor was recorded by Speeckaert in August 1916 only. It was not listed in Skipton &


Michalove]


References.
 Speeckaert A:    Russian Postal Censorship 1914-1918, Koninklijke Postzegelvereniging van het Land 

van Wass, St Niklass (1990) and supplement (1997) 
Skipton DM & Michalove PA  Postal Censorship in Imperial Russia, 2 vols, Otten, Urbana 11(1989) 

Editor’s note. This article was first published in ‘Civil Censorship Study Group Bulletin’, Vol. 33, No. 1, pp 23-24. 
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Railway lines - addenda 
Leonard Tann 

I am delighted to present here to our members & 
readers, addenda to my articles in BJRP 92/93 on 
both the Maikop-Armavir Railway and the 
Chusovskaya-Solevarni line. The following 
addenda are made possible by SVYATOSLAV 

KONKIN of Russia who e-mailed me in 
December last with information and scans that 
extend our knowledge of these branch-lines. On 
behalf of us all, sincere thanks, Svyatoslav. 

MAIKOP-ARMAVIR LINE. 

a  
/

the of

 3

Figure 2 

Figure 1 shows a fine postcard to Stantsiya 
Druzhovka with strikes of the oval Type 

 thicker lettering  MAIKOP
ARMAVIR  POCHT. VAG. 15. 10. 13. 
Figure 2 shows a postcard to Moscow with 

circular postmarks  TUAPSE 
CHERNOM. VOKZAL 11.10.16 of the 
post office ‘at/by the station’. 

Figure 3 

Route 317-318, ARMAVIR-TUAPSE 
LINE. 
Figure  shows a postcard with oval 
Armavir-317-Tuapse serial ‘a’ of 24-12-
16. This is augmented by figure 4 which 
shows a postcard to Zhelyeznovodsk with 
oval Tuapse-318-Armavir serial ‘be’ of 
9.7.16. These add to our knowledge of the 
serial numbers of the postmarks. Figure 4 

Figure 1 
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I asked the question - what about after the 
Revolution? - Was this line extended as it appears 
it was intended? Svyatoslav helps us answer the 
question. Figure 5 shows a postcard with Soviet 
stamp and fine strike of the oval Tuapse-318-

Figure 5 

Armavir serial ‘a’ dated 27.6.25. Figure 6 shows a 
Soviet post card with 5k stamp, with (faint) 
Armavir-317-Sochi (sub-letter not visible), and 
figure 7 shows a postcard with Soviet 5k stamp 
with similar oval Armavir-317-Sochi serial ‘g’ of 

14.7.30. So we can state that in June 1925 
the line still ran from Armavir to Tuapse, 
but by 1930 it had been extended down 
the coast to Sochi, the mail-vans ran the 
whole route, and there were new Soviet-
made oval postmarks. Our friend further 
reports an ‘Armavir Vokzal Doplatit’ 
used in Feb 1936. This is indeed scarce 
we know that many doplatits [postage due 
cachets] were made in czarist times but 
survived in use well into soviet times. 

Figure 6 

Figure 7 
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CHUSOVAYA-SOLEVARNI LINE. 
We are further indebted to Svyatoslav for 

his additional information on this line.


Figure 8 shows a postcard of 1903 sent 
from St Petersburg to Berezniki - the 
earlier name of the northern terminus of 
this branch - and it bears a strike of the 
BEREZNIKI / ZHELYEZNODOR PO 
(centre base of postcard partly obscured by 
the writing) of 28/VIII/1903. There are 
also two transit TPO postmarks, one of 
route 82, the other unreadable. 

Figure 8 

Figure 9 shows a postcard despatched 
from the northern terminus railway post 
office - by this time with the new name 
ovals of SOLEVARNENSKOYE / 
VOKZ of 1907. 

The finest item here is figure 10 
a letter to Vyatka with 7k+3k Arms 
franking with ovals of  the southern 
t e r m  i n  u s  s  t  a  t  i  o  n  P  O  ,  
C  H U S  O V S  K A Y  A  /  V O K  Z A  L  
11.10.15. 

Figure 9 

Figure 10 
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Two more to add - figure 11 is a postcard 
with the circular PV No 226 of 24/ 
XII/1911, serial number ‘1’ (at base), and 
figure 12 being similar, PV 226 serial 
number ‘2’, but with red-mauve oval 
DOPLATIT / POCHT VAG / 226 
underneath filled in for 8k. The message 
ran over onto the address side, so it was 
considered a ‘letter length’ message and 
charged thus; letter charge 7k; paid 3k, 
therefore 4k owing, double the deficiency = 
8k. Very fine item. 

Figure 11 

With thanks again to Svyatoslav for 
adding to our knowledge of these railway 
branches. If any other collector has 
anything to add - it would be most 
welcome. 

Figure 12 
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SERIOUS COLLECTOR 
of Zemstvo rarities and specialities, interested in early 
items, special studies of different districts and postal 

history, would like to contact other students 
of Zemstvo Philately. I am willing to exchange and/or buy 

interesting and rare material. 
I am also interested in Imperial pre 1840 stampless covers 

and would consider purchasing a collection or fine 
individual items.  Please contact 

Dr Ilya A. Strebulaev 
Graduate School of Business 

Stanford University 
518 Memorial Way 

Stanford, CA 94305-5015 

e-mail  istrebulaev@london.edu 
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WW1 - mail from Russia - seized by the Germans - 1915 
Graham Mark 

I illustrate here (figure 1) a cover, (one of six I seeking to investigate the incident when this mail 
know of) from Russia in late June or early July was seized, where that took place and why none of 
1915 with a stencilled marking ‘Part of a Mail / the six items I have seen was censored while in 
captured by the / Germans and delayed’. I am German hands. There is a variation in the 

marking, for 
two of the 
covers have 
t h e 
explan ator y 
marking in 
capital letters 
thr  o ug hout  .  
The markings 
are all in 
bright purple, 
matching the 
P e t  r  o  g  r a d  
c e n s o r  
handstamps. 

Figure 1 (item3) 
Petrograd 30 June 
1915, to London, 
with Petrograd 

censor No.40 and 
(Speeckaert) type 2 
tying a small piece 
of stamp margin. 

Marked with 
stencilled type 

explanatory mark: 
Part of a Mail / 

captured by the / 
Germans and 

delayed. No arrival 
datestamp. 
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If any member has a similar cover of 1915, or 
knows of any writing on the subject, I should very 
much like to have details about it. 

In 1916 there were other incidents when mail was 
seized and, on arrival in London, it was marked 
with a two-line handstamp, of moveable rubber 

type, or a three-line handstamp, of metal type or a 
label was produced using this metal type 
handstamp. These 1916 incidents are better 
documented, but some uncertainties remain. I am 
not researching that mail at the moment. 

The covers I have seen are as follows: 

Item From Date Censor Transit To ‘Delayed’ marking 

1 Warsaw 25 June 1915 A 1I, in circle None Folkestone All in capitals. Similar to 
(postcard) item 5 belo w but 

a l i g n m e n t d i f f e r s . 
(Figure 2) 

2 Riga 29 June 1915 No. 40 None London EC As figure 1 

3 Petrograd 30 June 1915 No. 40 None London EC See figure 1 

4 Petrograd 30 June 1915 No. 40 None Battersea See figure 3 (Addendum) 

5 Petrograd I July 1915 Finnish Helsinki 15 Cambridge A  l l  i n  c  a  p i t a l  s  .  
censor July, Tornea 17 Addressee’s received 

July mark AUG 26 1915 

6 Helsinki 15 July 1915 none Tornea 17 July Battersea Similar to figure 1 but 
a  l  i g  n m  e n  t  s  l  i  g  h t  l  y  
different 

All the items are ordinary mail, so markings from purple. Moreover, on item 3 (figure 1) and item 4,

the British Post Office are not expected on this the marking precisely matches the colour of the

mail. Correspondents, on providing copies, have Petrograd censor markings.

indicated the colour of the ‘delayed’ markings as


Figure 2 (item 1)

Postcard from Warsaw, 25 June 1915, to Folkestone with Petrograd censor


(Speeckaert, type 10) and marked PART OF A MAIL /CAPTURED BY  /GERMANS
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Since collecting details and copies of the above 
covers from acquaintances I have heard from The 
British Society of Russian Philately. Dr Raymond 
Casey has written to say “These marks are found 
in violet (purple) mostly and also in green, rarely 
in red. I am not surprised that you have found 
these marks only on mail addressed to UK. They 
were made up by a London dealer and are entirely 
bogus. I owe this information to the late Angus 
Parker, a well known postal history dealer and 
himself a postal historian of stature. Around 1960 
an enormous quantity of Russian censored mail 
from W W I was found in a warehouse in 
Copenhagen. It was my privilege to sort through 
thousands of these covers at the request of various 
dealers and auction houses who had purchased 
this hoard from an English wholesale merchant. 
Not a single example of these ‘Part of... and 
delayed’ was seen, consistent with the information 
given by Angus Parker.” 

I can accept part of Dr Casey’s case but not all of 
it at this stage. More examples of these covers are 
needed and particularly ones with markings in 
different colours from the bright purple on the six 
seen to date. I have seen such coloured markings 
on the 1916 Russian mails which were seized and 
delayed, but not in 1915, the subject of this 
current investigation. 

The fifth item in the above list, addressed to a 
company in Cambridge, has an office received 
marking on the back. This indicates 44 days in 
transit (remembering the difference between the 
Russian and western calendars) which is longer 
than would be expected in 1915. Could this cover 
have later got into a warehouse stock in 
Copenhagen? Dr Casey did not say in his letter 
whether the material he saw and handled was 
simply covers, or unopened mail. If the latter it 
should have been passed to the Post Office. If the 
former, it seems quite possible that a previous 
owner would have sorted through the covers and 
extracted anything with unusual markings. Should 
that have happened Dr Casey would have seen 
nothing with a ‘delayed’ marking. 

We must also consider the slight variations in the 
markings. Two different styles, one all capital 
letters, the other some initial capitals, and in both 
styles small differences of alignment. If an 
unscrupulous dealer had manufactured the 
marking would he/she have gone to the trouble of 
having a number of different settings? If a large 
quantity of mail had been delivered to the British 
Post Office which needed some explanatory 

marking a number of handstamps might have been 
required, but why this style, which is quite unlike 
anything else used by the GPO? 

The last point to be considered here is the route 
and ship(s) by which this mail is likely to have 
travelled. Although the date of posting is June or 
July, when the Baltic would have been ice-free, 
two of the six recorded covers have backstamps 
from Tornea, indicating they travelled overland, 
by rail, round the head of the Gulf of Bothnia. 
Therefore is seems unlikely the mail would have 
been seized by German ships in the Baltic, more 
likely on crossing the North Sea. On 30 July 1915 
the Swedish steamer Pieta, carrying mail from 
Sweden to Britain, was seized by Germans and 
taken to Swinemunde. On 11 August the 
Norwegian steamer Iris, known to have been 
carrying Finnish and Russian mail, was stopped 
by the German Navy in the North Sea. The letter 
mails were ignored, but parcels were thrown 
overboard by the Germans (this suggests a 
submarine was responsible for the intercept, rather 
than a surface ship which would probably have 
had room to take the mail on board). 

Other ships may have been stopped by Germans 
during July and August but British Post Office 
records are not complete in this regard. A file in 
POST 56/73 “Sea Conveyance (of mail) during 
War 1914-1918”, did not list these two incidents, 
nor a number of other seizures in the North Sea in 
May, June and early August 1915. However, press 
reports and Foreign Office files have provided 
additional information, but even then the record 
may still be incomplete. 

Members are asked to let me have details of any 
covers in their collections with these markings, so 
that a larger data base can be put together, from 
which more reliable deductions can be made. 

Addendum 

Robert Johnson (who owns one of the six covers 
listed) has seen a draft of this article and has 
suggested the following points be made as if a 
criminal investigation were being considered: 

When were the ‘seized’ marks applied? 

This is important as labels were used in Berlin at 
the end of WW1, to deal with detained mail. Was 
this mail forwarded before the end of the war, for 
example because the mail was recaptured? 
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By whom were they applied? 

Did Post Office officials apply them? This is a 
simple, but crucial question. 

Where were they applied? 

The normal route for mails from Russia to UK at 
this time [1915] will have to be ascertained and 
then deviations from that route because of wartime 
conditions will have to be considered. 

Are all other postal markings on the items seen 
genuine, or are any suspect? 

This is an important question because if chemical 
analysis shows the ink of the mark to be the same 
as a censor or postal marking, which is accepted 
as genuine, then the presumption will be that the 
‘Seized’ mark is genuine. 

Were there any circumstances in 1915 on land, or 
sea, bearing in mind the war on the Eastern front, 
that could have caused the capture of mail 
intended for a country at war with Germany? 

The evidence is that Germany released mails from 
Neutrals reasonably quickly after capture, unless 
they contained contents valuable to an enemy. 
What was the practice for mails from an enemy 
country? 

Why only mail to the UK involved? 

This seems to be the case at the moment, but 
together with the question above (re circumstances 
in 1915) credibility points to genuineness if the 
mails were captured in one place - look at the 
nearness of the dates listed. The natural place for 
collecting mails to UK from Russia would be 
Petrograd, where the main censor office was 
located. 

What would a handwriting expert say about the 
script used? 

This may help to identify where the mark was 
manufactured and by whom it was used. The 
lettering does not look like an English script and, 
while the wording is similar to that used by the 
British Post Office in 1916, it is doubtful whether 
the mark would have been applied by the British 
Post Office. The earliest date in Hoggarth and 

Gwynn's Maritime Disaster Mail (published by the 
Stuart Rossiter Trust Fund in 2003) for this type 
of wording is November 1916 (refer p 171). This 
doubt about the script makes the strongest case for 
forgery, as how can anyone in 1915 predict the 
wording that would be used the following year? 
The answer to that could be that the mail was 
released after November 1916, but the office 
received mark, on cover 5 above, shows that was 
released in August 1915. 

Is there anything in common between the covers 
listed, and further examples to be provided? 

If so, what and why? 

Can anything be deduced from a comparison of 
coloured markings on covers listed with other 
normal covers from the same places at the same 
time to UK or other destinations? 

Why have covers with the reported green and red 
inks not been seen or recorded? 

What about the treatment of mail from neutral 
countries, in transit through Petrograd, to UK in 
the same mails? 

Equally are there any covers recorded, addressed 
to another country, e.g. USA, originating at the 
same dates and clearly delayed en-route. 

What can be made of the lack of consistency in the 
markings? 

Why, if the marks are forged, did the forger do it? 
For money? If so why are there so few? If in the 
event they are genuine, why are there so few? Dr 
Casey does not say what dates were on the covers 
he saw (were they all 1915 or not?) nor whether 
the correspondence was to one address or not, nor 
whether the ‘wholesale merchant’ was a stamp 
dealer acting as a wholesaler, nor why the covers 
had been so long in a Danish warehouse. 

Are there any other relevant facts or 
circumstances that need to be set out? 

Please join in this debate and see if we can come 
to some firm conclusion, one way or the other. 

Send your comments to me via the editor, BJRP. 

Editor’s note. This article was first published in ‘Civil Censorship Study Group Bulletin’, Vol. 33, No. 1, pp 20-22. 
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Figure 4A

Detail at 200% 

Figure 3 (item 4)

Robert Preston’s cover from Petrograd, 30 June 1915, to London SW, with same handstamp as mine (figure 1)


Both show damage to the ‘y’ in “delayed.”
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New light on the opening of the Russian post in the 
Chinese Empire 
Raymond Casey 

This article takes a fresh look at the origins of the 
Russian post in the Celestial Empire with the aid 
of archival evidence not previously published. We 
see that by taking advantage of a mistranslation in 
the Treaty of Peking (1860) and by calculated 
deception the Russian Government was able to set 
up an illegal post across Mongolia and northern 
China - the so-called Merchants’ or Mongolian 
Post. Rough designs for stamps and seals for this 
rogue post were prepared but so far as is known 
this part of the project never came to fruition. 
Around 1874 this sham Merchants’ Post was 
converted into a legitimate arm of the Imperial 
Russian Postal Administration, though how and 
exactly when is not known, the date commonly 
quoted (23 March/4 April 1870) being wrong. 
Also touched upon in this article is the part played 
in the affair by a one-legged Englishman from 
Rotherham, Charles Mitchell Grant, who for some 
years ran a rival postal service which threatened to 
put the Russians’ out of business. 

Conventions and abbreviations used herein are the 
same as in “The China Shop” series with the 
addition of CSAFE for Central State Archive of 
the RSFSR for the Far East. Unless otherwise 
stated, illustrations are from material in my own 
collection. 

Origins of the Russian post in the Chinese 
Empire 
The story of how the Russian post started in China 
and Mongolia, over which the Chinese then held 
sway, has been told many times (e.g., PTJ, 1895, 
1898; Bazelevich, 1927; T&S, 1959; Casey, 
1991a; Pratt, 1994). 

