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U.S. CARRIERS

ROBERT MEYERSBURG, Editor

THE WAR AGAINST THE PRIVATE EXPRESSES:

AN EXAMINATION OF THE POST OFFICE’'S MONOPOLY POWER
© 1994 Steven M. Roth

(Continued from Chronicle 162:88)

III. Congress Implements the Monopoly Power Against the Private Expresses
After a decade of relative inactivity with respect to the postal system, Congress in
1792 passed a new, comprehensive postal Act that provided, among other things, that

if any person, other than the Postmaster General, or his deputies, or persons by them
employed, shall take up, receive, order, despatch, convey, carry or deliver any letter or
letters, packet or packets, other than newspapers, for hire or reward, or shall be con-
cerned in setting up any foot or horse post, wagon or other carriage, by or in which any
letter or packet shall be carried for hire, on any established post-road, or any packet, or
other vessel or boat, or any conveyance whatsoever, whereby the revenue of the general
post-office may be injured, every person so offending, shall forfeit, for every such of-
fense, the sum of two hundred dollars. Provided, That it shall and may be lawful for ev-
ery person to send letters and packets by special messenger.*!

This section affecting private carriers was similar in scope to the section in the Act
of 1782. The only significant difference between the two statutes in this regard was the ad-
dition in the 1792 Act of the special messenger exception to the general prohibition
against private letter carriage. This exception had the effect of permitting the private car-
riage of letters outside the mails when the service was provided by special messengers on
an irregular basis.

An amendment to the law passed in 1794 added two other categories to the “special
messenger” exception in the 1792 Act: letters directed to the owner of the conveyance, re-
lating to the conveyance; and, letters directed to any person in the conveyance to whom
any package, also on board the conveyance, was to be delivered.” This Act also added
magazines and pamphlets to the “newspapers™ exemption that had been set forth in the
1792 Act.*®

The postal statute passed in 1810 adopted the earlier private express provisions
without much change, except that this Act extended the prohibition against the private car-
riage of letters to include not only carriage over post roads, but also on or over “any road
adjacent or parallel to an established post road.” The statute also created additional classes
of prohibited means of conveyance: stage wagon or other stage carriage or sleigh. Curi-
ously, Congress reduced the penalty for each violation from $200 to $50.

We see from Congress’ approach in limiting some forms of competition in the Act of
1792, and again in those of 1794 and 1810, that Congress dealt with its perceived mono-
poly power (and the exemptions to it) in a patchwork manner. Because the Post Office ini-
tially was not large enough to carry all the mail, and the original proscription was only

“Act of Feb. 20, 1792, Ch. 7, I State. 232 (1792). The plain meaning if the statute was that all
letters and packets, other than newspapers, were embraced by the monopoly. In fact, the definition
of “letter’ became very controversial, and was the subject of litigation and Congressional amend-
ment of statutes in future years. This is still controversial in this age of the transmission of electron-
ic information. The discussion of this interesting subject is beyond the scope of this article.

“Act of May 8, 1794, Ch. 23, I Stat. 360 (1794).

“Ibid., §14.

“Act of Apr. 30, 1810, Ch. 37, 2 Star. 592 (1810).
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against carriage by regular stages traveling on established post roads, it was only as the
government grew and violators became more innovative that it became practical and nec-
essary for Congress to broaden the reach of the monopoly power.*

There was no significant postal legislation between 1794 and 1824, but this could
not continue. Postal rates during the early 1800’s were high. Postage from Boston to
Washington, for example, for a single sheet folded over, sealed and addressed, would have
bought five dozen eggs, or four pounds of butter, or two bushels of potatoes. The postage
for two or three sheets would have doubled and tripled, respectively.” Nonetheless, despite
high postage rates, poor service, and erratic enforcement of the restrictions on private
posts, the government service maintained enough demand to finance a dramatic expansion
of the general system. And yet, because people had the right to expect better service for
their money than they were getting, this brief period of operating success could not be sus-
tained.

From 1820 through 1824, postal revenues increased only 3%, while the costs of
transportation to the Post Office Department increased 28%.™ Mounting deficits, criticism
from the press, and the appointment of a new Postmaster General, all led Congress to en-
act the first substantive revision to its monopoly power as part of a new and comprehen-
sive postal statute — the Act of 1825.” This Act retained the special messenger and, in
modified form, the cargo exemptions from the Act of 1810. But now the monopoly provi-
sion of the statute was directed toward the vehicle which carried the letters illegally rather
than toward the persons who established the private post. It also enumerated as violators
not only the owner of an offending vehicle, but also those persons who “had charge” of the
vehicle.” The statute provided that no stage or other vehicle that regularly performed trips
on a post road or on a road that was parallel to a post road could carry letters. Probably
through inadvertence, the 1825 statute did not prevent the establishment of a private post
carried by horse or on foot, although these were the major means of transportation then.
Congress closed this loophole in 1827.7

It soon became apparent that there were many opportunities to avoid the 1825 and
1827 statutes. Ambitious expressmen were quick to seize upon them. In the 1830’s and
1840’s, encouraged by high postage rates and slow service, several private expresses flour-
ished, particularly along the eastern seaboard, catering to businesses. To do this, the pri-
vate carriers took advantage of two weaknesses in the laws, neither of which Congress
could have foreseen: the unwillingness of the courts to hold the owner of a vehicle respon-
sible for letters carried by a passenger; and, the fact that the corrective Act of 1827 applied
to foot and horse posts, but not to railroads.

United States v. Adams™ was a case brought under the section of the Act of 1825 that
prohibited, in clear terms, the conveyance of letters by stage or packet boat on any route
(on land or water) that had been declared a post road. In reviewing the criminal penalties

%The early method of eliminating competition by private posts was to designate certain roads
as post roads, and to prohibit persons and businesses from carrying mail on them. This was a cum-
bersome procedure since it required frequent statutory amendments by Congress to name each new
post road. Eventually, railroads, canals, and even city foot routes were designated as posts roads. Fi-
nally, all means of conveyance used by the Post Office were closed to competitors, eliminating the
need to separately identify each.

“Report of House Post Office Comm., p. 58.

"Ibid.

"'Ibid., p. 58. Act of Mar. 3, 1825, Ch. 57, 4 Stat. 102 (1825). With one exception (not rele-
vant here) this statute expressly repealed all prior postal laws. Ibid., §46.

2Ibid., §19.

"Act of Mar. 2, 1827, Ch. 61, 4 Stat. 238 (1827).

24 F. Cas. 761 (No.14421) (SDNY 1843). See also, United States v. Pomeroy, 27 F. Cas. 588
(No.15531) (SDNY 1844).
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under the statute, the court properly read into the express language of the Act the require-
ment that the accused must have intended to violate the law.” This rule of law was created
by the court even though the Act by its terms was silent concerning intent. The statute
merely held the owner of the vessel, the driver (or ship’s captain) and the messenger liable
for any such violation, without further elaboration. The court found that neither a messen-
ger nor a vessel’s owner could be convicted unless the government proved an intent to vio-
late the Act by both persons. The case was dismissed.” In United States v. Kimball,” the
court held that the 1827 statute applied only to foot and horse posts, and not to the trans-
portation of letters by railroad car, even though, the court observed, the injury to the Post
Office’s revenue would be just as great.

This is not to say that the Post Office Department therefore sat back and accepted the
loss of revenue. On the contrary, the government was tenacious in pursuing the enforce-
ment of its monopoly power in the courts. In spite of its setbacks in Adams, Pomeroy and
Kimball, the Department continued to arrest messengers who traveled on railroads or on
steamboats, and threatened to cease doing business with the transportation companies. The
government even went so far as to arrest (or it considered arresting) private persons who
carried letters without charge (as an accommodation for third parties) on trains and steam-
boats plying post roads. To this end, the Department requested an Opinion from the United
States Attorney General. It asked if the Post Office Department had the authority under the
existing postal laws to make such arrests. The Attorney General responded that

letters carried over mail routes by private carriers could not be charged with postage,
nor could the letters be detained; the only available course of action was to enforce the
penalties to which all unauthorized carriers of letters on the mail routes are by law sub-
jected.™

Indeed, arrest and the threatened or actual prosecution of the private mail carriers’
messengers was frequent. For example, the North American and Daily Advertiser reported
in its January 27, 1844 issue that the Camden & Amboy Railroad had refused to allow the
American Letter Mail Company’s Philadelphia based messenger to carry letters to New
York City. The railroad did not want to be subject to possible prosecution.” On February
15, this newspaper reported that the Baltimore & Philadelphia Railroad had refused per-
mission to the American Letter Mail Company messenger to carry mail between its named
terminal cities. In this instance, however, the reason stated was that the railroad company
wanted the private express company to sue it to create a legal test case in response to the
government’s threat to take the mails away if the railroad continued to carry private ex-
pressmen. Unfortunately, there was neither a follow-up account in the newspaper to de-
scribe what thereafter happened nor a reported case in the federal casebook reporters.

Despite the courts’ decisions, the Department persisted in following its vision of the
law. Again, on March 9, the North American reported that agents of the Post Office had ar-
rested Lysander Spooner in New York City. It also reported on March 13 that a jury in Bal-
timore had found John C. Gilmore, an agent of American Letter Mail Company, guilty of
carrying letters on a train between Philadelphia and Baltimore.

Most criminal statutes require this finding as a matter of substantative due process. Due pro-
cess in this federal court action was mandated by the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution. The
Fourteenth Amendment did not exist in 1843.

For correspondence between the Postmaster General and the United States Attorney General
concerning the Adams case, see Report of the Postmaster General for 1843, pp. 593, 617-624
(Theron Wierenga reprint ed., 1977).

726 F. Cas. 782 (No.15531) (D Mass. 1844).

®Opinions of the Attorney General, 349 (1844).

"The February 1 edition of the same newspaper reported that the prior story was incorrect,
that private messengers were carrying the mail on the trains four times each day in two directions.

Chronicle 163 / August 1994 / Vol. 46, No. 3 153



The Post Office’s campaign to arrest private mail messengers and to deter the carri-
ers from giving them passage began to make occasional inroads on the ability of the pri-
vate expresses to function on an inter-state basis. But not always. For example, the North
American reported in its March 23 issue that Calvin Case, an American Letter Mail Com-
pany clerk operating from Philadelphia, had been arrested and held on $100 bail by order
of the Post Office Department for sending letters to New York by railroad. This represent-
ed a formidable and aggressive step by the Post Office Department in its attempt to en-
force its monopoly. Not only did the Post Office itself arrest and fine Case (rather than the
United States marshal and the court), but Case had not himself carried the letters on the
railroad. He merely had given them to the American Letter Mail Company’s messenger for
carriage. Three weeks later, on April 16, the North American reported that the court had
dismissed the action against Case. This court also ruled that American Letter Mail Compa-
ny would be permitted to carry on its business as it had been doing.

This pattern of aggressive enforcement—arresting the letter carriers and threatening
the railroad companies with economic retribution—continued until the passage of remedi-
al legislation in 1845. Meanwhile, the private expressmen were not deterred. We learn
from the North American that the marshal had arrested an agent of Hale & Company on
August 12, 1844, and that the marshal’s deputy had arrested an agent of Livingston,
Wells and Pomeroy on August 17. Both agents were convicted and fined.®

Having failed to restrain the carriers from giving passage to private messengers,” the
government tried a new approach. On February 18, 1844, the North American carried a
Notice published by the Philadelphia, Wilmington & Boston RR saying that its new mail
contract with the Department expressly prohibited it from allowing the private carriage of
letters on its trains. The Notice further stated that the Railroad intended to enforce the con-
tract prohibition. This, it turned out, became the government’s most successful weapon
against the private expresses until the passage of the Act of 1845.%

The Post Office Department, from its point of view, was not merely upholding its
monopoly power according to law, but was also attempting to provide a practical solution
(the elimination of unlawful competition) to a very serious problem—the continuing and
dramatic loss of revenue to the private carriers.* In his report to the President of the Unit-
ed States for the year 1843, Postmaster General Wickliffe attributed the recent decline in
revenues

to the operations of the numerous private posts, under the names of expresses, which
have sprung into existence within the past few years, extending themselves over the
mail routes between the principal cities and towns . . . That these private posts are

%North American and Daily Advertiser, October 9, 1844. Prior to this, Hale, in an interesting
twist of federalism, had placed a Notice in the newspaper that said he would continue to carry the
mail between New York and Philadelphia, and that any person who interfered with him would be ar-
rested pursuant to the Order of the Attorney General of Pennsylvania. Ibid., August 12, 1844.

bid.

®The North American also reported on February 18, 1844, that the Philadelphia, Wilmington
& Boston RR submitted a petition to the Post Office Department asking it either to reduce postage
or to leave alone the private carriers and the trains that they rode on.

“Act of March 3, 1845, Ch. 43, 5 Stat. 732 (1845). The statute by its terms became effective
July 1, 1845.

#One prominent postal historian has convincingly argued that the Department’s loss of rev-
enue by reason of the competition from the private express was miniscule when compared to the
revenue loss that resulted from the depressed state of the country’s economy at this time. See, C.
Hahn, “Adams’ Express and Independent Mail,” The Collectors Club Philatelist, Vol. 69, No. 3
(May-June 1990), p. 199.

“Report of the Postmaster General for 1843.
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engaged in the business of transporting letters and mail matter for pay . . . is a fact
which will not be seriously controverted.

The Postmaster General then referred to the Adams case, and urged the President to
press Congress to pass new legislation to correct the defects in the existing statutes. This
theme and request were not new. He had made an almost identical request in his Report to
the President for the year 1841.%

In 1845, Congress attempted to remedy the defects in prior laws that had led to the
situation described by the Postmaster General in his two cited Reports to the President.
The law of March 3, 1845 represented a substantial toughening of the restrictions against
private expresses. In place of the 1827 Act’s prohibition against horse or foot posts, or
railroad or steamboat carriage, the new law forbade the operation of any private express
for the conveyance of letters, packets or other mail, except newspapers, magazines, peri-
odicals and pamphlets, by regular trips, or at stated periods or intervals, from one city or
town to another city or town between which the United States mail was regularly trans-
ported. Thus, the method of transportation or conveyance became irrelevant.

Another section of the statute provided penalties for owners of vehicles who know-
ingly transported persons who were carrying mail. In addition, Congress broadened the
statute to reach the sender of the letter. Such persons previously had been reachable only
through the vague “aiding and abetting” sections of the criminal statutes, all of which had
failed to result in any convictions.

The 1845 Act retained the exemption for letters relating to cargo, and it added a pro-
vision permitting the conveyance of letters by private hands without compensation. The
criminal penalties in all cases under the statute were increased.

On June 30, 1845, the day before the Act was to take effect, Postmaster General
Cave Johnson published a Public Notice stating emphatically what the new statute prohib-
ited. [See Appendix I for a copy of the reproduced Notice.]

While on its face the new Act seems to have offered an immediate remedy to the
problem of private inter-state expresses (and this appears to be the accepted wisdom in the
philatelic literature), this was only sometimes true. For example, on June 25, 1845, the
North American published a Notice which stated that Hale & Company, among other Inde-
pendent Mail Carriers, would not carry letters after June 30. However, the Report to the
President from Postmaster General Cave Johnson, issued seventeen months after the law
had become effective, stated that

Expresses still continue to run between principal cities with as much regularity as the
mails, and it is believed, collect and transport letters for pay, out of the mails, in great
numbers. The penalty provided by law for the commission of such offenses can rarely
be enforced for the want of sufficient proof. The writer, the receiver, and the carrier,
refuse to testify against each other, because, by so doing, they may subject themselves
to a similar penalty. The agents of the department have no authority to arrest the of-
fenders, and seize upon their bags and trunks, and have them examined before a proper
tribunal, though morally certain that they contain letters; and hence convictions seldom
take place, and if they do, a recovery of the money after judgment, from the inability of
such offenders to pay, is as uncertain as the convictions.”

%“ have . . . alluded to the establishment of what are called private expresses, for the carrying
of letters . . . upon the post roads of the United States, for pay and compensation, as one cause tend-
ing greatly to the reduction of the revenue of the Department. I must beg leave again to bring the
subject more particularly to your notice, under a hope that you will invite that of Congress to the ne-
cessity of some legislation more effective to protect the interests and the rights of the General Gov-
ernment in its Post Office Department.” Report of the Postmaster General For The Year 1841
(Theron Wierenga reprint ed., 1977).