Information found in the Central State Archive of 
the RSFSR for the Far East, formerly held in 
Tomsk* in western Siberia, and for long 
inaccessible to non-Russians has revealed another 
side to the story, particularly as regards the setting 
up and running of the quasi-official “Merchants’ ” 
post from 1865, as yet related only in outline 
(Casey, 1995). 

Historical perspective allows us to view the 
opening of the Russian post in China as part of 
Rudyard Kipling’s “Great Game”, when the Great 
Powers of the 19th century were vying with each 
other for influence and trade in the East. China 
had been compelled by force of arms to give way 
to British and French demands over trading rights, 
and Russia, acting as an intermediary in peace 
negotiations, received concessions equal to those 
granted to the belligerent powers. The ensuing 
Treaty of Tientsin (1858) and the ancillary Treaty 

of a 

of

was 

in 

the

* For many years the city of Tomsk was closed to 
foreigners because of the presence secret 
research station in the vicinity. When the ban was 
lifted, late in 1991, I obtained permission to visit 
the archive and with a Russian friend took the first 
available flight from Moscow to Tomsk expressly 
to find the records of the Chinese Eastern Railway 
Company said to be stored there. With the aid of 
the archive staff, we set about finding our way 
through the 500,000 or so files available. During 
this work we alighted on a mass of documents 
relating to the setting up of a postal service from 
the Siberian border through Mongolia to the cities 

 northern China (Fond 701/Opis 1). Their 
contents were so eye-opening and so unexpected 
that the CER project was dropped and attention 
turned to Fond 701/Opis 1 instead. This was in 
October 1991 (Casey, 1991b) and the magnitude 
of the task was such that another visit to Tomsk 

imperative. In 1992 we worked on this 
section of the archive exclusively for a week, 
checking through scores of files in old Russian 
handwriting and selecting those pages deemed 
worthy of translation. A third visit to continue the 
work had to be abandoned when my personal 
documents were stolen in Moscow. Before the trip 
could be re-organised the archive was moved to 
Vladivostok and placed limbo pending 
construction of new premises to house it. Some 
CER material was found at Tomsk and 
photocopied, as also at the Central State Historical 
Archive in St. Petersburg, though the bulk of the 
company’s archive had been moved to Irkutsk, we 
were now told. A scouting party sent to Irkutsk in 
1993 returned empty-handed with the story that 

 whole archive had been destroyed by fire 
some years earlier. 
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of Peking (1860) secured for Russia privileges 
concerning the transport of mail and goods over 
Chinese territory. China herself had a system of 
postal communication that was already ancient in 
the time of Marco Polo in the 13th century. The 
official government service comprised the I-Chan, 
with its mounted couriers carrying official and 
other important mail, and the P’u, dealing with 
ordinary mail on foot. There was also a multitude 
of Private Letter Companies (“Hongs”) known 
collectively as the Min-Hsin-Chu, the name 
usually shortened to Min-Chu. Mail from the 
Russian Diplomatic and Ecclesiastical Missions in 
Peking could be entrusted to the I-Chan, which 
made about four visits a year to the Russian 
border at Kyakhta, or handed to any caravan 
heading that way. Under the terms of the Treaty of 
Tientsin (1858) these establishments were 
permitted to run a regular postal service between 
the capital and Kyakhta: a light post once a month 
both ways and a heavy post from Kyakhta to 
Peking every two months and from Peking to 
Kyakhta every three months. The Chinese 
Government undertook to provide special couriers 
and an armed guard for this service. Although 
intended solely for official mail, the service 
became accessible to Russian merchants through 
facilities provided by their Consul-General in 
Tientsin (CSAFE Fond 701/Opis 1/Delo 27 
p.176). However, these concessions failed to meet 
the needs of the growing numbers of Russian 
traders in China eager to claim their share of the 
lucrative markets being opened up in the country. 
This brings us to the Treaty of Peking (1860), 
which is commonly - though erroneously -
supposed to have sanctioned unequivocally the 
setting-up of the Postal Service of the Russian 
Merchants’ Guilds, a bone of contention between 
China and Russia for many years. 

In his scholarly work on the history of the posts of 
Imperial China, Major R. W. Pratt points out that 
the words “postal service” had been inserted as a 
result of mistranslating of Article XII of the 
Chinese text by the Russian interpreter during the 
original negotiations (a deliberate act, said some). 

The Russian version reads: 

“If Russian merchants judge it necessary for 
the requirements of their commercial affairs to 
establish at their own expense a postal service to 
transport their letters and their merchandise, the 
right to do so is granted to relieve the Government 
postal Service.” 

A literal translation of the Chinese text says: 

“If Russian merchants in sending letters, 
articles and boxes, for their business affairs, wish 
to hire men themselves, and make separate 
regulations, they shall be allowed to do so, after 
having fully reported in advance to the local 
authorities, and having obtained their permission, 
thus saving the Government from paying 
expenses.” (Pratt, 1994, p.164). 

Unfortunately for the Chinese, they had on this 
occasion neglected to insert a clause in the 
agreement stipulating that the Mandarin text was 
the authoritative one. The two interpretations of 
the Treaty emerged in 1861 when a group of 
Russian merchants from Kyakhta setting out for 
Peking asked the Chinese authorities for 
permission to establish postal stations on the way. 
To the Chinese officials this seemed to be a clear 
contravention of the Treaty, which had merely 
permitted the merchants to hire men to carry their 
letters and articles, not to erect buildings. 
Permission was refused and a long drawn out 
wrangle followed as to which version of the 
Treaty was to be followed. 

In 1863 many of the Russian tea merchants moved 
from Hankow to Kyakhta and a Russian 
Merchants’ Guild was established there, as in 
Tientsin, Urga and elsewhere in the Chinese 
Empire. In that year, in collaboration with the 
Min-Chu, the guilds opened a fortnightly mail 
service between Kyakhta and Peking through 
Urga and Kalgan, chiefly for the benefit of its 
me mbers , thou gh o ffi cial gover nment 
correspondence was carried free of charge. This 
was the original Post of the Russian Merchants’ 
Guilds, of which nothing survives. It was a 
failure - too slow, too expensive and too 
restrictive in permitted weight of items - and fell 
into disuse. Russian merchants petitioned their 
government for a more efficient service. Pressure 
on the Russian Government to establish a post 
road through Mongolia into China came not only 
from those with commercial interests but also 
from foreign governments keen to find an 
overland route to their Missions and Agencies in 
the Far East. An added spur to Russian 
endeavours was the presence in Kyakhta in 1863 
of the Englishman Charles Mitchell Grant who 
was trying to set up a private post over the same 
ground on behalf of foreign businessmen in China 
(Casey, 1995). 
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Establishment of the quasi-official Russian 
“Merchants’ ” Post. 
The exploits of Count Nikolai Nikolaevich 
Muraviev Amurskii, Governor-General of Eastern 
Siberia, had resulted in Russia making big 
territorial gains from China in the Far East (Treaty 
of Aigun, 1858). He was not slow to see that 
Russian interests could be further advanced by 
good postal links between the two countries. His 
proposals to that effect were put to the various 
ministries concerned. With the blessing of the 
Tsar, approval of the Council of Ministers and an 
annual subsidy of 17,600 roubles from the 
Treasury, he set about breathing new life into the 
moribund Merchants’ Post from his headquarters 
in Irkutsk. His remit was to organise postal 
communications between Kyakhta and Tientsin as 
a private commercial enterprise under the 
protection of the Russian Government for an 
experimental period of three years (Records of the 
State Council, 25 June 1865, item 42247a) . 

Since the Treaty of Kyakhta (1727) this border 
town had been recognized as the main Customs 
checkpoint for travellers, goods and mail between 
Russia and China. The eastern terminus of the 
postal route, Tientsin, was the port for the Chinese 
capital, Peking, providing maritime links with the 
thriving markets of southern China. Tientsin had a 
Russian Merchants’ Guild and a Russian Consulate. 

Count Muraviev, Governor-General of East 
Siberia, was in overall control of the project. Its 
day-to-day administration in Irkutsk was handed 
over to Lt.-General Karsakov of the Governor-
General’s Diplomatic Office. The Russian Consul 
in Urga, Y.P. Shishmarev was deputed to draw up 
plans for the post and to take charge personally of 
the section from Kyakhta to Kalgan. A Manager 
of Postal Communications was appointed with an 
assistant in Kyakhta and in Kalgan. They were 
appointed by Governor-General Muraviev, who 
fixed their salaries (in roubles). They were 
required to have knowledge of both the Chinese 
and the Mongolian languages. Management of the 
Kalgan to Tientsin part of the route was in the 
hands of officials of the Russian Diplomatic 
Mission in Peking and the Tientsin Consulate. 

The post-drive from Kyakhta to Kalgan was given 
to Mongolian contractors using horses and camels. 
From Kalgan to Tientsin it was passed to Chinese 
contractors using mainly horses and donkey-carts. 
The distance from Kyakhta to Urga was 800 
versts, to Kalgan 1250 versts, to Peking 
1550 versts and to Tientsin 1720 versts (1 verst = 

1.067 km). The stretch from Kyakhta to Kalgan 
was by far the longest and most arduous, 
traversing vast areas of desolate steppe and the 
cold bare rock of the Gobi Desert. 

Revenue from the running of the “Merchants’ ” 
Post (or Mongolian Post, as the Russians now 
preferred to call it) was to be forwarded to the 
Kyakhta Border P.O., which was responsible for 
the book-keeping side of the affair. Kyakhta 
straddled the Siberian/Mongolian border with the 
Border P.O. on the Russian side under official 
State Postal Administration. The office for the 
“Merchants’ ” Post was in a log building on the 
Mongolian side (Mai-Ma-Chen). The Urga P.O. 
was situated at the Russian Consulate in the city 
and the P.O.s at Peking and Tientsin were 
similarly based. The Kalgan Assistant Manager 
and his office occupied rented accommodation. 
The project provided for 13 minor postal stations 
between Kyakhta and Kalgan and nine between 
Kalgan and Tientsin. Each Mongolian station was 
to have one felt yurt (nomad tent), six to ten 
horses and three post-riders, and each Chinese 
station four horses or donkeys and two post-riders. 
The route was to be marked by telegraph poles. 
The Mongolian stations were to be policed by 
cossack sergeants from the Troitskosavsk 
(Transbaikal) garrison, who were expected to be 
familiar with the Mongolian language and 
Mongolian customs. The idea of Russian stations, 
Russian telegraph lines and Russian police on 
their territory was firmly rejected by the 
Mongolian officials and this part of the project 
was never realised (Ibid., Delo 27/p.180b) .  
Facilities for changing horses and riders on the 
long haul to Kalgan were provided locally as 
before. 

The post was organised into three categories: 
1. The light post for letters, newspapers, 
documents and small parcels to a weight of one 
pood (36 pounds) and carried by a post rider on 
horseback, four times a month each way. 
2. A heavy post for weighty packages and 
valuables (up to 25 poods), sent by camel caravan 
with a mounted cossack guard (figure 1), once a 
month each way. 
3. A special post for urgent mail. 

Charges for ordinary letters were: 10 kopecks 
from Kyakhta to Urga, 20 kopecks from Kyakhta 
to Kalgan and 30 kopecks from Kyakhta to Peking 
or Tientsin, these charges operating for the reverse 
directions. The tariffs for weighty and valuable 
sendings and for insurance were based on the 
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Figure 1 . 
Departure of the mail caravan from the Russian Post Office at Urga, Mongolia, en route 

for Kalgan via the Gobi Desert. (From “With the Russians in Mongolia” by Perry-
Ayscough & Otter-Barry, 1913, from a photograph of the of early 1900s lent to the 

authors by the Russian Minister in Urga. Also reproduced in T&S (1959, p.308) 

prevailing regulations of the Imperial Russian 
Postal Administration. For a special (urgent) 
postal relay the rates were as follows: one rouble 
for one horse or three roubles for two horses per 
station; for a special post laid on from Kyakhta to 
Tientsin the charge was 98 roubles for one horse 
or 147 roubles for two. Payment was required in 
cash; for banknotes the charges were much higher, 
e.g., on the Kyakhta - Tientsin run it was 147 
roubles for one horse and 220 roubles 50 kopecks 
for two. Official State correspondence was carried 
free of charge. (CSAFE Fond 701/Opis 1/Delo 9 
pp. 97-100; PTJ 1895). 

According to the terms of the contract, the transit 
time between Kyakhta and Kalgan for the light. post, 
was 8 days in summer and 9½ days in winter and, for 
the heavy post, 21 days in summer and 23 days in 
winter. From Kyakhta to Tientsin the light post took 
12 days or more and the heavy post about 5 weeks. 
By 1870 delivery of light post had been stepped up 
to 10 times a month (Blekhman, 1964, pp.57-8). 

Some Mongolians were rightly suspicious of the new 
postal establishment, saying it was not a private 
concern but official State business and had ulterior 
motives (CSAFE ibid., Delo 9 pp.132-133). To allay 
suspicions, the firm of Nemchinov from the Kyakhta 
Merchants’ Guild was put up as nominal head of the 
post. 

This was not the only subterfuge employed to 
hoodwink the Chinese Government. In a letter to 
Count Muraviev dated 8 September 1865, Consul 
Shishmarev speaks of his proposal to introduce 
cossacks to the Mongolian yurts step by step; first 
for one then two days “which will not be seen so 
sharply by the eyes of the Chinese .... Some time 
will pass and one or two cossacks will live on the 
steppe, these yurts will be considered ours, 
Mongolians and (Chinese) Governors will see 
nothing out of the ordinary and then we shall 
leave 10 persons there” (CSAFE ibid., Delo 9, 
pp.136-136a). In another letter on the same subject 
dated 13 September 1865, Shishmarev points out 
to Count Muraviev that to maintain the character 
of a private enterprise the cossacks should wear 
“special clothes” (i.e., be disguised) (Ibid., p.145). 

The first of the quasi-official “Merchants’ ” post 
left Kyakhta on 5/17 October 1865 (CSAFE ibid., 
p.166), though the new service was not advertised 
to the public until two months later. Page 2 of the 
newspaper “Birzhevya Vedomosti” No. 267, 
issued in St. Petersburg on 8 December 1865, 
announced that a postal communication had been 
opened between Kyakhta and Tientsin via Urga, 
Kalgan and Peking and the tariff for the various 
categories of mail was set out in detail. By 1867 
this service had been made available to foreign 
postal administrations. Prussian Circular No. 17, 
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issued in Berlin on 2 February 1867, laid down the 
complicated scale of (pre-UPU) charges to be 
apportioned to Prussia and Russia and for mail 
originating from other territories of the German 
Postal Union. Letters had to be marked “via St. 
Petersburg” and forwarded by the Bromberg-
Eydtkuhnen TPO. GB Postal Notice 1867/4 
headed “Letter for the North of China via Russia” 
announced the new service and advised that letters 
should be sent from London by the Night Mail of 
Friday and Monday to reach St. Petersburg in time 
for dispatch by the Mail for China, leaving the 
Russian capital every Tuesday and Friday. 

Once the Siberian telegraph line had reached 
Kyakhta Charles Mitchell Grant* was ready to 
open his genuinely private post, taking telegrams 
and business correspondence from there to Peking 
and Tientsin, where it could be quickly relayed to 
Shanghai. Grant’s post commenced in the spring 
of 1866 and ran for five years. It is not known if it 
used any special marks. 

In 1868 the Kyakhta “Merchants’ ” post office 
was amalgamated with the State Border Post 
Office on Russian soil. 

Proposed introduction of stamps and seals for 
use in the quasi-official “Merchants’ ” Post. 
Shishmarev’s plans for re-organising the Post of 
the Merchants’ Guilds included provision for 
postage stamps and seals, already referred to 
(Casey, 1991b). In a letter to the Governor-
General of East Siberia dated 8th September, 1865 
(CSAFE Fond 701/Opis 1/Delo 9 pp.130-144), he 
says: 

“For more exact and convenient control of local 
offices dealing with collection of money for 
acceptance of private correspondence and also for 
the convenience of those sending mail, I would 
like to establish stamps similar to the existing 
Imperial stamps, with the signature of the Consul, 
and send them to the local offices, giving the 
prices established by weight (i.e., by lot) from 

10 to 30 kopecks, depending on distance.” He then 
goes on to advocate a postage-due system, as 
follows: 

“As it may probably happen, letters will be 
received in Kyakhta for transmission by the 
Mongolian post unfranked. I believe it desirable 
and ask you to order that payment for such letters 
be received from those persons to whom the 
letters are addressed, as is done abroad in Europe, 
the money received to be sent to the office from 
which they were sent unfranked” (Ibid., pp.135-
136). 

The concluding paragraph of the letter offers for 
His Excellency’s approval examples of postage 
stamps and shapes of seals for the various offices. 
These took the form of rough ink sketches on a 
separate sheet, shown herein as figure 2. The 
design of the stamps was little more than a blank 
rectangle with denomination in the middle and a 
space for the Consul’s signature at bottom. Those 
for the circular seals had the words “Postal 
Communication between Kyakhta and Tientsin” 
around the periphery with the name of the office 
across the centre, Kyakhta, Tientsin and Kalgan 
being shown as examples. It is not clear whether 
the seals were meant to be applied in wax or 
simply hand-struck from an ink-pad. 

Consul Shishmarev’s proposals were submitted to 
the Ministry of Posts and Telegraph by Lt.-
General Karsakov of the Governor-General’s 
Diplomatic Office in Irkutsk in a letter dated 25 
October 1865. The design for seals was accepted 
but advice was sought regarding the stamps and 
postage-due arrangements (Ibid., pp.166-167). In 
turn the Ministry wanted the views of the State 
Printing Works in St. Petersburg on production of 
the stamps. Here the trail ended so far as my 
reconnaissance went. Some of the early records of 
the State Printing Works (Gosnak) are preserved 
in the city under the aegis of the Central State 
Historical Archive, as at 18 Ulitsa Pskovoskaya. 
Despite a two-day search nothing could be found 

* 

(
, 30 the 

j

caravan trek to 

of
he 

State & 
). 

C.M. Grant was born in Rotherham, 
Yorkshire, on 8 June 1830. He worked first in 
Bangkok and then in Tientsin, where he set up 
in business as a merchant and commission agent 
in partnership with Henry Meller North China 
Herald March 1861). Grant made 
perilous ourney across Mongolia no less than 8 
times. From Tientsin he was taken by mule-
litter to Kalgan where he changed to a camel-
drawn cart as part of a 100-strong camel 

undertaking the six weeks’ 
Kyakhta (Grant, 1863). His achievements were 
all the more remarkable in view of the fact that 
he had lost a leg in boyhood. On 15 February 
1865, at the Cathedral  Troitskosavsk, 
Kyakhta, married Barbara, the second 
surviving daughter of His Excellency the late 
Piotre Andraevich Petonkhov, Counsellor of 

and Governor of Kyakhta (London
China Telegraph, 27 April 1865
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Figure 2. 
Consul Shishmarev’s rough essays for postage stamps and seals for use on the quasi-official “Merchants’ ” 
or “Mongolian” post between Kyakhta and Tientsin as reproduced by his Acting Secretary (CSAFE Fond 
701/Opis 1/Delo 9 p.144). Under “Shapes of stamps” are shown labels with denominations 10, 20 and 30 

kopecks and space for the Consul’s signature at bottom. “Shapes of seals for offices” shows circles with the 
words “Postal communications between Kyakhta and Tientsin” round the periphery and the name of the 
office across the centre, “Kyakhta Office”, “Urga Office” and “Kalgan Office” being given as examples. 

(Reduced to 80%) 
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there relevant to Shishmarev’s essays. Another 
part of the archive is said to be located at 15 Ulitsa 
Varfolomeevskaya, St. Petersburg. This 
information came to my knowledge only recently 
and the matter is being pursued. It seems unlikely, 
however, that the proposed stamps and seals were 
ever put into production. 

The quasi-official “Merchants’ ” Post confirmed 
and reformed. 
Although when initiated in 1865 a trial period of 
three years was stipulated, the quasi-official 
“Merchants’ ” post did not receive confirmation 
until 1870. The Records of the State Council show 
that it had finalised the establishment of the 
Russian post in China and Mongolia on 23 
March/4 April 1870 (Item 48168, pp.307-8). A 
number of reforms were then introduced. The 
Governor-General of Eastern Siberia (who had 
masterminded the project from the start) was 
openly declared to be in overall authority, though 
the Council insisted that the affair continued to be 
a private commercial enterprise under the 
protection of the Russian Government. The office 
of Manager of Postal Communications was 
abolished and four Managers of post offices 
(postmasters) were to be appointed for Urga, 
Kalgan, Peking and Tientsin. They were to have 
salaries and pensions equal to those of the 
Assistant of the Kyakhta Border Postmaster and to 
wear uniform with insignia of rank. The State 
Council noted that because of the political 
significance of this enterprise, the basis for 
establishing the post between Kyakhta and 
Tientsin in future had not been published 
officially. (There was, of course, no legal basis 
whatsoever in the absence of agreement or 
consultation with the Chinese Government). 

Concerns about the illegality and commercial 
viability of the “Merchants’ ” Post. 
Russian diplomats were worried about the 
illegality of the postal service on Chinese territory 
sponsored by their government. As early as 1867 
the Minister in Peking had written to the Ministry 
of Internal Affairs drawing attention to the fact 
that the Russian post in China and Mongolia 
contravened the treaties concluded between Russia 
and China. He did not think the Chinese would 
swallow the story of “a private enterprise”. 
Already, the Mongolian contractors had 
complained about being required to deviate from 
the normal postal route and carry out duties 
contrary to the treaties with the Chinese, their 
political masters. The Peking Minister requested 
that officials of his Mission be relieved of taking 

part in this affair because he considered it 
impossible to charge the same persons with both 
diplomatic and postal duties (CSAFE, ibid., Delo 
27, pp.180, 180a). In another letter to the 
Ministry, dated 26 December 1870, the Peking 
Minister passed on a similar appeal from the 
Consul-General at Tientsin, Counsellor of State 
Skachkov. The Consul-General asked to be 
excused postal duties “for neither he nor the 
Secretary of the Consulate could be occupied with 
receiving and sending mail without damage to 
their real service, especially under existing 
c o mp l  i  c  at  io ns  co nn e c t  e  d  wi th  th ese 
duties” (italics mine) (CSAFE, ibid., Delo 20, 
pp.7, 7a). The theme was taken up by Collegiate 
Secretary Myshin, Manager of the Peking Post 
Office, in a lengthy report datelined St.Petersburg 
22 November 1872 (CSAFE, ibid., Delo 27, 
pp.176-189). He pointed out that, as a 
Government enterprise, the existence of the 
Russian post was contrary to the Treaty, which 
allowed only merchant post; while to consider the 
enterprise as a private one cannot be accepted by 
the Chinese Government. The presence of Russian 
military personnel accompanying the heavy post 
and postal officials with foreign names working 
under the protection of Russian diplomatic agents 
give the Chinese grounds for thinking that this 
post is not only for trade interests but has some 
other motive. Only a Postal Convention between 
the Russian and Chinese Governments would 
legitimise the present situation and that could not 
be foreseen in the near future. Myshin concluded 
that it would be better to adhere to the terms of the 
Treaty and place the running of the post in private 
hands. He drew up plans for reorganising the post 
under such management involving connections 
with southern China. An offer from Charles 
Mitchell Grant to take over the job was 
respectfully declined. 

Financially, the sham “Merchants’ ” post was a 
disaster. Count Muraviev’s expectation that it 
would soon be in profit proved over-optimistic 
and it continued to require massive subsidies from 
the Treasury. It was unpopular, especially among 
foreign firms, because it was slow and unreliable. 
Often the post would arrived several days late and 
at times fail to turn up at all. Much of the hold-up 
was in Mongolia, where inefficient managers had 
to cope with a nomadic culture that did not 
embrace the concepts of urgency or punctuality. 
Complaints about the unsatisfactory state of the 
post were received by the Postal Department of 
the Ministry of Internal affairs from the Minister 
in Peking and from the Director of the Asian 
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Department in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 
were passed on to Count Muraviev (CSAFE, ibid., 
Delo 20, pp.159-159a). In a letter dated  
17 September 1871, His Excellency’s attention 
was drawn to the fact that while the English agent 
Grant was making money hand over fist the 
Russian post was running up huge losses. Grant 
charged 15 roubles for conveying a telegram or 
trade information from Kyakhta to Peking or 
Tientsin compared with 30 kopecks for using the 
Russian post. It was estimated that Grant had an 
annual income of between 15 and 20 thousand 
roubles from his postal business while the Russian 
post was losing between 15 and 17 thousand over 
the same period (CSAFE, ibid. , Delo 27, pp.179-
179a). 

The secret of Grant’s success was speed and 
reliability in a business world where time was 
money. He could beat the Russian light post to 
Peking and Tientsin by two or three days, 
employing neither postmasters nor guards. 
Ironically, his employees were drawn mainly from 
the ranks of the Russian merchants themselves 
(CSAFE, ibid., Delo 20, p.159a). Grant’s post 
came to an end in the middle of 1871 when the 
telegraph cable from Nagasaki was extended to 
Shanghai. Despite the elimination of this 
competition, the Russian “Merchants’ ” post 
continued to be a drain on the Treasury. 
Postmaster Myshin in his report referred to above, 
tells us that early in 1872 Count Muraviev sent an 
official named Golovkin to investigate on the spot 
the reasons why the post had failed. Golovkin 
concluded that the Russian “Merchants’ ” or 
Mongolian post could not be made commercially 
viable. Remote from the centres of trade in 
southern China, it had become no more than a 
local post connecting eastern Siberia with northern 
China . On economic grounds, he too thought the 
post should be handed over to private 
management. His words fell on deaf ears. Politics 
demanded that the Tsarist Government press on 
regardless of treaties and international 
conventions. 

Date of conversion of the “Merchants’ ” Post to 
the Russian State Post. 
When did the supposedly private “Merchants’ ” 
Post became part of the legitimate Imperial 
Russian Postal Administration, using Russian 
stamps to pay the full postage and employing 
Russian. cancellers? T&S (1959, p.337) say 
23 March/4 April 1870 and in this they are 
supported by the renowned specialist in 
Mongolian postal history S. Blekhman (1964, 

p.63) Although generally accepted, this date is 
wrong. It was merely the date when the 
“Merchants’ ” Post was reformed and confirmed by 
the Council of Ministers as “a private commercial 
enterprise under the protection of the Russian 
Government”, as shown above. Its “private” status 
was asserted by other official publications (e.g., 
PTJ, 1898). With a powerful Russian nobleman in 
charge, funded from the Russian Treasury, run by 
staff in Russian uniform mainly from Russian 
diplomatic premises and guarded by Russian 
military personnel, one would be forgiven for 
thinking it was anything but private. 

There were important distinctions, however. Until 
mid-August 1875 Russian stamps would take the 
State mail to Mongolia and China no further than 
the border at Kyakhta and could not be used for 
payment of postage over Chinese territory. A few 
surviving examples of incoming mail demonstrate 
this principle. The stationery envelope shown in 
figure 3 is addressed to the Russian Ecclesiastical 
Mission in Peking, the imprinted 10k stamp 
paying the domestic rate to Kyakhta. A tax mark 
(‘doplatit’) for 45k applied at the border represents 
the fee due to the “Merchants’ ” post for carriage 
to Peking plus a 50% surcharge, the penalty then 
current for underpaid mail. The item was 
dispatched from Orel on 17 December 1871 and 
reached its destination on 20 February 1872. A 
later part of the same correspondence was kindly 
shown to me by Mr. Webster Stickney. It left Orel 
on 25 June 1873 and arrived at Peking 8 August 
1873. In this case the ‘doplatit’ was for the bare 
30k without surcharge. These examples show that 
the “Merchants’ ” post was still in operation in 
mid-1873, collecting its fees for incoming mail in 
Russian currency from the recipients. 

The various offices of the “Merchants’ ”/ 
Mongolian post were not supplied with 
handstamps to mark the dispatch or receipt of 
mail. This point is illustrated by the cover shown 
in figure 4, addressed to Ratibor, Prussia, from 
Tientsin in 1871. It was taken to Peking for 
conveyance by the “Merchants’ ” post (the 
Russian diplomatic staff at Tientsin had been 
relieved of postal duties, at that time). Russian 
stamps had been affixed and pen-cancelled by the 
sender for pre-payment of the tariff from Russia to 
Prussia (14k), the fee for transmission by 
“Merchants’ ”post to the Russian border (30k) 
being paid in Russian currency, as attested on the 
reverse of the cover by the Peking postmaster. It 
reached Kyakhta 10 April 1871. Such cash 
payment may not have been obligatory. There is 

THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 94/95 
 45 



Figure 3. 
10k stationery envelope marked “Via Kyakhta to Peking” addressed to member of Russian Ecclesiastical 
Mission in Peking from a convent in Orel. Taken by rail from Orel 17 12 1871 to Nizhnii-Novgorod via 
Moscow; thence by post-road to the Mongolian border via Irkutsk. Transferred at border (Kyakhta) to 

“Merchants’ ” Post for conveyance to Peking. MS annotation “Received 20 February 1872 during 
Shrovetide/Replied 11 May with allowance of 20 silver roubles”. Oval ‘doplatit’ (to pay) struck at Kyakhta 
with charge of 45k payable by addressee, representing 30k for “Merchants’ ” Post plus 50% surcharge for 

underpaid mail. (Cover reduced to 75%, ‘doplatit’ mark full size.) 

Figure 4.  
Linen cover to Ratibor, Prussia, from 
North German Consulate in Tientsin, 
1871, Taken to Peking for conveyance 

by “Merchants’ ” Post to Russian 
border at Kyakhta, the charge of 30k 

being paid in cash (annotation on 
reverse of cover by Postmaster O. 

Lents). 1k, 3k & 10k Russian stamps 
affixed and pen-cancelled for pre
payment of 14k pre-UPU rate from 

Russia to Prussia. Received Kyakhta 
10 April 1871; Moscow 26 April; 

thence to Prussian border at 
Eydtkuhnen, where AUS RUSSLAND/ 

FRANCO TOUT applied. 
(Reduced to 75%) 
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some evidence that long before incoming mail 
from Russia could pay a consolidated rate this 
procedure was possible for outgoing mail via the 
“Merchants’ ” post. A report by State Counsellor 
Skachkov, postmaster at Tientsin, on the income 
received by his post office during the period 1-23 
July 1871 is instructive in this respect (CSAFE, 
ibid., Delo 27, pp.120-121). For letters submitted 
for dispatch the income received is recorded as 
“Stamps 120 roubles & 21 kopecks, and cash 102 
roubles & 8 kopecks”. The bulk of the 
correspondence went to Russia. Considering that 
about three-quarters of the postage paid would 
have been swallowed up by the “Merchants’ ” 
post, the proportion of stamps to cash passing 
through the Tientsin office suggests that 
customers frequently paid the whole of the 
postage in stamps. Support for this suggestion is 
provided by the two items shown in figure 5. First, 
(A) there is a cover from Tientsin to Rossleben, 
North Germany, the earliest known cover from the 

Russian post in China: it reached Kyakhta on 9 
February and Moscow 15 March 1871. Originally 
it had four Russian stamps on reverse, which were 
removed in transit, probably during its passage 
from Moscow to the German border. Removal of 
the stamps was noted by the German inspector on 
the Eydtkuhnen-Bromberg TPO, who accepted the 
letter as fully paid and struck a red AUS 
RUSSLAND/FRANCO cds for 30 3 71 on front 
and wrote in red crayon “China” over traces of the 
stamps and “f 2” (franco 2) on front, indicating 
two groschen to be credited to the German Postal 
Union. Rossleben arrival marks were also struck 
over the former position of the stamps. During the 
illicit removal of the stamps, probably because 
they were only lightly pen-cancelled and could be 
cleaned and used again, the cover was damaged 
and patched with stamp selvedge. The corner of a 
10k stamp remains. Since at that time there were 
no 2k or 4k stamps, the 14k rate to Germany could 
have been made up only by addition of single 

Figure 5. 
A, earliest known cover from Russian post in China, sent by firm in Tientsin to Rossleben, N. Germany, 

January 1871. Originally annotated “pr. Overland Mail via Trieste”, corrected to “via Kiachta” and sent 
by Russian “Merchants’ ” post. Reached Kyakhta 9 February and Moscow 15 March 1871. Red AUS 

RUSSLAND/FRANCO cds 30 3 71 applied on Eydtkuhnen-Bromberg TPO. Four Russian stamps on reverse 
removed in transit by postal clerk; removal noted by German inspector, who wrote “China” in red crayon 

across space formerly occupied by stamps, overstruck by Rossleben arrival marks dated 31 3 (71).  
Missing pen-cancelled stamps assumed to have been 30k for “Merchants’ ” post and 1k, 3k & 10k to make 

pre-UPU rate from Russia to Germany. (Reduced to 75%) 
B, 30k stamp (SG 7) with handwritten cancellation in Cyrillic “27 July/ 1867 /Pekin’ ”, enlarged x2. 
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1k and 3k stamps. The fourth stamp must surely 
have been a 30k to pay for the “Merchants’ ” post. It 
is assumed that the letter was fully franked with 44k 
in Russian stamps by the sender, justifying the word 
“paid” in English. Had the letter not paid the 
consolidated rate and needed extra payment, it 
would have been annotated appropriately at the 
Russian P.O. in Cyrillic, as in the cover shown in 
figure 4. The second item (5B) is a 30k stamp (SG 
7) cancelled by a handwritten Cyrillic “27July/1867/ 
Pekin.,”- within the regime of the “Merchants’ ” 
post. It gives added plausibility to the 30k stamp 
showing an incomplete handwritten Cyrillic “Pe…” 
with part of date tentatively ascribed to Peking on a 
previous occasion (Casey, 1991a, p.7, fig.2). 