YReport Of The Postmaster General For 1846 (Theron Wierenga reprint ed., 1977).
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Because we know that many private expresses continued to operate after July 1,
1845, although generally only as package expresses, the statement of the Postmaster Gen-
eral in his 1846 Report is plausible. Contrary to the understanding expressed by the
Postmaster General in his 1846 Report, however, the accepted wisdom continues to be that
the 1845 Act proved to be so successful in controlling the private, unlawful carriage of
mail that merchants and businessmen complained of its chilling effect on commerce.* As
a result, in 1852 Congress modified the Act of 1845, by changing the nature of the postal
monopoly from the prohibition of private carriage to a form of taxation on private express
activities.” In effect, the prohibition against the private carriage of letters was modified in
1852 so that private express companies could carry letters and other mailable matter out-
side the mails, provided (i) the postage was fully prepaid, and (ii) the letters, etc., were
dated and sealed.”

What is odd, however, is that so few expressmen sought to challenge the constitu-
tionality of the monopoly in the courts, either before or after the passage of the Act of
1845. In fact, the postal monopoly was challenged in the courts only twice during the hey-
day of the private mail expresses.” Both decisions—neither by the United States Supreme
Court—held that the postal monopoly was constitutional. Unfortunately, neither decision
explained convincingly that the words of the Establishment Clause were intended to cre-
ate a monopoly, although the court in United States v. Hall,”* as described above in Note
54, boot-strapped its way into a basis for upholding the monopoly power. In Hall, Judge
Randall was anything but convincing:

I do not feel such a clear and strong incompatibility between the Constitution and the
act of congress [sic] so construed as will authorize me to declare the act void.

In United States v. Thompson,” the judge merely delivered his conclusion (without any ex-
planation) in his instructions to the jury.

Conclusion

That the court’s feeble statement in Hall and the one jury instruction in Thompson
represented the contemporary sum of judicial pronouncements concerning the monopoly
power suggest that there was little doubt in the 1840’s and 1850’s that the Framers of the
Constitution had intended that power to exist. Consequently, every major postal act since
1845 has assumed the existence of the monopoly.

The 1872 revision and codification of the postal laws, which was part of an effort to
codify all of the laws of the United States, changed nothing of substance with respect to
the reach of the postal monopoly. The private express provisions of the 1872 revised
Postal Code included the following language:

“House Comm. Report, p. 5.

#Act of Aug. 31, 1852, Ch. 113, Sec. 8, 10 Stat. 121 (1852).

“Twenty years later Congress narrowed the scope of the postal monopoly by eliminating the
reference to other mailable matter. Act of June 8, 1872, Ch. 335, Secs. 238-239, 17 Stat. 283
(1872). To this day, only letters are embraced by the postal monopoly. 39 U.S.C. §601 (1970). This,
of course, has provided its own problems as the means of transmitting information has evolved.

' After the mail carrying activities of the private expresses and Independent Mail Companies
had substantially come to an end, a federal court examining whether Blood’s Penny Post could law-
fully operate as an intra-city local post said, “No government has ever organized a system of posts
without securing to itself, to some extent, a monopoly of the carriage of letters and mailable pack-
ages.” United States v. Kochersperger, 26 F. Cas. 803, 803 (No.15,541) (ED Pa. 1860).

“Ibid.

#28 F. Cas. 97 (No0.16,489) (D. Mass. 1846).
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That no person shall establish any private express for the conveyance of letters or pack-
ets, or in any manner cause or provide for the conveyance of the same by regular trips
or at stated periods, over any post-route which is or may be established by law . . . .*

Under the rule of how courts interpret statutes (called “statutory construction™), this provi-
sion, although it revised the previous language, made no substantive change in the
monopoly law. Rather, it merely simplified the wording, leaving the scope of the postal
monopoly substantially unchanged.

The scope of the private express statutes has not materially changed since the enact-
ment of the 1872 Act.” It is clear that today, under the language of the 1970 statutes and
subsequent implementing regulations, in the absence of a specific exemption applicable to
the transmission of particular material, the monopoly statutes still reach mailable letters
and packets (but not packages or parcels which do not contain letters, nor newspapers, pe-
riodicals or unaddressed advertising matter) without regard to their size or shape or the na-
ture of the information that they contain. The issue facing the private carriers today is:
“What constitutes a letter?” This question has become especially critical in this age of
electronic information dispatch, but has not yet been resolved.”

Until September 16, 1974, the Postal Service accepted a definition of letter based on
judicial decisions and common usage. To the extent that a sender or carrier of matter had
any doubts as to whether such matter was or was not a letter, a specific ruling could be
sought from the General Counsel for the Postal Service.” The Postal Service also issued
Publication 111 which purported to set forth the provisions of law that restricted the pri-
vate carriage of letters, and to state interpretations rendered by the courts, the United
States Attorney General and the Service’s General Counsel. This document, however, was
incomplete and inconsistent. Many of its assertions were at variance with the judicial and
other authorities so that it could not be comfortably relied upon.

Since September 16, 1974, contrary to the Board of Governors recommendation that
the Private Express Statutes be left alone, the Postal Service has promulgated regulations
defining a letter by relying on the rule-making authority granted to it by Congress in
1970.** In doing so, the Postal Service has shifted from interpreting prior court cases and
Attorneys Generals’ Opinions which defined a /etter, and has embarked on its own attempt
to describe the term.” The result has been a very broad, all-encompassing definition of /ez-
ter, subject only to enumerated exceptions. How this will be played out as electronic com-
munications advance remains to be seen. 0l

*Act of June 8, 1872, Ch. 335, §228, /7 Stat. 283 (1872).

»See 18 U.S.C. §§1693-1699, 1724 (1970).

*Not surprisingly, the current Private Express Statutes contain exceptions to the prohibition
against the private carriage of letters—exceptions that should sound familiar. There are exceptions
for letters which relate to cargo or to some article that may be carried outside the mail (relating to
the current business of the carrier), for letters carried without compensation, for letters for which the
postage has been fully prepaid, and, for letters carried by special messenger employed for the partic-
ular occasion only (and limited up to twenty-five letters).

39 C.F.R. §310 (Supp.1976).

%39 U.S.C. §401(2) (1970).

#.§310.1 (Supp.1976).
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APPENDIX A

PUBLIC NOTICE.

An act of Congress, passed March 3d, 1845, FORBIDS;

1st. To establish any private express for the conveyance, or in any manner to cause
to be conveyed, or to provide for the conveyance, by regular trips or at stated periods,
from one place to another within the United States, between which the United States’
Mail is transported. “of any letters, packets or packages of letters, or other matter pro-
perly transmittable in the United States’ Mail, except newspapers, pamphlets, magazines
and periodicals:” and subjects Every person cffending, or aiding and assisling therein
in any manner direclly or indireclly, 1o a penally of ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTY
DOLLARS, for EACH OFFENCE.

2ly. Formins that any “Slage-couch, Railroad car, Sleam boat, Packet boat, or
other vehicle or vessel,” regularly performing {rips on a post-route, or “any of the owners,
managers, servanls or crcws of eilher,” shall transport or convey, “otherwise than in
the Mail,” any such mailable matter as is above forbidden, except such as relates to the
accompanying cargo or freight: And, for each offence, subjects the owNERS to a pen-
ally of one hundred dollars, and the DRIVER, CAPTAIN, coNDUCTOR, OT person having
charge of such vehicle or vessel at the time of the offence, to a penally of fifty dollurs.

8ly. Subjects “the owNER or owNERs” of any cuch vehicle or vessel which, with
the knowledge of any owner or with the knowledge or connivance of the driver, con-
duclor, caplain or person having charge of if, conveys or transports any person acting
as a private express, and actually in possession of forbidden mailable matter, for each
offence, to a penally of one hundred and fifly dollars.