Circular No. 4 issued by the Postal Department in 
1875, effective from 16 August, announced new 
conditions for mail going into China via the 
Mongolian (= “Merchants’ ”) Post. Under the 
rules of 1865 such mail could be franked only as 
far as Kyakhta. It was now possible to pay a 
consolidated tariff to Urga, Kalgan, Peking and 
Tientsin. The charge for an ordinary letter of one 
lot to Urga was 18 kopecks and for the towns in 
China 38 kopecks, of which 8 kopecks was for the 
domestic rate. Conditions for outgoing mail from 
China was not mentioned. However, a cover from 
Tientsin to Blakeney, Norfolk, England, illustrated 
on previous occasions (Casey, 1988, p.187; 1991, 
p.9) gives a snapshot of the situation in the 
Russian P.O.s there. It is franked with Russian 
stamps to a value of 46k, representing 30k for the 
Mongolian post to Kyakhta and 16k for the pre-
UPU rate from Russia to England. All stamps are 
cancelled with the double-framed dateless 
TYAN’-TSZIN. /POCHT KONT. of Tientsin. The 
cover reached Kyakhta on 1 May 1875, indicating 
dispatch from Tientsin mid-April of that year. 

The Stickney and Casey covers described above 
thus provide a time-slot for the establishment of 
fully functioning official Russian P.O.s in China, 
using Russian stamps to pay the full postage and 
Russian cancellers. This event took place between 
mid-1873 and mid-April 1875. It is tempting to 
connect the event with the formation of the 
Universal Postal Union. Although the regulations 
of that body did not come into force until 1 July 
1875, there had been a long gestation period going 

back to 1868. The Congress of Berne, 9 O c t o b e r 
1874, set the framework for standardising postal 
rates and practises globally (Smith, 1917). Russia 
signed up on 19 June 1875 but China was 
ineligible. This meant that foreign correspondence 
with China had to be handled by a UPU member. 
Britain had operated offices for dispatch and 
receipt of mail in southern China since at least 
1840. France had opened a civilian P.O. in 
Shanghai in 1862 and the Americans followed in 
1867. Was the Congress of Berne in October 1874 
the defining moment for Russia to tighten her grip 
on postal affairs in northern China before the 
introduction of the UPU regime would allow 
another nation to step in? During my browsing in 
the archives and libraries in Russia I did not come 
across any record of a Postal Convention between 
Russia and China to formalise the matter around 
that time, only comments about the political 
sensitivity of the subject. The Central State 
Historical Archive (Fond 323/Opis 1/Delo 615 
pp.29-40) contains a copy in Russian of a Postal 
Agreement between Russia and China and 
between Japan and China under UPU rules, signed 
on 6/19 February 1909, though not effective until 
the following year. The document of 1906 shown 
as figure 14 in “The China Shop - 3” (p.23), 
however , shows that there must have been some 
sort of understanding between the Russian and 
Chinese Postal Administrations long before that. 
A more exhaustive search, particularly of the 
Chinese archives, should be rewarding. 
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Bicycle tax stamps 
Meer Kossoy Translated by Alan Garside, BSRP 

Some interesting information about non–postal 
stamps for the payment of various taxes was 
presented by Jack Moyes in [1]. It is a subject 
which has been neglected in philatelic literature 
and such contributions can only be welcomed. 

The author of this article aims to add to the 
information on tax stamps in [1] using that in 
figure 1, which shows “RECEIPT No. 1168 of 
St. Petersburg Municipal Authority” with a stamp 
for payment of bicycle tax affixed. 

In fact the receipt is a tear-off coupon – it is the 
right-hand side of the page of a register for 
payment of bicycle tax. When payment of the tax 
was made the stamp was affixed to the page of the 
register. On issuing the receipt the stamp became 
torn in half:  the right-hand part of the stamp 
affixed to the receipt went to the owner of the 
cycle and the left-hand part remained in the 
register with the municipal authority. That is why 
we are only looking at half of a bicycle tax stamp. 

The upper part of the receipt shows the amount of 
tax – 1 rouble 50 kopecks and the badge number – 
1978. A numbered badge was issued to the owner 
of a bicycle and enabled its ownership to be 
positively identified. At the bottom of the receipt 
the text certifies that, “Municipal tax was received 
for 1 bicycle for the period from 1st April 1909 to 
1st April 1910”. 

Although there is only one half of a stamp the text 
and image on the stamp can be  reconstructed with 
a good degree of accuracy: 

1. In the upper part of the stamp the text 
reads – “TAX ON” and further round the oval – 
“BICYCLES”. Between the words of the text is 
the date “1907”, presumably the date of issue of 
the stamp. 
2. In the central part of the stamp the text 
reads – “ST. PETERSBURG / MUNICIPAL 
SOCIAL / ADMINISTRATION” and in an oval 
below the text there is a drawing of a bicycle. 
3. To the right-hand side of the stamp the arms 
of St. Petersburg are depicted and beneath, inside 
a rectangular frame, the denomination of the 
stamp is shown – 1 rouble 50 kopecks. 

It can be assumed that the second half of the 
stamp was symmetrical with the first: the date 
“1907”, in an oval, to the left, the arms of 
St. Petersburg with the denomination of the stamp 
in a rectangular frame beneath, and below, in the 
centre - the rear of a bicycle. The text and drawing 
on the stamp were printed in black on a pale pink 
background. 

Of interest are the “RULES for payment of 
Bicycle Tax…” which are printed on the reverse 
side of the “RECEIPT”. These rules were ratified 
by a resolution of the Municipal Council dated 7th 
April 1904, so the stamp described could be 
considered to have first appeared in 1904. The 
rules listed stipulate that: 

1.  All bicycles kept for use within the boundaries 
of St. Petersburg are liable to tax, with the 
exclusion of:

 a) Bicycles belonging to diplomatic 
representatives; 

b) Bicycles belonging to Government 
institutions. 
2.  Tax on bicycles is levied at the rate of 1 rouble 
50 kopecks per year and is payable to the Treasury 
of the Municipal Authority by 1st May, with the 
year deemed to run from 1st April to 1st April 
(inclusive) of the following year. 
3.  For bicycles acquired after the month of 
September the tax is levied at half rate. (N.B. This 
point suggests that stamps of 75 or 50 and 25 
kopeck denominations also existed). 
4.  On payment of cash the Municipal Authority 
issues the prescribed stamped receipt and a 
separate metal badge which must be fixed to the 
bicycle. 
5. On transferring a bicycle to a new owner the 
receipt and metal badge must also be passed to 
him and the receipt must be endorsed accordingly 
with the new name. 
6. For late or incomplete payment of the tax, 
regardless of recovery of the tax due, a fine will be 
imposed additionally at the rate of 50% of the 
amount which was unpaid. (This point suggests 
that even more stamps of other denominations 
existed). 

Reference 
1. Jack Moyes. “Some Notes on Imperial Russian 
Revenues”. The British Journal of Russian 
Philately, No.92/93, October 2005, pp.38-46. 
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Figure 1 


Detail at 200% 
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Unusual cancels 
Jack Moyes 

Many years ago the late Dr. Wortman started a series of 
short articles in our Journal entitled “Scarce Postmarks”. 
This was later added to by the late Kurt Adler. See 
BJRP 8-12 and 19, 22 and 24. 

These articles were only illustrated by pen drawings of 
the cancels but to a young collector (I have aged a lot 
since) they fired my enthusiasm and led me to many 
pleasant hours over many years searching through 
dealers’ stocks looking for the unusual and the 
interesting covers that are out there somewhere if only 
we can find them. 

The items that I illustrate include a few that were 
described in the early articles; the rest are cancels 
that I find interesting for one reason or another. If 

any reader does not agree with my idea of 
“interesting” then why not write an article yourself 
on the subject and share your enthusiasm with the 
membership. After all BSRP consists of general 
collectors and specialists; what better way to 
encourage others to your way of thinking. 

Figure l shows a cover with a cancel recorded by 
Wortman in BJRP 10. It is from the Hotel Bristol, 
Yekaterinoslav and has both “R” and “Z” labels and 
is addressed to the Red Cross at Copenhagen, as was 
Wortman’s item. His was from March 1916 and 
mine 11/4/16. Possibly this is the only hotel cancel 
from Russia. It is not listed in the 1916 postal guide; 
it must have been a purely war-time office. 

Figure 1 

Editor’s note: Except where otherwise stated, covers etc are reduced to 75%. All details of cancels & labels are full size. 
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Figure 2 

Figure 2 was also recorded by Wortman in BJRP 10. Figure 3 was first recorded in BJRP 19 by Adler. 
It is a very odd single circle cancel with three Another example was shown in Yamshchik 51 by 
horizontal lines in the centre reading “Warsaw” at Meer Kossoy, but I make no apology for 
top then “4-1-1906” on the second line and “3 GOR. illustrating my card. It is from the Agricultural 
O T D” on the third line. It is accompanied by a red College Kazan dated 2/2/14. Kiryushkin and 
“Warsaw 1st Eksp.” the same day and is addressed Robinson’s List of Post Offices in the Russian 
to Switzerland. Empire gives the opening date of this office as 

March 1912. 

Figure 3 
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Figure 4 

Figure 4 was also recorded by Adler in BJRP 19. 
This cover is from Zurnabat Anti-Plague Station 
Yelizavetpol, while Adler’s item was a card. 
Another card was recorded in Pratique, the Journal 
of the Disinfected Mail Study Circle. My cover 
was the subject of a short article entitled “Russia : 
a Caucasus cattle-plague station, 1911-1928” in 
No.73 of 2005 and is reproduced here by 
permission of the editor Denis Vandervelde. 
(Membership enquiries should be addressed to him at 
25 Sinclair Grove, London NW11 9JH, or e-mail 
vdvpratique aol.com). 

In Volume XXIII of Pratique several contributors 
clarified the status of a d.c. datestamp reading 
‘Zurnabat / Elisav. Protivochum Stan./ 29.8.18’. It 
was struck on an unfranked (doplatit) p.c. sent 
from Delizhan, also in the Elisavetpol Guberniya, 
and was submitted by member Hedy Faibel. The 
card seems to have been written in Armenian 
script. 

Thanks to very helpful researchers, we know that 
the Russian Government Herald dated 20 

November 1911 announced the start of 
‘acceptance and delivery of all types of mail at 
Zurnabatskaya Protivochumnaya Stantsiya in 
Elisavetpol Province’. 

The 1928 Guidebook to the Soviet Union states, 
“16 km from Gandzha, (formerly Elisavetpol) is 
the Zurnabad anti-plague station, which supplies 
preventive serum against cattle-plague to the 
whole of Transcaucasia” It is not known when it 
closed. 

The change of name took place in 1919 or 1920, 
but no examples of the cancellation dated as late 
as this are recorded. The name changed again, to 
Kirovabad later in the twenties. We understand it 
is currently known as Gyanja and is in 
Azerbaijan. 

Thanks to Jack Moyes, we can now show a 
censored cover of 1917 from this station, with a 
previously unknown Registration label. It arrived 
in Stockholm on 18.4.1917. 

THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 94/95 54 I 



Figure 5 

Figure 5 was recorded by Adler in BJRP 22. It is a Figures 6 and 7 show examples of locations 
cancel from Korostyshev Kiev 17/7/22 on a described as farmsteads. These presumably were 
registered cover to Vienna. It is the only oval town named after an original settlement that grew into a 
mark I have seen apart from pre-adhesive types. village. Aleksandrovski Khutor Kaluga had an 
Adler said that such oval marks were unusual office from 1888 according to Kiryushkin and 
except on TPOs. If he knew of any others then he Robinson, while Atamanski Khutor Akmolinsk 
did not tell us. had an office from 1914 although the place 

changed its name in August 1916 to Atamanskaya 
Stanitsa. 

Figure 6 
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Figure 7 

Figure 8 is a registered cover with a cancel 
reading Russo-Asiatic Bank Kharkov dated 
30/5/14. The label simply reads Kharkov but the 
letters “rab” in lower case have been added in 

manuscript. It appears that the volume of mail sent 
by the bank was sufficient for the authorities to 
allow it to have its own cancel which it used on its 
outgoing mail. 

Figure 8  
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Figure 9 

Figure 9 shows the reverse of a parcel card and The next three are all military marks. Figure 10 is 
has a strange cancel simply reading “Riga a cover from Kerch Fortress and figure 11 the 
Pochta”. It has no serial letter. Riga used an reverse of a MTO with the cancel of Brest Litovsk 
enormous number of different cancels but here is Fortress. Figure 12 shows a card with two strikes 
one in its simplest form being used for receipt of of a boxed rectangle reading “Field Post on 
parcels. I have seen some other examples of this Manoeuvres, Field Post Office No.2, Southern 
cancel, but only used for the same purpose. Corps.” The large oval “On Manoeuvres” mark is 

well known and has been the subject of many 
articles but this type is just as scarce. 

Figure 10 

THE BRITISH JOURNAL OF RUSSIAN PHILATELY 94/95 57 

Mt.CTO 

KBllr'.I; 

µI-teMri~; b llO,'ITOBaro 
yqpeat)\eaia 1,1'.l;cTa naanaqeain 

Ji>o cn n cua noJJ y 'la r e;TJ.,11(:p 
, . ,,_..._\ 

r 

a;i,a1teuuy10 ua J!Uife60U cmopoum ainozo 8pi.y1oeemnanocbt.11,1f,y 

"" n_~I,,iJ1tu1tri::.::··'·':: .• ,, .. ,.:·;::·::···':::;::/::: ... ::.: .• :::l 9o:.::,::,,.'i:, 
. ':'·:::t~ -~ ... ~~ 

(Iloonuco) //~,})~ ~ /4: 
'-• o/;tJ;,~~ ' 

(i 
I:::., 
\ c,> ,~. 

r".j 

--·--, 



Figure 11 

Figure 13 is a card cancelled “Fort 

No.2 Syr-Darya”. When the Russian 

advance into Central Asia began in

the mid-1800s three forts were

established at key positions. Two

were renamed but this place kept its

designation, even though it was large 

enough to be classified as a full Post

and Telegraph Office from 1886.


Figure 12 

Figure 13 
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Facto r  y  c  a  n  cel l  a  t i  o  n  s  are  not  
uncommon but those giving the name 
and type of factory are decidedly 
scarce. Figure 14 shows a card with the 
cancel “Tsaritsyn Metallurgical Factory 
Sara tov”  d  a  t ed  
1 0  / 1  2 / 1  0 .  
Yamshchik No.8 has 
an illustration of a 
registered cover with 
the label reading 
S  a  r a t o  v  S t o c k  
Exchange but the 
cancel being from 
the Saratov Town Figure 14 Post. 

Figure 15 shows another registered cover but with the Dave Skipton’s articles in Rossica 100,104,106 
cancel reading Saratov Stock Exchange 19/12/95. Did and 108 on Russia’s temporary offices have 

16
any other Stock Exchanges have their own cancels? covered this field in some depth, but new finds are 

still possible. Figure  shows an 
unrecorded cancel from Kuyalnitski 
Liman Kherson. A liman is a lagoon 
and this place had mud baths using 
the slime from the bottom of the 
lagoon. 

Figure 15 

Figure 16 
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Figure 17 

Figures 17-18 show both sides 
of a cover from Sosnovka 
Simbirsk with what appears to 
be a temporary or emergency 
cancel. It is a large single circle 
struck in blue cancelling five 
War Charities 30/4/16. It has 
been sent to Tammerfors 
Finland and has a Tammerfors 
cen  s  o  r  .  K  i  ry  ush  k  i  n  a  n  d  
Robinson say this office was not 
opened until February 1916. 
I suspect a philatelic motive 
here. 

Figure 18 (Full size) 
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Figure 19 

Figure 19 shows a registered cover cancelled Samara and was the oldest of its kind in Russia. It 
Pasynetskoe Credit Association 5/11/14. This is is probably the location of this office. Baedeker 
the first and only such cancel I have obtained in further tells us that Kumiss was fermented mare’s 
over forty years. Figure 20 is a card with the milk and was an aid to digestion. The patients 
cancel of Samara Kumysnaya dated 20/7/11. started on one or two bottles a day and progressed 
Baedeker 1914 tells us that Dr. Postnikov’s to five a day. This was a seasonal office. 
Kumiss Establishment was two miles north of 

Figure 20 
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item I have found over the years with 

The last two items show the status of 
the postal establishment. Figure 21 is 
a card cancelled Luggenhusen Estland 
Auxiliary Postal Point and is the only 

such a designation. 

Figure 22 is one of only two entires I have found 
with cancels reading “Postal Operations”. It is a 
parcel card from Bardovo Pskov dated 15/8/15. 
The label also includes the designation “Postal 
Operations” plus an abbreviation “Proizv”. This 

Figure 21 

could be from the verb “Proizvodit” meaning 
“carry out” but why I do not know. Carrying out 
postal operations is exactly what the office did. 
Perhaps someone can enlighten me. 

Figure 22 
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Private posts in Russia, 1918 
L. Ratner ( St. Petersburg)                Translated by Alan Garside, BSRP 

The Russian Imperial Postal Department had a 
monopoly by law over all postal operations. Any 
deviation from this (the zemstvo post, ROPiT post 
etc.) was only allowed where there was either no 
state postal service or an extremely limited one. 

In 1918 a large number of factors - the change of 
state power, military action, the collapse of the 
economy and territorial division of the country -
led to a serious slump in the work of the Postal 
Department. 

Under the conditions of war and revolution the 
people needed a stable and guaranteed postal 
service just as before. In various cities throughout 
the country the disorganisation of the state post 
triggered the appearance of private companies 
taking upon themselves the functions of private 
post operators. 

There is no documented evidence about the 
activities of these private postal organisations in 
any philatelic literature. The only article on the 
subject is “Private Post in Kharkov and 
Petrograd” (“Collector”, No. 30, 1995) in which 
M. Peisik examines a letter with a cooperative’s 
handstamp “Kharkovskii Gonets” (Kharkov 
Courier), which had branches in Kharkov, 
Moscow and Kursk. He also refers to reports of 
mail being forwarded abroad by the Latvian 
consulate in Petrograd. These reports are not 
underpinned by any documented evidence and are 
not incontrovertible. 

Due to  the elapse of time it has  been almost  
impossible to reconstruct a full picture of the 
activities of the private post in Russia in 1918, but 
I have managed to find some interesting evidence 
on the subject. 

The first mention of a private post office appears 
in documents dated 28th May 1918. On that day 
the Petrograd Postal Director reported to the 
People’s Commissariat of Post and Telegraph 
(PCPT) that, “…a private undertaking under the 
name of “Courier”, which has branches in 
Moscow and Petrograd, has been set up to carry 
letters, money and small parcels without the 
knowledge of the Postal Department, thereby 
damaging the interests of the state”. The Postal 
Director suggested that the originators of this 

private post be called to account under article 
1114 of the Code of Penalties, which protected the 
state postal monopoly. 

In mid July of the same year the Commissariat of 
Post and Telegraph of the Union of Communes of 
the Northern Region (an organisational structure 
existing from June 1918 to March 1919) also 
reported to Moscow, “…there have appeared on 
the streets of St. Petersburg advertisements for the 
Courier Agency and the San Remo Hotel both of 
which are undertaking the delivery of mail. “ … 
Private individuals, too, are engaged in the 
delivery of ordinary mail and even money”. 

The Courier Agency promised prompt daily 
deliveries of packets and small parcels to and from 
Moscow and also the delivery of local mail in 
Petrograd. A postal organisation located at the San 
Remo Hotel accepted mail for delivery to Odessa, 
Kharkov, Kishinev, Warsaw, Lyublin, Simferopol, 
Tiflis etc. as well as delivering ordinary and 
registered letters to all towns and cities of the 
south, Bessarabia, Poland and the Caucasus. 

During the same period the staff of the German 
consulate in Petrograd was accepting letters for 
delivery at a fixed fee to districts in Russia 
occupied by German forces. 

While this article was under preparation the 
advertisements mentioned in the report came to 
light for the first time. Their condition is not 
perfect but this does not prevent us from gaining 
what is today both unique and authentic 
information about the private postal organisations 
in Russia in 1918. (Figures 1 & 2). 

The setting up of private posts extended on a large 
scale throughout the country. To eliminate this 
phenomenon it was first of all necessary to set to 
rights the working of the state postal service. On 
3rd June 1918 the People’s Commissar of Post 
and Telegraph, V. Podbelskii, telegraphed a 
circular in which he remarked, “the despatch and 
delivery of mail …is carried out with extreme 
slowness and with the highest degree of error”. 
Here numerous measures were proposed for 
improving the postal service. In a PCPT report 
sent out in mid June to managerial levels of the 
postal services it was stated, “Recently a massive 
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Figure 1 

Figure 2 
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Figure 1 (translation) 

Figure 2 (translation) 
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Courier Agency 

(Petrograd - Moscow and return). 

Agency Branch: 
Room 6, No.3 Alexandrovski Prospect, Petrograd. Tel. 20-55. 

Open on weekdays from 10 to 4pm; on holidays from 11 to 2pm. 

Undertakes: 

Daily fast and efficient delivery of packets and small parcels 
to Moscow and return direction. 

Following day delivery to addressee and notification of receipt to sender. 
Security and correct delivery guaranteed. 

Speedy execution of various commissions here and in Moscow. Gathering 
of different types of information - enquiries of a commercial, industrial and 

private nature; delivery of Moscow newspapers etc. 

Delivery of letters and packets in Petrograd. Letters presented 
before 2pm are delivered to address before 6pm same day. 

The agency has 2 branches - one here and another 
in Moscow at Room 2, No.6 The Arbat. Telephone 265-88. 

LETTERS 

We have arrived and are going back 
20 / 7 May 

We accept reply paid letters and items for delivery to addresses from 
Petrograd to the following cities: Odessa, Kharkov, Nikolaev, Kishinev, 
Warsaw, Lyublin, Simferopol, Tiflis & others. Registered and ordinary 
letters to all cities in the South, Bessarabia, Poland and the Caucasus. 

Acceptance 17, 18, 19, and 20 May (new style) from 10.30am to 5pm. 

San Remo Hotel- Room 2, 90 Nevski Prospect. 



development has been observed of various 
cooperatives and societies taking into their own 
hands the functions of postal institutions …in the 
capitals and on the territory of the Russian 
Republic”. Among a number of organisational 
measures for restoring the monopoly to the state 
post as well as improving the operation of the 
postal network and severely tightening control 
over postal officials it mentioned the need to 
reduce the postal tariff:  “…the inordinately high 
tariff has played a negative role in the situation 
which has arisen”. 

At the beginning of July 1918 the Military Control 
Authority (the censoring body) announced that the 
despatch of post through private offices was not 
permitted since it did not enable the necessary 
control to be organised. In Petrograd the question 
of the activities of private posts was passed for 
consideration to the Extraordinary Commission 
for Combating Counter-revolution and Sabotage, 
the Cheka. * 

In August that year the People’s Commissar of 
Post and Telegraph, V. Podbelski, reported on the 
increased severity being planned under article 
1114 of the Code of Penalties in its application to 
people engaged in the acceptance and despatch of 
“letters, money and small parcels without the 
knowledge of the Postal Department for personal 
gain and also to the establishments in private 
institutions of this type”. After this re-affirmation 
of the above article, the Council of People’s 
Commissars passed a special decree in September 
banning the delivery of mail without the 
involvement of the Postal Department. 

The private post offices were finally eliminated by 
the Cheka, which reported at the beginning of 
September 1918 the imposition of fines and 
imprisonment on people who had been carrying 
mail independently. Private post offices had 
become liable to a fine of up to 100,000 roubles. 

From the above account it can be concluded that 
the period when private posts existed 

* This became the NKVD then 
later the KGB – Translator 

in Russia in 1918 was possibly from 
May to August but more likely from 
May to July. 

Any special symbols or marks of 
private post offices are scarcely 
known 

Turning to the previously mentioned 
article by M. Peisik, figures 3 & 4 
show the address and reverse sides of 

Figure 3 

Figure 4 
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a registered letter with a stamped imprint of the 
“Kharkov Courier”. M. Peisik states that this 
letter, which was accepted at Moscow Head Post 
Office on 17th June 1918 and delivered at 
Borovlyany on 21st June 1918, was transferred to 
a private company and can therefore be regarded 
as private post. No doubt the mark of the 
cooperative on the reverse side of the letter which 
includes the word “courier” was the reason for this 
interpretation. As proof of the letter passing 
through a private postal service and not the state 
post, M. Peisik writes, with reference to the 
addressee of the letter, that the place of delivery, 
Borovlyany, was occupied by German troops in 
June 1918. 

It should be pointed out straight away that this 
proof carries no weight since from 8th June 
exchange of mail had already been established 
with Germany and the areas it occupied 
“observing general international regulations”. 
Moreover, the telegram circulated concerning this 
matter suggested that the operations of postal 
establishments remaining in territories under 
German control should be restored. That is, the 
letter in question could have been delivered to its 
destination by completely official means. 

There are no concrete definitions for the concept 
of “private post” in literature in the Russian 
language. Clearly they could vary for the posts of 
different countries and at different points in time. 
As applied to the conditions in Russia in 1918 a 
definition could be given such as: “private post” 
is understood to be a non-state organisation or 
private individuals accepting, despatching and 
delivering mail independently without agreement 
or cooperation with the official Postal Department 
and receiving payment for the provision of postal 
services. Items of mail passing through such a 
post are also called “private post”. 

Judging by the documents the PCPT attached 
precisely that meaning in 1918 to what was 
understood by “private post”. 

Studying the letter in question it is impossible to 
agree that it passed through the private post. 
According to the postmarks on the letter in figures 
3 & 4 it was clearly accepted and registered by a 
state postal establishment and delivered from a 
state postal establishment. The aim of the 
organisers of a private post was to make money; 
but the letter was franked with postage stamps 
purchased from the Postal Department and the 
revenue from it went to the state post. In addition 

the idea of the head post office of the capital 
transferring a registered letter to a private post 
during the period of the state postal department’s 
active conflict with these post offices is unreal. 
The list could go on but a number of inaccuracies 
are already apparent. In the situation under 
scrutiny it is impossible to attribute to a private 
post a letter which has been accepted and 
delivered by official postal establishments. 

Also, on the stamped imprint the addresses in 
Kursk and Moscow are shown as Box Numbers 14 
and 811 respectively. This too contradicts the idea 
of private post since private individuals could not 
hand over mail  to this type of address  for  
forwarding. Only postal officials had the right to 
put mail into these boxes. From the 
advertisements in figures 1 & 2 it can plainly be 
seen that the private postal services had actual 
addresses. 

To give an explanation of the mark stamped on 
the letter it is necessary to turn aside from the 
subject of the present article and briefly examine 
the peculiarities of postal communications from 
the end of May until August 1918 between the 
territory of Russia under Soviet control and areas 
of the Ukraine and White Russia under the control 
of other powers. Until now in any survey of this 
period there has been a tacit understanding 
(analogous with more recent times) that postal 
communications between these parts of Russia 
were almost non-existent and only a small amount 
of mail was delivered, mostly by private means. 

Postal communications were indeed unstable, 
some railway postal routes were withdrawn, 
others were curtailed. Transport of mail by train 
ceased during periods of military hostilities but in 
most cases was re-established under agreed 
conditions. For example, from May to August 
1918 the despatch of mail to the Ukraine was only 
interrupted from 6th to 17th July (those familiar 
with the history of revolutionary Russia will 
understand the reason for this interruption:  the 
Left Socialist Revolutionaries’ revolt on 6th July 
with the assassination of the German ambassador, 
von Mirbach and the advance of German troops 
towards the new borders). Ordinary and registered 
letters, postcards and wrappers with small trade 
samples and business papers were accepted for 
despatch at Russian internal mail rates. Moscow 
and Petrograd head post offices, Kursk, Orel, and 
Tula post-telegraph offices forwarded the accepted 
mail to an area of the Ukraine free from German 
occupation – the Kharkov Post-Telegraph District. 
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The rest of the postal establishments forwarded 
mail to one of the designated places for exchange. 
Post was accepted for addresses in Minsk, 
Kharkov, Poltava, Taurida, Kherson provinces etc. 
In the opposite direction post was also forwarded 
from places for exchange of mail:  from Kiev, 
Kharkov, Odessa etc. With certain limitations 
stable postal communications were maintained 
with the territory occupied by German troops. 

As shown above, railway services were operating 
in these areas although not always to timetable 
(this is clearly indicated in the advertisement in 
figure 2 – “We have arrived and are going back”). 
In the archives of the Conveyance of Post by Rail 
Section there are postal documents bearing the 
postmarks of travelling post offices which have 
arrived from territories not under Soviet control. 

Many postal establishments situated away from a 
railway or in areas where railway communications 
were temporarily lacking in 1918 used other 
means of delivering post by using contractors who 
carried post for an agreed payment. A similar 
practice was typical of the Postal Department 
which was constantly making agreements for 
carrying mail with landlords of post stations, 
steamship companies, zemstvo and volost 
authorities etc. In May–June 1918 PCPT gave 
instructions “on awarding contracts to companies 
and private individuals for the conveyance of 
post”. At about the same time the head of the 
Petrograd Post-Telegraph Area also called for “the 
submission of a report of any contractors carrying 
mail under the authority of the establishment 
together with details of the agreed payment…”. 

Once again it should be emphasised that the above 
mentioned procedure for carrying post between 
the regions of the Russian Republic, the Ukraine 
and White Russia only applied to the period from 
May to August 1918. Awareness of this procedure 
permits us to return to the letter in 
figures 3 & 4 and give an 
explanation of the imprint stamped 
on the letter which does not involve 
an y in frin ge ment of postal 
regulations. Most likely the 
cooperative “Kharkov Courier” was 
a transport organisation which was 
used as a contractor by the postal 
department for the delivery of post 
to localities where there were no 
railway communications or where 
they had for some reason been 
interrupted. In this case the 

company was carrying out contractual transport 
services for a payment fixed in the agreement. The 
imprint shows three branches of the Kharkov 
Courier’s cooperative; all of them are designated 
locations for the exchange of post:  Kharkov – in 
the Ukraine, Kursk and Moscow – in Russia. 

Moreover, there is nothing to confirm the 
assertion by M. Peisik that “the letter arrived at 
the Moscow branch of Kharkov Courier”. Railway 
communications between Moscow and Kharkov 
had not been interrupted at this time; it is 
extremely likely that the letter was forwarded to 
Kharkov in TPO No.15 and only there was passed 
to the Kharkov Courier representative for delivery 
to its destination, Borovlyany. The pencilled 
endorsement “registered from Moscow” was made 
on the same part of the stamped imprint which 
shows the address of the cooperative in Kharkov 
(figure 4). This interpretation enables an 
explanation of the great speed for that time of the 
letter’s passage – 4 days. 

In any case the Kharkov Courier’s mark only 
identifies it as a contractor of the state post 
performing a transport operation delivering mail 
and does not permit its activities to be classified as 
private post. 

The carrying of a letter franked with official 
postage stamps, accepted from an official postal 
establishment and handed over to a similar postal 
establishment is not the sign of a private post. 

A number of collectors are aware of the existence 
of stamps of the German Baltic Committee’s 
private post (figure 5). The stamps are cancelled 
with a postmark in either Russian or German; 
sometimes the same stamp has both postmarks. A 
short mention in a Russian language publication 
attributes the use of these stamps to the Latvian 
consulate in Petrograd. This cannot be disputed 

Figure 5 
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with documentary evidence, but it can be said that 
the report of the Commissariat of Post and 
Telegraphs of the Union of Communes of the 
Northern Region, which enumerates the private 
posts active in Petrograd, names only one foreign 
representation engaged in the delivery of post by a 
private system – the German consulate. “It is 
known to the Commissariat that the officials of the 
German consulate or German Mission…are 
engaged in the delivery of post in the areas of 
Russia occupied by Germans”. Documentary 
evidence of the participation in organising private 
postal services by the representatives of other 
foreign states has not been found. 

The Cherrystone auction catalogue of April 2004 
describes these stamps as “Latvia, 1919”, but in 
2006 a new date is given – 1918. 

Taking into account what has been said about the 
time frame of the activities of the private posts in 
Russia, it can be said that 1918 is a more realistic 

date for the use of stamps of the German Baltic 
Committee’s private post. 

There is a mention in Russian language philatelic 
literature of one more stamp intended for private 
post (figure 6). V. Karlinski, using an illustration 
of it in an article “Soviet Postal 
Tariffs” (“Philately in the USSR”, No. 4 1966) 
writes that these stamps, produced for private 
agencies, “did not have time to reach their 
customers …- by the autumn of 1918 these (post) 
offices came to an end and the control of the 
Republic’s postal affairs was concentrated in the 
hands of the state”. 

The most visible results of PCPT’s conflict with 
the private posts in 1918 proved to be the 
introduction from June of registered notifications 
of receipt (“The sender may pay for notification of 
receipt…fee for request”) and from 15th 
September the lowering of the postal tariffs. 