4 ly. Subjects “all persons whalsocrer,” who, after the 30th of June, 1845, shall
iransmil by any privale express or olher means by such act declared unluwful, any for-
bidden mailable matter, or who shall place, or cause to be placed, any such matier at
a place for the purposc of being thus illegally transporled, or who shall deliver any such
matler, for transmission, to any agent of any unlawful express, for each offence, to
the penalty of fifly dollars.

5 ly. Permits the conveyance of letters “by steamboats,” as authorized by the 6th
section of the act of 3d March, 1825; Provioev such letters are strictly delivered,
according to the requirements of that section, to a Postmaster or other authorized agent
of the Post Office Department ; but for a neglect thus fo deliver, subjects “the owners
and persons having charge” of such steamboat, for each offence, to a penally of one
hundred and fifty dollars.

6 ly. Declares “matter properly transmittable by Mail” to be, all letters and news-
papers, and all magazines and pamphlets published periodically, or in successive numbers
or in a regular series, and all other written or printed matter, whereof each copy shall
not exceed eight ounces in weight, except bound books, or bank notes in bundles unac-
companied by letters: and only permits newspapers, magazines and pamphlets, to be
transported out of the Mail, over a Mail Route, where they are sent not marked ‘or
direcled, not inlended for distribution among Subscribers or olhers, but for sale as
merchandise, and transported as merchandise, and to a bona fide dealer or agent for the sale

qf them.
C. JOHNSON,

Postmaster General,
Post Oftice Department,

June 30, 1845,
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No Better Proof:

"Although you and | have had any number of philatelic
transactions over the years, both buying and selling, only
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my Columbian and Trans-Mississippi collections...which
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Jack Rosenthal.
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"In The Tradition of the Great Philatelists"

Andrew Levitt, Philatelic Consultant
BOX 342, DANBURY, CT 06813

203-743-5291  (Fax 203-730-8238)
Life Member: APS, ASDA, Philatelic Foundation, A

Classics Society. Bank Letter of Credit Available.
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THE 1847 PERIOD

JEROME S. WAGSHAL, Editor

PLATING THE 5 CENT STAMP OF 1847:

AN INTERVIEW FOLLOWED BY AN EDITORIAL COMMENTARY
JEROME S. WAGSHAL

Editor’s Preface

For those like myself who live in the Washington, D.C., area the identity of “Deep
Throat” remains a twenty year old mystery, still unsolved. In the philatelic community, the
identity of “Lone Star” (“L.S.”)" is perhaps better known, but still only by a relative few.
L.S. wants it that way, and wishes to pursue his studies in this area alone. However, with
the promise of anonymity, L.S. consented to discuss the plating of the 5¢ 1847 stamp, a
project in which he has been engaged for some decades and in which his expertise is wide-
ly acknowledged. L.S. would agree that not all of his opinions should be accepted as
gospel. Nevertheless, since they have been carefully formed over a considerable period of
time, and are based on the study of an enormous amount of 1847 material, multiples of the
stamps as well as photographs, they are decidedly of interest. For the uninitiated, it is gen-
erally accepted that the 5¢ 1847 plate was composed of two panes of 100 positions each
(10x10), with the two panes being side by side.

What follows is a condensation of a lengthy telephone interview, interspersed with
occasional questions from the Section Editor for transition.

I. An Interview with “Lone Star” Regarding the Plating of the 5¢ 1847

Sec.Editor: How far along are you in plating the 5¢ 1847?

L.S.: On the left pane, I know what all but about six positions look like. On the right
pane, I know what about half the positions look like.

Sec.Editor: Why do you phrase it that way?

L.S.: “Knowing what a position looks like” means that I have seen one or more
copies from a particular position which can be positively identified as being that position.
That does not necessarily mean that I can take a particular stamp and plate it to that posi-
tion. The position may not have plate characteristics which permit an unknown stamp to
be plated to it, or which differentiate it from other positions. My research in this area has
been very detailed, including the use of enlarged transparencies to identify plating marks.
Based on my research, including the tying-in of multiples, the best I can say in some cases
is, “Here is what this position looks like.”

Sec.Editor: But some positions are plateable, are they not?

L.S.: Yes, but with a major qualification. There are marks on the plate which can be
used for plating, but many of these marks disappeared as the plate was used. When the
plate was refurbished in 1849 or 1850, many more of these marks disappeared. As a result,
early printings are more likely to be useful in plating than the later ones. Incidentally, for
some reason, plating marks are more likely to be found on the outside positions of the
plate rather than the interior positions. For example, I have examined many copies of posi-
tion 10L, and this position has multiple, and fairly persistent, plating marks.

Sec.Editor: Do you subscribe to the theory that the plate was reentered in 1850 and
that this is indicated by the scarcity of the C, D, and F (“Wagshal shift”’) double transfers?

L.S.: No. The reason I don’t is that I have not found any instance in which it appears
that an identifiable position has two states, as has been found, for example, in the case of
the 1¢ 1851, plates 1 early and late. Moreover, I have not been able to identify more than

'AKA “Large Sphenisciform.”
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eight corner positions. Finally, the scarcity of the C and D double transfers are not indica-
tions of a late state of the plate since I have seen each of these in colors characteristic of
early printings.

Sec.Editor: Elliott Perry used the recut frame lines of the 10¢ 1847 as part of the in-
dicia of his plating of that stamp. Have you found any recutting of the 5¢ 1847 frame
lines?

L.S.: No. However, some of the frame lines appear heavier than others. And in one
left pane position, there is a lay-out line which falls very near a right frame line so that the
frame line looks double. However, this too disappeared with wear. It is possible that if
such lay-out lines fell on a frame line, it might make it appear to be recut.

Sec.Editor: Were you familiar with the “T” crack reported in the last issue of the
Chronicle,” and are there any more unreported plate varieties of similar significance
known to you, and will you tell us about them?

L.S.: Yes, I had seen the “T” crack, and also saw it identified some years ago in
some Ashbrook research material. Of course, there are other interesting plate markings on
5S¢ 1847’s. For instance, there is a plate variety which occurs below several positions,
mostly on the left pane, about */+ mm. below the frame line and closest to the “W” of
“RWH&E.” This is a dot, with a horizontal line extending out to the right for about a cou-
ple of millimeters. It may be slightly broken on some positions. As it appears with some
frequency, this marking may have been on the transfer roll itself.

Sec.Editor: Thank you very much.

II. An Editorial Commentary on the Interview with L.S.
Two thoughts expressed by L.S. in the preceding interview merit additional discus-
sion.

A. Knowing What a Position Looks Like

The observation by L.S. regarding “knowing what a position looks like” without
necessarily being able to “plate” specific stamps as coming from that position is a concept
which has not previously been stated with such skillful clarity in philatelic literature,
though it has long been implied in the scholarship of philately.

If “plating” is defined as being able to identify an unknown example of a stamp as
coming from a particular plate position, then the application of that definition to the real
world must be done cautiously. When Dr. Chase completely “plated” (using the term as
defined in the preceding sentence) the 2,600 positions of the 1851 3¢ stamp, including the
five orange brown plates and the eight later plates, some students translated his tour de
force into an all-or-nothing standard of plating research which may not always be possible
to achieve, namely, that an entire plate must be “plated” to consider such an endeavor to
be successful.

That all-or-nothing standard was achievable in the case of the 3¢ 1851 stamp be-
cause the palpable incompetence of the Toppan Carpenter platemakers made all plates of
the 3¢ denomination plateable.’ Similarly, Dr. Chase was able to reconstruct Plate 1, late
state, of the 1¢ 1851 stamp completely because the Toppan Carpenter siderographer(s?)
again exhibited his (their?) incompetence by leaving each of the 200 positions on that
plate with distinguishing characteristics.*

*Wade E. Saadi, “The Discovery of a Plate Crack on the 5¢ Stamp of 1847,” Chronicle No.
162 (Vol. 46, No. 2)(May 1994), pp. 94-102.

’To be precise, however, some of the positions on the later plates (Nos. 6, 7 and 8) are almost
impossible to distinguish from one another.