Figure 6 Figure 6 (translation) 
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OKCA covers 
Alexander Epstein Tallinn) 

Collectors interested in the Russian Civil War 
period know well the set of five modest looking 
and very common (except some varieties), 
imperforate stamps ascribed by the SG catalogue 
to the Northern Army. However, such listing is 
not correct, since they belong actually to the 
North-Western Army (which stamps are listed by 
SG after them) being its definitives. The history of 
both these issues based on archival documents is 
described in my earlier article in the Post Rider [1] 
where some mistakes and false assertions of the 
earlier works on this topic, e.g. [2, 3] were 
corrected. This article deals with covers franked 
with the OKCA stamps, which were treated 
insufficiently in [1] but more in detail in another 
article by me [4]. However, new material surfaced 
afterwards that deserves to be described, so I am 
returning to this subject again. Generally, such 
covers are not uncommon too, but many collectors 
have still an inadequate idea about some covers of 
this kind offered sometimes on E-bay as well as 
other auctions and in trade. 

Obvious false covers, i.e. those franked with 
forged stamps or even genuine stamps but 
cancelled with forged postmarks are ignored in 
this paper. Those interested are referred to the 
works of Dr. Ceresa [5-7]. The other covers which 
can be found on the market are divided into the 
following categories: 

1. Regularly used commercial or 
private covers without philatelic 
background 
Two such covers were first described 
by Rosselevich [3] and illustrated 
also by Ceresa [4]. Both are stated to 
be found in 1921 in Moscow, in the 
postal branch of undelivered mail. 
Both are franked with stamps 
cancelled “Polna”, i.e. sent from 
Gdov where the Polna canceller was 
actually in use. Both were addressed 
to places in Russia under the Soviet 
ad ministration where it was 
impossible to deliver them because of 
the military situation. Instead, they 
were routed via Estonia to Poland and 
came to Moscow after concluding the 
Riga Peace Treaty in 1921. 

One of them is an ordinary letter correctly franked 
with the OKCA stamps at 50k with the Polna 
postmark dated 3 November 1919 and 
backstamped in Warsaw on 15 May 1921. The 
second one is a ‘Kerenski’ PS card franked 
additionally with a 5k OKCA stamp and (that 
looks very strange) a 10k Imperial definitive of 
the obsolete 1904 issue giving 20k in total that 
corresponds to the foreign postcard rate of the 
Northwestern Army. Nevertheless, the postcard 
was forwarded first to Estonia where it was 
censored, later to Poland and finally to Moscow. 
The present whereabouts of both the letter and 
postcard is unknown. 

One more example of such kind is shown in 
figures 1a & 1b. It is a ‘Kerenski’ postcard also 
addressed to Yur’ev (Tartu), Estonia and 
supplementary franking of a 10k and a 5k OKCA 
stamp. The strikes of the oval canceller of the 
Northwest Army field post office (NWA FPO) 
dated 20 October 1921 though partial and rather 
weak are, nevertheless, genuine as shown by a 
thorough examination. There is also an arrival 
postmark of Tartu dated 24 October and triangle 
censorship marking applied at Narva. The address 
and message are written in pencil. It is worth 
considering  the message in translation from 
Russian: 

Figure 1a 
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“Yamburg 18 October, No. 20 
Dear Mother, Father and brothers! 
I am using the occasion to write you. Up to the 
present, I had not a slightest chance, since the 
field post came here only now. Just now, we are 
going farther, partly on foot (the things on a cart), 
partly in a wagon to Gatchina. When you receive 
this letter, I shall probably be already farther. Do 
not worry if there will be no news, since the post is 
nowhere restored yet. I shall write on every 
occasion. I kiss you very warmly. Alya”. 

Alya is a familiar variant of the Russian woman’s 
name Alyona. One may suppose that the message 
was written e.g. by a nurse of some sanitary 
squad. Note that the postcard was sent just when 
the Northwest Army advance to Petrograd was at 
its peak. Gatchina was captured on 16 October, 
and the army troops reached the Petrograd suburbs 
by the 21st. However, a few days later a retreat of 
the army, as swift as its attack had been, began, 
and by mid-November the Northwest Army was 
driven to the Estonian border. 

This postcard is remarkable for different reasons. 
First, it is an unquestionable field post item, the 
only one from the Northwest Army known to me. 
True, the soldier’s mail was post-free also in this 
army, but it concerned only the inland mail, i.e. 
that delivered within the territory occupied by the 
Northwest Army. However, every item of mail 
addressed abroad (in this case, to Estonia) should 
be franked according to the tariff in force. 

Second, any mail handed in the NWA FPO should 
be franked also by the current stamps of Estonia in 
accordance with the Estonian postal rate 
irrespective of whether it had OKCA stamps 
affixed or not. However, this postcard was 
accepted in Yamburg by a field post unit that 
delivered it to the NWA FPO and the latter only 
handled it as a field post item. It is most probable 
that the sender only paid for the sending in cash to 
the field post unit, while the stamps were affixed 
and cancelled at the NWA FPO. In such a case, 
franking with Estonian stamps was not necessary. 

Third, the sender’s note that the post was restored 
nowhere yet is also remarkable. Clearly, it was 
impossible to organize a regular postal service in 
the territory occupied by the Northwest Army for 
the very short time of its advance and retreat. 
Consequently, all speculations on the matter that 
the OKCA stamps were allegedly used there are 

Figure 1b 

groundless. One can state with almost a 100 per 
cent surety that the post/telegraph office of Gdov 
and NWA FPO in Narva (or more particularly, at 
Ivangorod, a part of Narva on the right bank of 
Narova river, now a separate town in Russia) were 
the only places where these stamps were sold 
officially.  Yamburg could also be among them 
but for days only, at best: any evidence of this is, 
however, missing. 

In any case, such non-philatelic mail with the 
OKCA stamps is extremely rare. I have seen only 
one more private picture postcard to Estonia 
franked with a 20k OKCA stamp with the Polna 
cancellation. 

2. Regularly used covers inspired by philatelists 
In this case, the question is of correctly franked 
covers that regularly passed through the mail but 
were, nevertheless, prepared with philatelic 
purposes. Franking with a complete set of 5 
stamps totalling 1r, which corresponds to the 
foreign rate for registered letters, is typical for 
such covers: an ordinary person, not philatelist, 
would be satisfied e.g. with a pair of 50k stamps 
or strip of 5 20k stamps. Such covers are very 
scarce too. Two examples from the same batch of 
mail are shown hereunder. 
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Figure 2 depicts a cover to Revel 
(Tallinn), Estonia with a set franking 
and Polna cancellations dated 26 
September 1919. The cover was 
i n s c r i b e  d  “ Z a  k  a z  n o  e ”  ,  i . e  .  
“Registered” but the inscription 
crossed out. One can only surmise 
that registered mail service to 
Estonia was suspended at Gdov in 
these days for a reason unknown to 
us. Thus the letter was treated as 
ordinary, although franked as 
registered. The cover has no 
backstamp of Tallinn, but it is no 
sign of its inferiority. The matter is 
that the new-born Estonian post 
followed the German post regulations according to cachet, nor its own date canceller. Therefore, the 
which items of ordinary mail being delivered in registration was marked manually in the upper left 
postal bags or packages were not postmarked on corner and the stamps cancelled by crossing them 
arrival. This did not appl to registered mail or over with the same violet ink. However, this 
items of ordinary mail delivered individually seemed to somebody insufficient and the stamps 
(such as the postcard in figure 1). were cancelled additionally by an oval date stamp 

of the TPO No. 126 Pskov – Pernov dated 19 
The cover shown in figure 3 is rather curious and October with an additional strike as required by 
leaves a contradictory impression. Having also a the postal regulations. This postmark itself is 
set franking, it was registered at the TPO No. 354 unusual being not recorded before and having no 
running at that time from Gdov to Narva. hard sign after the words Pskov and Pernov that 
Evidently, this TPO had neither R-labels nor conforms to the new Russian grammar rules 

adopted in Soviet Russia as late as 
1918. On the other hand, the arrival 
postmark of Tallinn on the cover 
back is dated 13 (!) October. 

T h  i  s  c  o  v  e  r  w i t h  a  l  l  i t  s  
inconsistencies was analysed in 
detail in my article [8] which 
interested readers are referred to. 
The conclusion was that the cover 
was not a forgery, nor complete or 
partial fake but most probably a 
genuine item that passed regularly 
through the mail but reflected all the 
problems met by the postal service 
during that troublesome period. 

Figure 2 

Figure 3 
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One more cover of this kind is shown 
in figure 4. If accepted by the NWA 
FPO, it is correctly franked with an 
Estonian stamp. However, the mail 
addressed to army servicemen, as in 
this case, should be free, consequently 
there was no need of franking by 
OKCA stamps or, assuming it to be a 
letter ‘abroad’ (if the addressee was in 
Estonia), a 50k stamp would suffice 
for an ordinary letter. In this case, 
there is a complete set of OKCA 
stamps that proves the philatelic origin 
of this cover. Although the cover has 
the same oval FPO backstamp, there is 
no full certainty that it was actually 
delivered by the post: both post offices 
were in the same town, so the sender 
could merely visit both, asking the 
clerks to handle the cover. 

It looks also that almost all covers accepted at the 
NWA FPO should fall into this category as well. 
The reason for such assertion is that a sender 
having no philatelic aims could go to and hand 
his/her letter in the Estonian post/telegraph office 
located in the same town of Narva instead of 
paying for his/her sending in a double amount (for 
both the OKCA and Estonian stamps). However, 
some exceptions are possible as shown by the 
cover illustrated in figure 5. 

It is an ordinary letter addressed to Tallinn and 
first handed in the NWA FPO on 28 September 

Figure 5 

Figure 4 

1919 according to the cancellation on a pair of 50k 
OKCA stamps. A single such stamp would 
suffice: maybe, the sender wished to register the 
letter but the FPO could not do it. The cover was 
also franked at 35k according to the Estonian 
inland postal rate (a 5k stamp seems to later have 
fallen off or been removed) as the appropriate 
regulations demanded. Then it was then handed 
over to the Estonian post office at Narva. The 
latter cancelled the stamps as late as 1 November. 
The cover arrived to Tallinn a day later as the 
backstamp (figure 5a) shows. The time span of 
over a month looks very strange. There could be 

two explanations: either the relations 
between the postal administrations of 
Estonia and the Northwest Army 
were not finally regulated yet, or 
there is merely a wrong adjustment 
of the FPO canceller that looks more 
probable. In this case too, there are 
no doubts as to genuineness of the 
cover itself, and this inconsistency is 
connected rather with non-regulating 
the FPO functioning. I hesitate, as to 
what category, 1st or 2nd, this cover 
should be ascribed. 

Figure 5a 
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Figure 6 

3. Philatelic covers that never passed through 
the mail 
The covers of the kind shown in figure 6 are 
probably the most offered in the trade and 
auctions today. I would call them ‘Sturm’ covers 
as they are addressed to a prominent stamp dealer 
of this name in Tallinn at that time who 
specialised, in particular, in the Northwest Army 
overprinted and OKCA stamps. There are found 
covers franked with a single set of OKCA stamps, 
as this one (at least, it was in conformity with the 
postal rate) or with pairs and even blocks of four 
such stamps. They were manufactured at the time 
in rather great quantity. 

no need to frank with Estonian 

All these covers have genuine stamps cancelled 
with the genuine device of the NWA FPO on the 
spot. They have also genuine arrival postmarks of 
Tallinn. However, they could not be delivered 
regularly by the postal service, since they had no 
supplementary franking with Estonian stamps. 
Evidently, they were taken to Tallinn by the 
person who made them on site with the assistance 
of the FPO officials who then backstamped them 
‘to oblige’. 

There exist also similar but earlier covers from 
Gdov with the Polna cancellation (figure 7), 
although they are scarcer. There is another name, 
but the address is the same as Sturm. There was 

stamps in this case, but these 
covers hardly were delivered by 
the post as well. When accepting 
a registered letter, the postal 
clerks in Gdov painted over it 
something like the registration 
cachet (see an example in [1]) 
that is, however, missing on the 
‘Sturm’ covers. 

Generally, such covers are 
collectable for specialists but 
should be regarded as some kind 
of souvenirs, nothing more. 

Figure 7 
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4. Faked covers 
These are covers franked with genuine stamps and 
cancelled by genuine devices, but illegally. A 
typical example of such cover is shown in 
figure 8. It was offered recently on E-bay but 
remained unsold. The date of the Moloskovitsy 
cancellation, i.e. 9.11.19, is impossible for a 
genuine cover, since this locality was held by the 
Northwest Army from 12 October to 7 November; 
besides, any regular postal service could hardly be 
organized there for so short period. Of course, the 
backstamp of Tallinn applied ‘to oblige’ does not 
change the cover status. 

The postmark of Moloskovitsy is found applied to 
the OKCA stamps in sheets and unaddressed 
covers. It is unknown whether this was done by a 
dealer who found himself in possession of this 
canceling device or some army (postal?) officials 
to secure their future existence.The Moloskovitsy 
canceller itself was evidently stolen from the post 
office during the May 1919 offensive of the North 
Corps and taken then to Estonia. Such c-t-o is 

nothing unusual in itself: this practice was widely 
followed on the official level e.g. in the former 
USSR However, the covers like that in figure 8 
were prepared simply by writing an address on the 
unaddressed covers with the OKCA stamps 
cancelled on them. Moreover, there exist covers 
with the Moloskovitsy cancellation on OKCA sets 
addressed to George Jaeger, a well-known Latvian 
stamp dealer in Liepaja (Libava) with an 
imprinted text, and these ‘Jaeger’ covers are no 
better (figure 9). Again, the date 11.9.19 on the 
postmark is impossible in this case as well, since 
Moloskovitsy was at that time in the Red Army 
hands. 

Lastly, faked covers are found with the postmark 
of the TPO No. 125 Pernov – Pskov of the similar 
design as that of the TPO No. 126 described 
above. However, unlike its counterpart, this 
canceller seems to be never used legally. Such 
covers are considerably scarcer than those of 
Moloskovitsy. 

Figure 8 	 Figure 9 (reduced to 50%) 
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The use of stamps of the Famine Relief Series 
(without denomination) for payment of 
international mail 
Vladimir Berdichevskiy (Israel) Translated by Alan Garside, BSRP 

In November 1922 the four-stamp ‘Famine Relief’ 
series ((Голодающим - ‘For the hungry’) was 
issued (Mi 197-200 / SG 285-288). They are 
known for having no denominations. At that time 
inflation in the country was running so high that 
the moment stamps were issued their 
denominations no longer corresponded to the 
tariffs in operation. Therefore, it was decided to 
issue the stamps with no denominations and to 
revalue them accordingly as the postal tariffs 
changed. The stamps were issued as charity 

postage stamps and were sold at 25 roubles each 
(in 1922 currency): 20 roubles postage and 
5 roubles to be allocated to the famine relief fund 
(the fund of the Central Famine Relief Committee 
of the All Russian Central Executive Committee). 
In fact, the stamps were not revalued as the postal 
tariffs changed and so they only remained in 
circulation until 1st April 1923 and were then 
withdrawn. 

In their notes to the description of this series many 
stamp catalogues ([1] p.23, [2] p.125, [3] p.99, 
[4] p.16, [5] p.59, [6] p.71) make reference to 
the fact that these stamps were used exclusively 
for payment of internal mail. Apparently, not all 
postal officials were aware of this. Sometimes, 
although quite rarely, items of international 
mail franked with the stamps in question are 
encountered. The writer will set out below some 
examples of this kind with which he is 
acquainted. 

Figure 1 shows a plain sealed international 
letter sent from Ladyzhin (despatching 
postmark ‘LADYZHIN 13.1.1923’ via Moscow 
(transit postmark ‘MOSCOW 16.1.1923’) to 
London, England. The letter is franked with 14 
‘steam train’ stamps (Mi 198 / SG 287). It 
should be pointed out that from lst January 
1923 100 roubles in 1922 currency equated to 1 
rouble in 1923 currency. The tariff in force for 
this type of mail at the time of despatch (from 
9th January to 18th February 1923) amounted 
to 3 roubles 50 kopecks [7] p.65. Having this 
information we can compare the actual franking 
with the tariff. 

The franking of the letter is: 14 x 25 roubles = 
350 roubles (or in 1923 currency, 3 roubles 50 
kopecks). In this way it can be seen that 
payment for the letter was calculated using the 
full selling price of the stamps without allowing 
for the contribution to the famine relief fund. 