‘Many collectors are unaware of the fact that it was Chase, not Ashbrook, who completed the
plating of Plate 1, late state, of the 1¢ denomination. Ashbrook states, “Dr. Carroll Chase, the pio-
neer in the plating of U.S. stamps, was the first to make a serious study of the One Cent of 1851,
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However, not all of the early stamp plates were manufactured with such sloppy tech-
nique as the 3¢ plates or the 1¢ Plate | Late. It should be kept in mind that the basic idea
underlying the manufacture of stamp plates by the use of the die and transfer role process
was to create an arrangement of identical designs. That objective was sometimes achieved
by the Toppan Carpenter platemakers, at least partially if not entirely, on some of the later
plates of the 1857 issue. For example, some Toppan Carpenter artisan managed to create a
24¢ plate on which, though the transfer roll reliefs have been identified,” no plating has
been accomplished and no identifiable plate varieties have been found.®

There is a broad middle area between the completely-plateable 1¢ 1851 Plate 1, late
state, and the unplateable 24¢ 1857 plate, i.e., plates on which some, but not all, positions
have sufficiently distinguishing characteristics to permit “plating.” If the all-or-nothing
standard is applied to this middle area, the inability to identify distinguishing characteris-
tics for each position of a particular stamp plate becomes a source of discouragement, and
creates a sense of failure. That negative attitude is reflected in Ashbrook’s statement that:
“In my opinion, no student will ever be able to make a reconstruction of the 5S¢ 1847 plate
from singles, strips and pairs.™’

L.S. has contributed a more positive perspective to this issue by recognizing the
broad middle area. Although there may not be sufficient plating marks on the 5¢ plate to
permit the kind of cemplete reconstruction which Ashbrook spoke of, there may be
enough large multiples, including both stamps and plate proofs, and sufficient plating
landmarks, to identify all of the plateable positions which may exist on the 5¢ plate, and
also to chart the location of the unplateable positions on the plate. In short, L.S. has told us
that just because the entire 5¢ plate cannot be “plated” with sufficient detail to permit a
secondary “reconstruction” such as Dr. Chase made for Plate 1, late state, of the 1851 I¢
stamp, this should not preclude the appreciation of some degree of success by the identifi-
cation of some of the positions of the 5¢ plate with sufficient specificity to permit plating
and at the same time recognizing that other positions do not allow this to be done.

That is a good message. It encourages the continuation of the study.

B. Only One State of the 5¢ Plate?
The opinion expressed by L.S. that there was only one state of the 5¢ plate is, in my
view, open to question.
As indicated in the interview, L.S.’s opinion is based on three factors: (1) that he has
not identified any 5¢ position showing characteristics of an early and late state; (2) that he
has never been able to identify more than eight corner positions; and (3) that he has found

and the various plates from which the stamps were printed. Before he departed for Europe in 1915
to join the French Army, he had completed the first reconstruction ever made of Plate One Late, and
it was Chase, who first discovered the two states of the plate.” Ashbrook, The United States One
Cent Stamp of 1851-1857, Vol. 1, pp. 148-49. This statement also appears in the Neinken revision.

The six reliefs of the 24¢ stamp were first described by Elliott Perry around 1918 in a series
of articles in Mekeel’s Weekly, which were reprinted as Mekeel Booklet No. 39, United States 1857-
1860 Issue, authored by Perry. The reliefs were again described by Perry in an article in the Seven-
teenth American Philatelic Congress Book (November 1951), entitled “Plate Varieties of the United
States Twenty Four Cent 1860,” which, despite its title, identified no plate varieties.

*Starting with the 1861 issue, the siderographers of the National Bank Note Company demon-
strated even greater proficiency than those of Toppan Carpenter. For example, no one has plated any
plate of the 3¢ 1861 stamp or even attempted to do so, at least as far as I am aware.

"Ashbrook, Special Service, p. 259. There is a degree of ambiguity in Ashbrook’s statement.
If Ashbrook was referring to an original “reconstruction” of the plate, there may be enough large
pieces, including stamp multiples and proof multiples, to permit such a reconstruction, and, indeed,
I believe that L.S. is engaged in just such an undertaking. On the other hand, if Ashbrook was refer-
ring to a secondary “reconstruction” through the identification of the plate position of particular
“singles, strips, and pairs” by the use of plate markings, Ashbrook may have been correct.

Chronicle 163 / August 1994 / Vol. 46, No. 3 163



early printings of the rare double transfers which are considered by some students as evi-
dence of a second state of the plate.® Carefully considered, I think none of these three fac-
tors should be regarded as conclusive.

No known position showing early and late state characteristics: Although the dis-
covery of stamps from a position which shows both early and late characteristics would be
conclusive evidence of a reworked plate, the fact that no such position has been found
does not establish the contrary.

To explain this point, let us consider how such a position would be created and sub-
sequently identified. We must start with a position which shows definite and distinctive
plating marks on the original state of the plate, which is then used to produce a quantity of
stamps. The plate is then reworked by the position in question being reentered and/or recut
in a way which not only leaves some of the distinguishing characteristics of its original
state but also adds and/or subtracts markings which evidence the change to the late state.
The two states of such a position can be identified by the first position being found on a
dated cover, and the altered position being found on a cover used later than the first cover.’
Most specialists in either the 1¢ or 3¢ 1851 stamps can produce at least one example of
sets of covers which establish the existence of early and late states of the same position in
this way.

However, this chain of proof can be broken in several ways, particularly on the 5¢
1847, so as to make it impossible to identify these two stamps as being the early and late
states of the same position:

e The stamp in its original state may not be identifiable, although we may “know
what the position looks like.” By L.S.’s own statement, we know that there are a number
of 5¢ 1847 positions like this. In that case a single stamp, although it may have markings
which make it plateable in its late state, could not be connected to the non-plateable ver-
sion of this position in its early state."

e The position as it existed on the early state of the plate, even if plateable, may
have been completely erased before alteration, or sufficiently so as to remove the mark-
ings which identify the early state. This of course would make it impossible to link the po-
sition in the early state to the same position in the late state regardless of whether the late
state itself had a different set of its own distinguishing plating marks."

In short, it is possible for the 5¢ 1847 plate to have been produced from a plate
which had two states, and for the plate to have been altered in such a way that no single
position can be found showing evidence of the two states.

*See Brown, “Observations on Lot 22 in the Ishikawa Sale,” Chronicle No. 161 (February
1994), p. 29; and Wagshal, “The Discovery of a Fifth Major Double Transfer on the 5S¢ 1847
Stamp—The Wagshal Shift,” Opinions V: Philatelic Expertizing—An Inside View (New York: The
Philatelic Foundation, 1988), pp. 20 et seq. (hereafter cited as: “The Wagshal Shift,” Opinions V).

°For the purist, let us assume in this discussion that two or more covers were found showing
the markings in question, thereby confirming that the markings are on the plate.

"Most readers will think about this “early state—late state™ discussion in terms of the 1¢ and
3¢ denominations of the 1851 issue, where examples of multiple states of the same plate are most
often found. However, it should be kept in mind that the Rawdon Wright firm exhibited better work-
manship overall than the Toppan Carpenter firm, and, at least on the 5¢ 1847 stamp, there are obvi-
ously far fewer plate positions which are sufficiently distinctive to serve as subjects for the early
state portion of an “early state—late state” proof than there are, for example, on Plate 1 Early of the
l¢ 1851 stamp.

"t should be kept in mind that one can only identify reentries where sufficient evidence of a
prior entry remains after erasure. Even with the Toppan Carpenter firm, it can be seen that erasures
on some positions were done with sufficient thoroughness to remove any evidence of the original
entry, and the odds of this go up when we deal with the better work of the Rawdon Wright firm.
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Although it might seem easier in theory to establish the existence of two states of a
plate by the use of multiples, there are factors which reduce the possibility of this alterna-
tive in the case of the 5¢ 1847 stamp. One factor is simply that there is a paucity of multi-
ples of the 1847 5¢ issue."” Moreover, if there were two states of the 5¢ 1847 plate, multi-
ples from the second state would be far less likely to have survived. It is believed that a
late state, if it existed, was used only to produce the stamps of the fifth and last delivery. I
have calculated that less than 6% of the 5¢ 1847 issue came from the fifth delivery.” Ac-
cordingly, surviving multiples are likely to be from the early state of the plate with no
matching multiple from the late state.

Finally, the fact that no position has yet been found which shows both early and late
state characteristics does not preclude the future discovery of such a position. Although
the 5S¢ 1847 stamp has been around for almost a century and a half, significant discoveries
about the 5¢ plate are still continuing in these times, as witness the “T” crack report in the
last issue of the Chronicle, and the “Wagshal shift” report in 1988.

No more than eight corner positions: The fact that L.S. has been able to identify no
more than eight corner positions of the 5¢ stamp puts his research on a par with Ashbrook,
who also only identified eight corner copies." However, the lack of an identified ninth cor-
ner copy did not prevent Ashbrook from concluding that the S¢ plate had been reworked
in 1850. Ashbrook reconciled the apparent existence of only eight corner positions with
his belief in a two-state plate by the suggestion that only “some of the 200 positions were
re-entered,”" and these “re-entered” positions did not include the eight corner positions.

Here, again, the discovery of a ninth corner position would be conclusive proof of a
two-state plate, but the fact that only eight corner positions have been identified, or even
that only eight corner positions exist, does not establish a one-state plate. Moreover, as
previously noted, a ninth corner copy may yet be discovered.

The rare double transfers: The principal evidence of a possible second state of the
5S¢ 1847 plate is the existence of three rare double transfers, the C, D, and F (“Wagshal
shift”) doubles. Ashbrook based his belief that the 5¢ stamp had been reworked late in its
life, i.e., that it had a late state, on the rarity of the C and D shifts, the only two rare double
transfers known at the time. He believed the rarity of these two double transfers resulted
from the fact that they were created in late 1850 when the 5¢ plate was reworked before
the fifth and final delivery of 5S¢ stamps from the Rawdon Wright firm. Ashbrook’s words
on this subject are worth quoting:'®

TWO STATES OF THE Sc PLATE?
Covers are known showing uses of the ‘A’ and ‘B’ double transfers prior to 1850,
hence I attribute these two varieties to the ‘Early State’ of the Sc plate. Two covers

A listing of known multiples of the 5¢ 1847 stamp would be a worthwhile project for a fu-
ture issue of this section.

“Only about 200,000 stamps out of an estimated 3,600,000 total sold to the public. See “The
Wagshal Shift,” Opinions V, p. 22, for the details of this calculation.

“”For many years I photographed every sheet margin or corner copy that I could locate. Way
back in the nineteen thirties I had the late Judge Emerson loan me a great many such copies from
his fine collection, and I made photographs of each and recorded on diagrams all consistent plating
marks. My main object was to learn if I could find and identify more than eight corner copies. If not
more than eight, then this would indicate only one plate of 200, if more than eight, then there must
have been two plates. From many sources I borrowed sheet and corner copies and in time I identi-
fied and plated the eight corner positions of the Sc plate. I believe that there was only one Sc plate
because I have never been able to find a corner stamp that was not from one of my eight plated posi-
tions. In other words, I have never been able to find a ninth corner copy.” Ashbrook, Special Ser-
vice, p. 434 (October 1, 1955)(emphasis in original).

“See expanded quotation below (note 16).

'“Ashbrook, Special Service, page 435.
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with the ‘C’ are known with uses in 1851, and the stamps are in the Chase ‘Brown Or-
ange’ color. These indicate the cleaned or ‘Late State’ of the plate. In the Newbury col-
lection is a H.S. [horizontal strip] of three of the Sc with half a stamp to right. This
‘half’ is a ‘C’ double transfer. Among the four known ‘D’ double transfers there is a
cover showing a use in March 1851 but unfortunately I do not have a record of the col-
or of the stamp. The other three examples are all off cover.

CLEANED AND A FEW RE-ENTRIES
It is my theory that the 5c plate was thoroughly cleaned at some period in 1850, and
that at that time some of the 200 positions were re-entered, resulting in two new double
transfers we call ‘C” and ‘D.” . .. The scarcity of examples of the ‘C’ and ‘D’ double
transfers as compared to the more common ‘A’ & ‘B’ seems to indicate that sheets con-
taining these two varieties were in the last shipment made by the Rawdon firm in De-
cember 1850.

More recently, I endorsed this same theory based on the rarity of the Wagshal Shift,
double transfer “F,” which I believe also originated on the late state of the plate."”

L.S.’s opinion that there was only one state of the 5¢ plate is grounded on his claim
to have seen each of the three rare double transfers “in colors characteristic of early print-
ings.” I respectfully suggest that it may not be conclusive to say, as L.S. does, that these
shifts are known “in colors characteristic of early printings,” because such a claim is based
on fallible, qualitative judgments."

Dated covers would constitute the best evidence of when a stamp was produced."” If
L.S., or anyone else, can produce copies of the C, D, or F double transfers used on covers
dated prior to December 9, 1850, the date of the fifth delivery, this would be strong evi-
dence in favor of L.S.’s position. I know of no such covers. All of the on-cover usages of
the three rare double transfers known to me are 1851 usages.” I think this fact provides
very strong support for the belief in a reworked, second-state 5¢ plate.

"See “The Wagshal Shift,” Opinions V, pp. 20-23.

"I do not lightly note a disagreement with a researcher of L.S.’s stature. In this case I do so
with the shade of Stanley Ashbrook by my side in agreement. Dr. Chase also can be said to ascribe
to the two-state school with respect to the 5S¢ 1847 plate, in that Dr. Chase thought there might have
been two plates of the 5S¢ denomination.

Furthermore, my doubts as to the accuracy of chronological identification of a 5¢ 1847 by
color and impression are not directed personally to L.S., but rather are long-standing doubts applica-
ble to the philatelic community generally. Thus, I stated in 1988: “Unfortunately, Dr. Chase’s
philatelic skills which enabled him to state that #11 016 was an 1851 printing have not been passed
on to succeeding generations, at least to my knowledge. Dr. Chase’s conclusion was almost certain-
ly based on color together with quality of impression, but the judgment which resulted from these
factors was a matter of art rather than objective standard which can be mechanically applied by oth-
ers today.” “The Wagshal Shift,” Opinions V, p. 25.

"“We know that the stamp could not have been printed after that date. Where the cover origi-
nated in an area in which stamp usage was likely to have occurred soon after distribution to the Post
Office, for example, in a large city, we can also regard the date of the cover as probably being near
the time of its production. Indeed, Dr. Chase himself indicated he acquired his identification skills
by studying stamps on cover. See his comments in the August 1916 Philatelic Gazette, pp. 225 et
seq., reprinted in Brookman, The United States Postage Stamps of the 19th Century, Vol. I, 1966
ed., pp. 34-35.

“The two covers bearing the C double transfer which were known to Ashbrook were both
1851 usages. See Ashbrook, supra, note 16. In addition to these two, lot 366 in the Kelleher 6/20/89
sale bore two 5¢ 1847 stamps, one of which showed part of the adjacent stamp, and this part was
enough to identify it as the C double transfer. This cover, also, was an 1851 usage.

The only cover with a “D” double transfer I have recorded was used in March 1851. See Ash-
brook, Special Service, p. 435.

I know of no on-cover usages of the Wagshal Shift.
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Another point: if there was only one state of the 5¢ 1847 plate, how do we explain
the fact that the C, D, and F double transfers are so rare in comparison to the A and B dou-
ble transfers, as Ashbrook noted in his statement quoted above? It has been suggested that
the 200-subject 5¢ plate was cut in half at some point during its use, and thereafter the left
pane, on which the A and B doubles are known to be located, was used far more than the
right pane, and the C, D, and F double transfers were on the less-used right pane. Propo-
nents of this theory find support in the curious wording of the affidavit of destruction of
the 1847 plates, which speaks of the destruction of “1- Sc stamp plate, 100 on, 1847 is-
sue.”!

Of course, even if the two panes of the 5¢ plate were cut apart during its period of
use, this is in no way inconsistent with the idea of a reworked right pane, and, indeed, the
reworking on the right pane may be related in some way to the fact that the plate was cut
in half. (I have never seen this thought previously expressed.) L.S. might also find some
relationship between the idea that the right pane of the 5¢ plate was used less than the left
pane and the fact that his plating efforts on the right pane have been markedly less suc-
cessful than on the left pane.