Figure 1 
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Figure 2 shows a plain sealed international letter 
(sold on Internet auction) which was sent from 
Moscow (despatching postmark ‘MOSCOW 
23.2.1923’) to Germany. The letter is franked 
with 2 ‘steam train’ stamps (Mi 198 / SG 287) 
and some standard R.S.F.S.R. stamps    
(Mi 205A, 208, 209, 211 / SG 293, 303, 304, 
306). At the time of despatch (from 
19th February to 5th April 1923) the tariff in 
operation for this type of mail was 5 roubles 
for the first 25 grams + 2.50 roubles for each 
additional 20 grams or part thereof [7] p.65. 

Here, attention must be drawn to the 
following circumstance. Examining in this 
article the correspondence between tariffs and 
franking, I am trying to use the information 
from [7] as the very latest and a most highly 
respected source (but not meanwhile wishing 
to diminish the merits of the other sources). 
At the same time in [5] p.123 and in [6] p.418 
it is shown that the postal charge for this type 
of letter (from 1st January to 24 March 1923) 
amounted to 3.50 roubles. Figure 2 

The franking of the letter is: 2 x 25 roubles + 
2 x 100 roubles + 50 roubles + 40 roubles + 
10 roubles = 350 roubles (or in 1923 currency, 
3 roubles 50 kopecks). Thus we see that the 
franking corresponds to the tariff according to [5] 
and [6] and is lower than the tariff according to 
[7]. Whatever the case, payment for the letter was 
calculated without allowing for the contribution to 
the famine relief fund. 

Figure 3 shows the envelope of a plain sealed 
international letter sent from Tver to Riga 
(Latvia), despatching postmark ‘TVER 28.02.23’ 
and receiving postmark (on the reverse of the 
envelope) ‘RIGA 06.03.23’. The letter is franked 
with 20 x 20 rouble stamps (Mi 203A / SG 291) 
and, from the series under discussion, 5 ‘steam 
train’ stamps (Mi 198 / SG 287). 

At the time of despatch (from 19th February to 
5th April 1923) the tariff in operation for this type 
of mail was 5 roubles for the first 25 grams + 
2.50 roubles for each additional 20 grams or part 
thereof [7] p.65. 

Let us examine how the franking corresponds to 
the tariff in operation. The franking of the letter is: 
20 x 20 roubles + 5 x 20 roubles (postal value of 
the ‘steam train’ stamps) + 5 x 5 roubles (the extra 
charge in aid of the famine relief fund) = 400 
roubles + 100 roubles =500 roubles + 25 roubles 

Figure 3 
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(or in 1923 currency 5.25 roubles). 
That is to say that the franking 
indeed corresponds to the tariff and 
that payment for the letter took into 
account the contribution to the 
famine relief fund. 

However, it is interesting to note 
that the envelope is stamped with the 
letter ‘T’ (an abbreviation for the 
French word ‘taxe’, meaning tax or 
dues) and a Riga oval ‘to pay’ mark 
with an illegible inscription. The ‘T’ 
stamp was apparently applied on the 
letter's arrival at Riga since it was 
liable to an additional charge due to 
under-franking. Presumably, the 
weight of the letter exceeded 
25 grams which was overlooked on 
franking at Tver. This was only 
noticed at Riga which in all 
likelihood prompted the demand for 
postage due. 

Figure 4 shows the envelope of a 
sealed international registered letter 
sent from Moscow to Prague 
(Czechoslovakia), despatching 
postmark ‘MOSCOW 11.12.22’ and 
receiving postmark ‘VINOXRADY 
20.12.22’. The letter is franked with 
5 Mi 192 / SG 280 stamps 
(10 roubles each), 5 Mi 193 / 
SG 281 (25 roubles each), 
5 Mi 194 / SG 282 (27 roubles each) 
and, from the series under discussion, 
5 ‘freighter’ stamps (Mi 200 / SG 286). 

At the time of despatch (from 10th November 
1922 to 8th January 1923) the tariff in operation 
for this type of mail was 300 roubles for the first 
25 grams + 75 roubles for each additional 
20 grams or part thereof [7] p.65. 

Let us look at how the franking corresponds to the 
tariff in operation. The franking of the letter is: 
5 x 10 roubles + 5 x 25 roubles + 5 x 27 roubles + 
5 x 20 roubles (postal charge from ‘freighter’ 
stamps) + 5 x 5 roubles (contribution to famine 
relief fund) = 410 roubles + 25 roubles = 
435 roubles. That is to say that the franking is 
greater than the tariff whether the contribution is 
taken into account or not. 

Figure 4 

Presumably, the postal official who franked the 
letter, either by mistake or lack of knowledge, 
took the ‘freighter’ stamps to be charity labels and 
not charity postage stamps. In other words, he 
allocated the entire sum from the sale of these 
stamps (5 V11; roubles = 125 roubles to the relief 
fund. Thus, the franking relative to the postal tariff 
would be 435 roubles - 125 roubles = 310 roubles, 
that is a total of 10 roubles greater than the tariff. 

Furthermore, the weight of the letter could have 
been more than 25 grams in which case the charge 
would have to have been 375 roubles. Even then 
the franking is greater than the tariff. 
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Figure 5 shows the reverse (address side not 
visible) of a sealed international registered letter 
(NAGL AUKTION BAMBERG, No.9, lot 
No.390) sent from Tomsk (despatching postmark 
‘TOMSK 12.12.22’) via Petrograd (transit 
postmark ‘PETROGRAD 26.12.22’) to Turku, 
Finland (receiving postmark ‘TURKU - AVO 
30.XII.22’). On the reverse of the envelope are 
affixed 12 ‘airplane’ stamps (Mi 197 / SG 288). 
At the time of despatch (from 10th November 
1922 to 8th January 1923) the tariff in operation 
for this type of mail was 300 roubles for the first 
25 grams + 75 roubles for each additional 
20 grams or part thereof [7] p.65. 

Let us look at how the franking corresponds to the 
tariff in operation. The franking of the letter is: 
12 x 25 roubles = 300 roubles. It is clearly equal 
to the operative postal tariff but does not allow for 
the contribution to the famine relief fund. Quite 
likely there are stamps on the address side as well 
which would enable the contribution mentioned to 
be made. 

Figure 6 

Figure 5 

Figure 6 shows the envelope of a sealed 
international registered letter (sold on Internet 
auction) which was sent from Novokhopersk 
(despatching postmark ‘NOVOKHOPERSK 
VORON(EZHSKOI) 3.1.23’) to Prague, 
Czechoslovakia. There are 13 ‘freighter’ stamps 
(Mi 200 / SG 286) affixed to the letter. A number 
of stamps have been torn off from below the 

existing block of 12 stamps. At the time of 
despatch (from 10th November 1922 to 
8th January 1923) the tariff in operation for this 
type of mail was 300 roubles for the first 
25 grams + 75 roubles for each additional 20 
grams or part thereof [7] p.65. At the same time 
in [5] p123 and in [6] p.418 it shows that the 
postal charge for this type of mail (from 1st 
January to 24th March 1923) was 7 roubles. 

The franking of the letter is: 13 x 25 roubles = 
325 roubles (or in 1923 currency - 3 roubles   25 
kopecks). But, considering that a number of 
stamps are missing from the envelope, it is 
impossible in this particular instance to examine 
how the franking corresponds to the tariff. 

Figure 7 (next page) shows the envelope of a 
sealed international registered letter sent from 
Astrakhan to Berlin, (Germany). The 
despatching postmark is ‘ASTRAKHAN 
25.01.23’ and the receiving postmark (on the 
reverse of the envelope) ‘BERLIN 07.02. 23’. 
The letter is franked with 6 Mi 195 / SG 283 
stamps (45 roubles each), 3 Mi 190 / SG 251 
(100,000 roubles each) and from the series under 
discussion 3 ‘steam train’ stamps (Mi 198 / 
SG287). 
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Figure 7 

At the time of despatch (from 9th February to 
18th February 1923) the tariff in operation for this 
type of mail was 7 roubles for the first 25 grams + 
1.75 roubles for each additional 20 grams or part 
thereof [7] p.65. 

Let us look at how the franking corresponds to the 
tariff in operation. Here it should be remembered 
[5] p.123 that from lst January 1923 the Mi 190 / 
SG 251 stamps were used as 10 kopeck stamps 
and also that from 1st January 1923, 100 roubles 
in 1922 currency was equal to 1 rouble in 1923 
currency. Thus the franking of the letter is: 6 x 
0.45 roubles + 3 x 0.1 roubles + 3 x 0.2 roubles 
(postal value of the ‘train’ stamps) + 3 x 0.05 
roubles (allocation to the famine relief fund) = 
3.6 roubles (postage) + 0.15 roubles (to the relief 
fund). That is, the franking (with or without 
allowance for the contribution to the relief fund) is 
less than the tariff. This is difficult to explain 
there is no damage to the letter and all the stamps 
are intact. Perhaps it was due to lack of attention 
on the part of the postal official who accepted the 
letter. 

Figure 8 shows the reverse (address side not 
visible) of a sealed international registered letter 
from Pologi, Ekaterinoslav Guberniya 
(despatching postmark (‘POLOGI, EKATER. 
(INOSLAVSKOI) 5.2.23’) via Moscow (transit 
postmark ‘MOSCOW ? ? 23’) to New York 
(arrival postmark ‘NEW YORK 3.7.1923’) [5] 
p.60. The letter bears 9 ‘post van’ stamps 
(Mi 199 / SG 285) 

At the time of despatch (from 9th February to 
18th February 1923) the tariff in operation for this 
type of mail was 7 roubles for the first 25 grams + 
1.75 roubles for each additional 20 grams or part 
thereof [7] p.65. 

The franking on the visible side of the letter is 
9 x 25 roubles = 225 roubles (or in 1923 currency, 
2 roubles 25 kopecks) which does not correspond 
to the tariff. Probably, as in one of the previous 
examples, there may be stamps on the address side 
which make up the overall franking to the tariff in 
force. 

Figure 8 
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Figure 9 shows the cover of a sealed international 
letter (from the collection of S. Stern, Israel) sent 
by air mail via the Moscow-Konigsberg route and 
addressed to Berlin, Germany (despatching 
postmark ‘MOSCOW 17.11.22’, arrival postmark 
at Konigsberg ‘Mit Luftpost befordert./ 
Konigsberg (Pr.)1.’ and receiving postmark at 
Berlin ‘BERLIN 24.11.22’). The letter is franked 
with 8 Mi 70 / SG 113A? stamps (10 kopecks 
each), 1 Mi 128 / SG 123A stamp (5 roubles), 
1 airmail surcharge stamp (Mi 196 / SG 284) and 
1‘airplane’ stamp (Mi 197 / SG 288) from the 
series under discussion. 

Let us examine how the franking corresponds to 
the tariff in operation. For an item of mail of this 
kind, the tariff amounted to 225 roubles [6] p.420. 
It consisted of an international tariff for a plain 
sealed letter (150 roubles - [5] p.121) and an 
airmail surcharge of 75 roubles [5] p.62 
(denomination 45 roubles * - see translator’s note 
below.) The international tariff was paid for with 
ordinary stamps [5] p.62 and the surcharge with 
the airmail surcharge stamp (Mi 196 / SG 284). 

On the day the letter was despatched from 
Moscow (17.11.22) the standard 10 kopeck 
denomination stamps of Russia were in circulation 
at 10 roubles (1 kopeck = 1 rouble) ([5] p.122); 
the ‘Airplane’ stamp (Mi 197 / SG 288), 
mentioned earlier, was on sale at 25 roubles 
(20 roubles postage, and 5 roubles contribution to 
the famine relief fund). Thus we have 8 (Mi 70 / 
SG 113A?) x 1OR + 1 Mi 197 / SG 288 x 20R = 
100 roubles and we fall short of the international 
tariff by 50 roubles, but we still have not used one 
stamp - the Mi 128 /SG 123A (5 roubles). In [5] 
p.122 it is said that the standard Russian Imperial 
5 rouble stamp was still in circulation at face 

value, that is at 5 roubles. However, if we presume 
that the postal worker counted it as 50 roubles, 
(and considering the prevailing speed of tariffs 
and re-valuations at that time and place we can do 
so), then everything falls into place and the 
franking of the letter will correspond to the tariff 
and also 5 roubles will be allocated to the fund of 
the Central Famine Relief Committee of the All 
Russian Central Executive Committee. 

Figure 9 

*Translator’s note: Reference [5], the Specialised Catalogue of Postage Stamps of the RSFSR, 1918-1923, p.62 states 
that although the denomination of the airmail surcharge stamp (45 R) was correct at the time of ordering, when it 
went into circulation a few weeks later (7th November 1922) the surcharge was 75 roubles. This seems highly 
probable since the airmail surcharge stamp was in circulation during the same period of hyperinflation as the Famine 
Relief series. However, I can find neither a reference to a 75 R surcharge in any other catalogue or publication nor 
any record of an airmail surcharge stamp with a corresponding overprint (the one in figure 9 is no exception). 
Further light on this subject would be most welcome. 
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Figure 10 shows the cover of a sealed 
international registered letter (from the collection 
of Dr. G. Adolph Ackerman, USA) sent by air 
mail via the Moscow-Konigsberg route and 
addressed to Riga, Latvia [8] p.24. The despatch 
postmark is ‘MOSCOW 24.11.22’ and the 
receiving postmark ‘RIGA 27.11.22’. Among the 
stamps with which the letter was paid are 2 stamps 
from the series being discussed - an ‘airplane’ 

stamp and a ‘post van’ stamp (Mi 197, 199 / 
SG 288, 285). 

As is noted underneath the envelope illustrated the 
letter is franked with stamps to the value of 
399 roubles. The tariff in operation for this type of 
mail at the time of despatch was 375 roubles 
[6] p.420. 

Figure 10 
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Examples are also known of another type of item 
of international mail for the franking of which 
‘Famine Relief’ stamps were used. These are in 
the category of ‘philatelic post’. Characteristically, 
a proportion of them are franked with a large 
number of stamps of various issues. In these 
circumstances the tariffs in operation at the time 
of despatch are quite often not observed. 
Furthermore, it is generally fairly difficult to 
compare the tariff with the franking. Some 
examples of this type of postal item are introduced 
in the following illustrations: 

Figure 11 (HARMERS OF LONDON 
AUCTION, 18.3.1999, lot No.152) - sealed 
registered letter from Balta, Podolsk Gub. 
(16.11.1922) to Litva (from numerous ‘Bergman 
letters’). Similarly figure 12 [9] pp.61-62 and 
figure 13 [10] p.11. 

Others noted but not illustrated are sealed 
registered airmail letters from Moscow (1922) to 
Zurich, Switzerland and from Moscow 
(31.3.1923) to Frankfurt, Germany. 

A further number of international postal items like 
the above typically went through the post bearing 
the stamps in question many years after they were 
issued and long after they had been withdrawn 
from circulation. Such a letter is shown in 
figure 14 (Internet auction). It was sent by Express 
Post from Aleksandrovsk, Ukraine (15.9.32) via 

Figure 11 

the Central Airmail Office, 
B e  r l  i n  t o  B  r  n  o  ,  
Czechoslovakia. 

May I suggest that readers of 
the Journal might have other 
international postal items in 
their collections franked with 
the stamps of the ‘Famine 
Relief' series and could 
perh aps supplement the 
present article. 

The author would like to 
express his gratitude to the 
noted philatelists S. Stern 
(Israel) and Dr. G. Adolph 
A  c  k e  r  m  a  n  ( U  S A )  f  o  r  
permission to include items 
from their collections. 

Figure 12 
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Figure 13 

Figure 14
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Reviews


THE BALTIC AREA, (In Dutch) 
Published by Filatelistengroep ‘Het Baltische 
Gebied’, Netherlands. A4 softbound. Subscription: 
€20. Editor, J Kaptein, Reigerskamp 7053607 JP 
Maarssen, Netherlands. 

No. 46. June 2005 
In “Red Cross: cards issued by the Community of 
St Eugenia” J. Kaptein describes a card, printed 
for the benefit of religious sisters who were 
involved in nursing care under the jurisdiction of 
the Red Cross, that was sent from Mariompol to 
Nijmegen 1904 while Olav Petri forages through 
an accumulation of “Money orders of the Latvian 
SSR” dating from the 1960s. J. Kaptein, E. 
Uspuras & G. Hahne follow up with a 
comprehensive study of railway post in the 
Vilnius area during the ‘Polish period’ in 
“Railway post in Lithuania 3” and I. Irikov & R. v 
Wijnen show examples of mail registered on board 
trains by means of handwritten registration marks 
in the period up to 1928 in “Latvia: registered in 
postal wagons - 1”. 

Returning to cards, J. Kaptein describes, in “An 
order for beer” an 1891 pre-printed postcard from 
a Latvian brewery, placing an order with a St. 
Petersburg supplier. Amongst the items listed is a 
Russian version of an English porter, apparently 
made popular by the Imperial court in the late 18th 
century. Turning to another subject in “Free-frank 
mail in the Czarist period: Post from the Baltic 
area” he illustrates a range of items that shows that 
in addition to military and government 
departments, free-frank privileges were accorded 
to other institutions, such as religiuos 
organisations. In “The first ‘LOT’ flight from 
Riga to Warsaw”, R. v Wijnen illustrates an item 
of printed matter carried on the first flight on 18 
august 1932. 