Perhaps the most significant aspect of the discussion with L.S. is the confirmation
that there is another serious student who is working on these issues. I have come to realize
since undertaking the editorship of this section that there has been a far more widespread
philatelic underground concerned with the plating of the 5¢ 1847 than has been commonly
believed. As this group becomes more visible and others join in the study, I am confident
that exciting discoveries lie in store, and that the answers to the questions now being asked
will eventually be found.

Whatever those answers may turn out to be, the search for them is a stirring chal-
lenge, and great fun. In the last analysis, isn’t that what this is all about? L]

?'See Brookman, The United States Postage Stamps of the 19th Century, Vol. 1, 1966 ed., p.
91. And see the comments by Malcolm L. Brown, in Chronicle, No. 161 (Feb. 1994), p. 30.
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THE 1851-61 PERIOD

HUBERT C. SKINNER, Editor

QUINTESSENTIAL COVERS: PART I
HUBERT C. SKINNER

This is the second part in a series of short articles on what I have termed
“Quintessential Covers” (see Chronicle 162, p. 103). Such a cover is highly desirable and
collectible for a number of compelling reasons—not merely another attractive and pre-
sentable example of a certain stamp used on cover. As defined, a quintessential cover com-
monly is unique in several of its aspects and in its combination of stamp varieties and us-
ages is “matchless” and clearly “one of a kind.”

Figure 1. The second use of the envelope, “MILWAUKEE/Wisc.” to Clinton, Rock County,
Wisconsin, on “FEB 1 1858,” with the 3¢ Type Il stamp paying the ordinary inter-
city domestic rate of postage.

The present cover is from “MILWAUKIE, Wis.” This great city is situated on the
west shore of Lake Michigan where the Milwaukee, Menomonee, and Kinnickinnic rivers
merge and flow into the lake. Here, the North West Company established a fur-trading
post in 1795 and by 1835-36 a territorial settlement had formed (part of Northwest Territo-
ry, 1787-1836; Wisconsin Territory, 1836; statehood from May 29, 1848) sufficient to pro-
duce postmarked letters. Both variant spellings are known from the territorial period. In
fact, the earliest recorded letter (May 15, 1835) from Milwaukie Village bears a
manuscript postmark spelled “Milwaukee MT,” but another, one week later, reads “Mil-
waukie MT.” Other territorial postmarks (before 1840), early postal guides, lists and al-
manacs retain the “ie” form. From 1839 until as late as 1863, both variant spellings are
recorded and persist alternatively (both as manuscript and handstamped postmarks). The
first handstamped postmark, a 29 mm circle, dated “NOV 6 [1843]”, reads “MILWAU-
KEE/Wis.” Other circular date stamps from 1847 until the early 1860s (including this cov-
er) read “MILWAUKIE/Wis.”
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Thus, the first element of interest for the quintessential cover here illustrated and de-
scribed is that it represents the archaic, now obsolete, spelling of the city name. This was
the element first noted by its owner when it was acquired. Almost immediately, however,
he observed a shadow showing through the paper of the envelope and, on looking inside,
discovered that the cover had been turned and reused.

The stamp on the outside of the cover is the ordinary 3¢ Type II stamp of 1857
(Scott No. 26) used to prepay the single inter-city rate between Milwaukie and Clinton in
Rock County, Wisconsin (see Figure 1). The adhesive found concealed inside the cover is
the 1¢ Type II perforated stamp of 1857 (Scott No. 20)(see Figure 2). Closer examination
of this stamp revealed that the design was crossed by a bold plate crack—the very scarce
“Big Flaw” from Plate Two, position 2L2. This third element was and is most exciting as
covers with this major plate variety are quite rare and highly desirable. The 1¢ stamp was
canceled and tied to the cover by the year-dated 33 mm “MILWAUKIE/Wis.” cds of
“NOV 7 1857 struck in black ink. On the turned side, the 3¢ stamp is canceled and tied
by the common-place 13 mm seven-bar grid killer in black and to the left is the same year-
dated cds but struck in red on “FEB 1 1858.”

Figure 2. The first use of the envelope, “MILWAUKEE/Wisc” to Franklin, Wisconsin, on
“NOV 7 1857,” with the 1¢ Type Il stamp paying the single rate for an unsealed circular.
The stamp is a remarkable example of the “Big Crack” or the “Big Flaw” on Plate Two,
position 2L2.

Fourth, the turned cover represents two different rates, the 3¢ inter-city rate and, ap-
parently, the 1¢ rate for unsealed circulars. Opening and re-use of the envelope made it
impossible to determine whether it was left unsealed when first used. The cover is ad-
dressed to Franklin in the southwest part of Milwaukee County, which even today is eight
to ten miles outside the city of Milwaukee. Surely, in 1857, this town was too far away for
the cover to be rated as a drop letter. These four factors combine to make this cover re-
markable and a privilege to own and enjoy—a quintessential cover.
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The “Big Flaw” from Plate Two
Stanley B. Ashbrook, the preeminent student of early United States classic stamps,
described the “Big Flaw” in 1938 in his definitive two-volume work on the 1¢ stamp of
1851-1857 (see Vol. I, pp. 192-96). This description, edited and abbreviated, was repub-
lished in 1972 in Mort Neinken’s revision of Ashbrook’s first volume (pp. 176-79).

Figure 3. An upper left corner block of nine imperforate stamps from the left pane of
Plate Two showing the “Big Flaw” extending from position 2L2 across 12L2, 13L2, and

23L2 (reproduced from Ashbrook (1938), Vol. 1, p. 193).
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Figure 4. Ashbrook’s drawings illustrating how the “Big Flaw” from Plate Two originat-
ed. 1, the steel surface with a low angle hairline crack (“a”) before the transfer roll en-
tered the stamp designs; 2, the surface of the plate after the pressure from the transfer
roll caused small portions of the plate surface (“b”) to “flake away”; 3, enlarged view of
the inked depression (“d”) with its ripped and torn margin (“c”). At the right is an en-
larged image of the actual “flaw” or “crack” on position 23L2. (Reproduced from Ash-
brook (1938), Vol. 1, p. 195.)
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The finest and most celebrated example of the “Big Flaw” is an unused block of 12
imperforate stamps from the upper left corner of Plate Two which has resided in the
renowned collections of Col. E.H.R. Green, W. L. Moody III and Ryohei Ishikawa. The
block of nine at the left of this block was illustrated by Ashbrook and is reproduced here
(Figure 3). The crack is long and quite prominent. It begins in the top margin, descends
vertically through positions 2L and the upper part of 12L, crosses the space between posi-
tions 12L and 13L, continues through the lower part of 13L, descends vertically through
position 23L, and extends a very short distance into the top of position 33L (which is not
present in this block). Clearly, the best two individual positions showing the “Big Flaw”
are 212 and 23L2, with the boldly defined crack extending entirely across these positions
vertically. The cover described here bears a perforated example of 2L2, which is a premi-
um position.

Origin of the “Big Flaw”

In 1938, Ashbrook suggested that a hairline crack in the plate was present before the
l¢ stamp designs were entered, a result of the plate manufacture and “flattening.” This
crack evidently extended into and below the plate surface at a low angle and portions of
the surface metal “flaked off”” under the pressure exerted by the transfer roll as it entered
the designs, leaving the long, irregular, torn crevice which retained ink when the plate was
inked (just as the recessed engraved lines did) and, thus, became part of the printed “de-
signs.” Ashbrook’s drawings illustrating the progressive stages of this crack as it devel-
oped are shown in Figure 4. In stage 1, the hairline crack (“a”) is shown before the transfer
roll entered the designs; in stage 2, the depression (“b”) left by flaking of the surface after
the transfer roll was applied is shown; and, in stage 3, an enlarged view of the inked de-
pression (*d”") with its ripped and torn margin (“c”) is illustrated. To the right of Ash-
brook’s drawings is an enlarged image of the actual “flaw” or “crack™ on position 23L.2.
For a more detailed discussion of the origin of this flaw, the reader is referred to Ash-
brook’s description (Vol. I, 1938 ed., pp. 192-96).