In “Michail Nikolaievitch Muravyev: the bully of 
Lithuania”, S. Reurich illustrates Imperial, Soviet 
and Lithuanian forms of a post mark. Curious 
about the origin of the place name Muravyevo 
(formerly Mozheiki and after independence 
MaŽeikiai) does a bit or Googling to find a tyrant 
who attempted to ‘russify’ Lithuania in the mid 
19th century. A. Epstein relates and profusely 
illustrates a history of mail transport in “Railway 
post in Estonia between (1870-1918)” 

In “Out of Riga” I. Irikov illustrates a previously 
unknown German-language postmark on the Riga-
Dünaburg line while R. v Wijnen & L. Bocka 
publish a translation of an “Agreement” between 
the Ministry of Posts and the relevant rail line 
authority, in force in the late 1860s. 

No. 47. December 2005 
I Irikov & R van Wijnen describe and illustrate 3 
types of registration labels used between 1929 and 
1940 in “Latvia: TPO registered mail - 2”. A de 
Bruin and O Petri rummage through early day 
‘philatelic’ covers that are traceable to specific 
collectors and dealers, out-of-the-ordinary 
provisional cancellations and censor marks in 
“Thumbing through Estonia album leaves”. 

In “Railway post in Lithuania 4: routes 1-2 and 3
4”, J. Kaptein E. Uspuras offer previously 
unpublished data with many illustrations of these 
routes in post-WW1, independent Lithuania while 
O. Petri adds new information to an article 
published in HBG 46 in “Money orders from the 
Latvian SSR: a supplement”. 

In “From Riga” I. Irikov illustrates a 1939 postal 
slogan in Lithuanian, reminding pedestrians and 
drivers to keep to the right! In a much more 
serious vein, A. Epstein illustrates profusely more 
postal routes in “Railway post in Estonia (1870
1918), part 2” 
. 
Following from an article in the previous issue, 
R. van Wijnen, in “Muravjevo, more than Michail 
Nikolajevitsj…” shows that under its post-
imperial name of Mažeikiai it was much more.   
F. Gerdessen gives a rundown on the Estonian 
aviation industry and postal mail between the wars 
in “Estonian aeroplanes on postage stamps” 
. 
“A special stamp from the Imperial period.” 
described by J. Kaptein is the result of an attempt, 
initiated in 1908, by the Imperial postal authority 
to prevent re-use by means of perfins. In “Prize 
Question” R. van Wijnen asks why the sender of a 
pre-paid post card has added an adhesive of 
adequate value. Sounds like profligacy to me! 

After “Estonia: Postal stationery from the Soviet 
period. 1” in which J. Kaptein, fills in the 
background of the subject of a 1990 envelope and 
“Returning to…” where R. van Wijnen looks 
further at company perfins addressed in previous 
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issues of HBG, this offering is rounded off by four 
pages of reviews. 

No. 48. June 2006 
In “Estonia: postal stationery from the soviet 
period - 2” J. Kaptein,  muses on the scene 
depicted and changes that have occurred since. O. 
Petri notes the widespread career of  “The Latvian 
graphic artist Richards Zarrinsh” who is credited 
as ‘designer’ for many of the stamps of the 
Imperial Russia and the RSFSR from the 1904 
‘War orphans fund’ through to the 1922 ‘famine 
stamps’. From 1919 until 1932 he became the 
leading designer of the issues of the independent 
republic of Latvia. 

O. Petri and A. de Bruin illustrate censored covers 
of 1919 - 1922 and 1939 - 1940 in “Thumb 
through with André: Estonia and censorship” 
while in “Cancellations of the occupation: Riga 
1941-1944” A.J. van Oosten illustrates items of 
the period. J. Kaptein & E. Uspuras show 
examples of more lines operating in independent 
Lithuania in “Railway post in Lithuania 5: line 5-6 
and 17-18” and H. von Hofmann offers his 
thoughts on an undelivered letter of 1940 in 
“Retour / non admis” 

“The 10 types of the 1 sant. Päts stamp” has P. 
Feustel doeing some detailed investigation of this 
1936 Estonian stamp; in “Francotyp cards” R van 
Wijnen illustrates examples of a small batch of 
cards machine-franked by a Lithuanian bank and 
describes the Francotyp franking machines in use 
in Lithuania in the 1930s. 

“In retrospect: double ridged paper in the ‘weaver 
and smith’ issue”; P. Feustel looks at the back of 
these issues and finds evidence of ‘double ridging’, 
presumably paper that has gone twice through the 
rolling mills. I. Irikov and R. van Wijnen list and 
illustrate labels written in the Latvian language in 
“Latvia: Registered mail in TPOs  - 3” 

R. van Wijnen poses another puzzle for readers 
in “Prize question”, re-visits items previously 
published with further information in “Return to 
…” and looks at the use of the lowest value in the 
set in “With 1 santim”. Finally in “Neringa and 
Neringa 2” S. Reurig looks at cancellations from 
the two post offices that serve the small 
municipality of Neringa on the Kurisch land-
tongue. 

Dennis Page 

GERMAN JOURNAL FOR RUSSIAN 
PHILATELY, (in German) 
Published by Phil. ArGe Russland/UdSSR, 
Germany. 64 A4 pages, softbound. Editor - Albert 
Pflüger, Eckenheimer Landstrasse 13, 60318 
Frankfurt, Germany. 

No. 83 November 2005 
“The postage stamps of Russia's southeast area” is 
a re-run of an ‘on-the-spot’ 1922 article giving 
details of issues for ‘South Russia’ by N. Lamteff 
who was living at that time in Novocherkassk. 
“Collectors present: Errors and varieties in stamps 
and covers of Russia and the USSR” includes a 
new railway station cancellation and a Red cross 
cachet. 

Through “Plate errors of the czarist empire - a call 
for co-operation”, L. Hovest hopes to set up an on
going listing while A. Pflüger comments on recent 
developments in “News of barcode labels on 
registered items”. “The field post of the Red Army 
1941-1945, part 1,” looks at the organisation of 
the service in an article originally published in 
‘Kollectioner’ by I. Drushinin , with supplemental 
data by M. Nolte. “Censor marks on 
correspondence from and to Soviet labour camps” 
gives comment on the range of his findings by 
J. Ozolins 

In “Overprinted viewcards of St. Petersburg”,   
B. Mayer  looks at some of the variations in the 
overprints that appeared on picture postcards 
when St. Petersburg changed its name to 
Petrograd. A. Pflüger reports the demise of ‘The 
Ukraine Philatelist’ (see also BJRP 92/93 p.131) 
and the intention to expand the scope of their 
journal to include this geographic area in 
“Ukraine philately now in the Russia/USSR Study 
Group”. H.W. Reinboth lists the range of 
variations, mainly paper types and printing inks, 
for this 40 kopek item in “Postal stationery of 
definitive issues the Soviet union - Aviator series 
of 1949-1952.” 

In “Weekly collectors’ market - A letter from 
Moscow” W. Andrianov details his findings of 
dishonest dealings in philatelic circles in Russia 
where some ‘experts’ have been disowned and a 
flourishing trade in ‘refreshed’ rarities exists. 
Caveat emptor is the cry. A. Pflüger reports on the 
“Reorganisation of ‘MARKA’ and its journal 
‘Philatelia’ ” and, on a “New agreement on co
operation between the Russian Post, ‘MARKA’ 
and the Union of Philatelists”. He also examines 
the work of “Adolf Pletnjov and his designs for 
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the new Kaliningrad stamps”. A further 20 pages 
are devoted to Society news, reviews, new postal 
stationery and new issues of Russia and Ukraine. 

No. 84 May 2006 
“Collectors present: Errors and varieties in stamps 
and covers of Russia and the USSR.” is a range of 
items from an 1858 letter with a ‘box’ St 
Petersburg cachet, through a 1903 Shanghai 
cancel and a Western Army forgery to early 
Soviet plate errors. W. Weidner describes items in 
a specialised area that is now finding its way into 
catalogues in “Margin imprints on issues of the 
Soviet Union up to1941.” while L. Hovest warns 
against forgers of colour variations in “Colours 
and forgers”. 

“Field mail of the “winter war” 1939-1940 by 
A. Winokurow  is an account of the events of the 
so-called “winter war” that paved the way to the 
formation of the Karelo-Finnish Republic and the 
field postal service that was set up for the Soviet 
forces involved. In the same vein, “The field post 
of the Red Army 1941-1945, part 2,” continues 
the article by I. Drushinin, looking in some detail 
at the services afforded to the army, naval and air 
forces during the war. 

In “Articles about postal stationery of the Soviet 
Union in the DZRP” H.W. Reinboth seeks views 
and comments of readers on the information 
available and its presentation with a view to 
supplementing what is already available from 
these sources and the corresponding Michel 
catalogue. Continuing his research to a similar 
end, H.W. Reinboth discusses specific items with 
respect to their places in the relevant Michel 
catalogue and seeks information to do likewise for 
the 11th, 12th and 13th series in “Pictorial covers 
of the Soviet Union with enclosed card - pre
printed with the State Coat of Arms stamp of the 
10th definitive series.” 

T. Salvors savours some rarities in “The first 
stamps of the Czar’s empire (1851-1858) - sale of 
the Mikulski-Collection.” and W. Metzner adds 
to the topic discussed in the previous issue in 
“Further notes on censor marks on correspondence 
from and to Soviet labour camps”. A. Pflüger 
continues the listing of “New issues of the Russian 
Federation and Ukraine” and a further 14 pages of 
reviews and society news complete the issue. 

Dennis Page 

EASTERN EUROPE PHILATELY, 
(in Dutch) 
Published by Filatelistische Contactgroep Oost 
Europa, Netherlands. 32 A5 pages, softbound, 
quarterly. Editor G R J Jansen, Grotestraat 37, 
7478 AB Diepenheim, Netherlands. 

No. 4, Year 23, November 2005 
In “The Pribaikal overprints” D Scheper 
comments on arms type stamps overprinted with a 
device bearing the words ‘Temporary zemstvo 
authority in the area of lake Baikal’. They appear 
to have originated in Verchneudinsk and are 
known on cover but their validity is debatable. 

No. 1, Year 24, February 2006 
R Boons gives a potted history of Karelia as a 
stamp-issuing entity in “Vanished postal areas: 
Karelia.” and J Jansen lists the post-soviet bogus 
issues in “Detrimental issues of the Russian 
Federation”. 

In “Königsberg/Kaliningrad - 750 years”, A.J. van 
Oosten fills in some historical facts of the city 
which is only sparsely featured on Russian 
stamps. 

No. 3, Year 24, September 2006 
There are two “Russian” articles in this quarterly 
edition. In “Differences between typographed and 
lithographed” G.v.d. Berg provides a handy 
illustrated guide to major differences in the issues 
of the USSR definitives of 1925-27. E. Muller is 
much closer to the present day with “The 
Ukrainian ‘character’ stamps, a number puzzle for 
philatelists” in which he ties these inflationary 
period issues of 1994-98 with values and postal 
rates, and illustrates usage. 

Dennis Page 
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Letters to the Editor 

From Alan Wishart 
Registration label 
A fellow member of the Caledonian IPS has asked 
me, as a member of the BSRP, to put forward a 
question to go into the journal. He, Dr. Stewart 
Gardiner, has a cover he would like some more 
information on. 

“The cover bears the registration label of the Field 

Telegraph Post Office at Yinkow. T&S classify 
the cancellation of that office as scarce to “RR”. I 
am interested in establishing if the use of the 
registration label is also rare.” 

I have enclosed a scan of the cover. 

Any comments would be welcome. Please send 
them via the editor. 

From Noel Warr 
Registration labels 
Ian Baillie’s article on registered mail in BJRP 52 
et seq sparked interest in the subject; this was 
further added to with the publication of Harry von 
Hofmann’s Zakaznoe - Recommandirt, ably 
translated into English by Philip Robinson. Most, 
if not all, aspects of the subject have been covered 
to a greater or lesser extent. 

called “primitive” type in 1899, 
followed by the more recognisable 
UPU style label in 1900. UPU 
labels for internal use were in 
Cyrillic, for overseas destinations 
in Latin script. In the catalogue for 
the sale of the George Miskin 
collection (and subsequently in the 
sale of Ian Baillie's collection) 
there was a vertical strip of 11 Z 
(Cyrillic) labels) without a town 

name, imperforate and ungummed, “possibly of 
proof status”. I have recently acquired a block of 
25 Z labels for Kozenitse, Radom Gub., that 
enables us to see that sheets of labels were 5 wide 
and 10 deep, starting with 1 (251) at the top and 
running down to 10 (260). 

From the same town there is a similar block of 
labels for insured mail: is it safe to say that R 
labels took the same format? 

Labels were introduced with the so
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From Noel Warr 
Courier post 
Wilfried Nagl’s auction catalogue No. 13, March 
2001, carried an article on courier post (estafette) 
that was established on 24 November 1878. To 
quote: 
“It was possible to send correspondence by 
Estafette at any hour of the day or night at post 
offices which accepted all forms of letters. These 
letters were despatched as soon as they came in 
and were independent of the collection times of 
ordinary post.” 

There were various means of transportation of this 
post depending upon the item involved - ranging 
from a carriage with one man and one horse up to 
a coach with two drivers and three horses. 

There is much more detail in the article on this 
rare (if only because unrecognised by collectors) 
type of mail. The article served also to lodge the 
word “estafette” in my mind, enabling me to 
recognise that the telegram that is the subject of 
this note is something out of the ordinary. 

The telegram was sent from Odessa to Selo 
Bandishchevka on 5 August 1881. It was received 
at Mohilev Podolsk, being the nearest telegraph 
office, and was forwarded by courier to its 
destination. It is inscribed “Estafette 
Nemedlenno” (Courier Without Delay) on the 
outside and, on the inside, is the charge “Estafette 
1 Rub 28 kop”. Nagl’s article lists the various 
categories of correspondence that could be sent by 
estafette but they do not include telegrams. 

“Courier Posts” of this type were in operation in various parts of central Europe as far back as the 13th century. An 
article in Deutsche Zeitschrift für Russland-Philatelie (80, 2004, pp. 22-32) gives a general description of “Estaffetten-
Post” services and includes details of regulations covering such services going back to the early 18th century. 

(D. Page) 
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Tailpiece 

Just in case you thought that you thought that you had had your fill of me in the Editorial, I am sorry to 
disappoint you. Here I am again with the technical information with respect to articles in the Journal that I 
promised to you on page 3. 

Dennis Page 

Articles for submission for future Journals 

If you would like to offer an article for publication in BJRP, contact the Editor by letter, telephone or e-mail. 
Anything related to postal matters of Russia in all its spheres of influence will be considered. Contact:-

 Dennis Page, 
10, The Green, Barton under Needwood, 

Burton on Trent, DE13 8JB. 
Telephone (and fax) +44 (0)1283 712 651. 

e-mail:  denpage@globalnet.co.uk. 

Letters to the Editor 
Do you have a query about a philatelic item in your possession? Is there something that you can’t explain? 

Then share the problem with an incomparable body of expertise, the readers of BJRP. 
Write a letter to the Editor for publication. 

Do you have an answer to any such query, or have a comment to make? 
Then share your knowledge. 
Write a letter to the Editor. 

Do you have a comment on anything that you have seen, or would like to see in BJRP? 
Then air your opinions. 

Write a letter to the Editor. 
See the above panel for postal and e-mail addresses 

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

Please submit items to the editor as typed hard copy or electronic files. If you can only offer manuscript please 
contact the editor first. Preferably, write in the English language but texts in other languages will be considered. It 
will help greatly if you can follow the guidelines below. 

Hard Copy 
Text Typing on one side of paper; clean black type; single column; double line spacing. 
Illustrations  Original item, print-out of scanned image, photograph or photocopy. 

Electronic file 
Material may be submitted on floppy discs, CDs or DVDs. 

Text Format. Normal or default body text in any of the common word processor formats, preferably in 
double line spacing. There is no need to attempt to copy the format or even fonts used in the Journal but please turn 
off auto-format modes. If you wish to offer formatting then do so manually. 
Image Format Any of image file formats at a resolution of at least 300 dpi for a postcard-size image.  
Please do not embed images in a text document (e.g. Word) - this creates a great deal of extra work. Keep each 
image file separate. 
For colour reproduction (which will be the norm for copies of the Journal on CD   available shortly), if the 
original item can not be made available to the editor, please ask for a reference colour palette to include in the 
image.  
Please do not offer illustrations downloaded directly from a website - they are usually low resolution and 
completely unsuitable for reproduction at the sizes used in the Journal. 

Contact Dennis Page for technical advice and guidance. 
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