In summary, this envelope was franked with the 1¢ perforated Type II stamp of
1857 (Scott No. 20) to carry an unsealed circular from “MILWAUKIE/Wisc.” to Franklin,
Wisconsin, a short distance away, canceled and postmarked in black with the 33 mm cds
on “NOV 7 1857.” Fortuitously, the 1¢ stamp on the cover is a remarkable example of po-
sition 2.2, a key position of the “Big Flaw” from Plate Two. The postmark shows the now
obsolete spelling of the city name. Nearly three months later, the envelope was opened,
turned and reused to carry a letter from “MILWAUKIE” to Clinton in Rock County, Wis-
consin. The 3¢ Type II perforated stamp of 1857 (Scott No.26) was placed on the turned
envelope to prepay the inter-city letter rate. It was canceled by the seven-bar grid in black
and postmarked in red by the same 33 mm cds on “FEB 1 1858.” This combination of
rates, the varied franking and the rare plate variety make this a quintessential cover.
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THE 1861-69 PERIOD

HUBERT C. SKINNER, Editor

PATENTS AND PHILATELY DURING THE 1860S
HUBERT C. SKINNER

From the time of the first adhesives (Great Britain, 1840), postal officials in both the
United States and abroad have been greatly concerned with the dual problems (more antic-
ipated than real) of possible forgery and the fraudulent reuse of postage stamps. Thus, it is
only natural that numerous inventive, innovative and ingenious mechanical devices have
been advanced for the prevention of these two problems. The grills on the stamps of 1867,
1869 and 1870 are the best known of the efforts to prevent the reuse of adhesive stamps.

Here in the United States, the innovators of many of these ideas sought protection
trom the United States Patent Office by patenting their schemes or their devices. The em-
bossed grills, die-cut envelopes (some with “patent lines”), pull wires, fastening devices
and—yes, indeed—handstamping and canceling devices were among the variety of ideas
and mechanisms patented by hopeful inventors.

Our distinguished colleague, Richard B. Graham, has written a number of articles on
Marcus P. Norton and Norton’s patented duplex handstamps in recent issues of the Chron-
icle (Whole Nos. 151, 152, 154, 156-58, 160)(Aug. 1991-Nov. 1993). The Norton hand-
stamps of 1859 et seq. are the subject of considerable interest among postal historians,
since on July 23, 1860, Postmaster General Joseph Holt issued a regulation prohibiting the
use of townmarks or rate marks to cancel stamps. Fortuitously, Norton’s duplex device sat-
isfied this regulation without the need of two instruments to mark letters and cancel
stamps.

In 1963, Arthur H. Bond published an article on the origin and early development of
duplex handstamps (Postal History Journal, Vol. 7, No. 1, pp. 59-63) in which he dis-
cussed the Norton handstamps among others. Bond notes that Ezra Miller of Janesville,
Wisconsin, was granted a patent [No. 23307] on March 22, 1859, for a “so-called ‘ham-
mer’ stamp, with handle parallel to the printing faces; the townmark to be inserted in one
end of the hammer-head and an obliterator in the other end. This was an early attempt at
dealing with the serious problem of the loss of time involved in using separate handstamps
for the two functions of dating and canceling.” [Bond, p. 60]

In early 1859, Marcus P. Norton of Troy, New York, invented and fashioned a work-
ing model of his duplex handstamp, comprising a double-line circular dated town marking
with rotatable “type cylinders” to set the year, month and day, and an attached “blotter” to
mark and deface postage stamps. Norton’s device and his experimental duplex postmarks
are well known among postal historians who eagerly seek examples of the Norton post-
marks with the “sideways year date” (or, “lazy year date”).

Norton filed an application for a patent with the United States Patent Office on May
3, 1859. His working models were designed for use at Troy, and one of his instruments
was tested (unofficially) on three thousand letters prior to April 11, 1859, when he wrote
to the Assistant Postmaster General requesting an official trial of his marking device
[Bond, p. 60]. Experimental use at Troy of Norton’s handstamp was authorized on May 4,
1859, for a period of three months. Graham illustrated one of these experimental covers in
Chronicle 151, p. 177, and another in Chronicle 156, p. 261. They were postmarked “MA
24/59” and “JU 2/59,” respectively, and bear an attached 8-blade cutter-killer which oblit-
erates the stamp (see Figure 1). The third known example from the Troy trial period was
illustrated in 1992 by Frank Mandel, in his definitive work on “The Development of
Handstamped Markings in the United States to 1900” (in the Philatelic Foundation’s U.S.
Postmarks and Cancellations, p. 30); it is dated “JU 10/59.”
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Figure 1. The earliest of the three recorded examples of covers cancelled by Norton’s
handstamp during the three month trial period at Troy, New York, authorized by the
POD beginning on 4 May 1859. This cover is dated “IMA 24/59.” (Skinner Collection)

The initial patent (No. 25036) on Norton’s handstamps was granted on August 9,
1859. However, as reported by Graham (Chronicle 156, pp. 262-63), his claim for the use
of rotatable type cylinders was not granted, as T.J.W. Robertson had previously patented
this feature (No. 18249, Sept. 22, 1857); thus, the other feature, an attached “blotter” with
cutter blades—in effect, the “duplex handstamp”—is the only one protected by Norton’s
first patent.

The actual working model device submitted by Norton with his patent application is
extant and is illustrated in Figure 2. It differs from Norton’s earlier device used for the
Troy experiments in having only seven blades in the cutter-killer (as shown in Figure 3).

Later, Norton was granted additional patents, including:

No. 34184—14 January 1862, to Marcus P. Norton. A single handstamp with contained
cylinders, the first one bearing in series the initials of months of the year, two
with numerals for the days of the month, and one set with two-digit numerals for
ten successive years (positioned sideways) encircled by a type ring set with a
town name and an abbreviated state name.

No. 37175—16 December 1862, to Marcus P. Norton. A duplex handstamp/obliterator
with a “cutting and inking device” designed to both cancel with ink and cut the
stamp such that, if removed from the letter, “it shall be reduced to parts or

pieces.”
No. 38175—14 April 1863, to Marcus P. Norton. A duplex handstamp/obliterator with
a (replaceable) cork, rubber or wooden “blotter . . . inserted in a tube or recess

therein for the purpose of effacing or blotting such stamps with indelible ink,”
combined with a (duplex or attached) device for postmarking letters.

No. 49432—15 August 1865, to Marcus P. Norton. A circular single handstamp/obliter-
ator for revenue stamps, with name of firm, date and center cutters or punches;
alternatively, to be set with a cork or wooden obliterator for postage stamps sur-
rounding cutters or punches set to penetrate the stamp(s).
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Figure 2. The original working model of the duplex handstamp submitted to the United
States Patent Office by Marcus P. Norton to accompany his application for Patent No.
25,036, granted 9th August 1859. (Courtesy of The Smithsonian Institution)

Figure 3. An actual impression [scale 1:1] made from the original handstamp shown in
Figure 2. Note that only seven cutter bars are present in the “blotter” of Norton's origi-
nal working model. (Courtesy of The Smithsonian Institution)
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No. 92688—13 July 1869, to Marcus P. Norton. A handstamp with additional improve-
ments over those covered by previous patent applications.

No. 106716—23 August 1870, to Marcus P. Norton. A single, spring-operated oblitera-
tor which could be mounted on a stationary frame, an improvement consisting of
knives or cutters placed between the lines of type for month, day and year.

Numerous other individuals were granted patents for various styles of postmarking
devices in the 1850s, 1860s and 1870s. A partial list of the better known ones is presented
here in Appendix A.

Norton’s purpose in attaching a “killer” device (or “blotter,” as he called it) to his
duplexed town marking was for “cutting, blotting, canceling or effacing ‘the frank,” or
‘postage stamp,’ so as to prevent a second use of the same, while at the same time the
name of the ‘post office,” the year, the month and the day of the month, is printed on the
envelop [sic].” (Quoted from the original published patent specifications.) Norton’s “blot-
ter” was designed not only to apply ink to cancel the stamp but at the same time to pene-
trate the paper of the stamp so that attempts to wash the stamp for reuse would not be ef-
fective. One of the innovative features of Norton’s design was that quick-setting rotary
“type cylinders” were used to set the month, day and year in his handstamps. (T.J. Robert-
son held an earlier patent for a device with rotatable date cylinders but no postmarks made
by his machine have been reported.) A unique and identifying feature of Norton’s date
cylinders is the two-character year dates arranged on a single cylinder so that they ap-
peared sideways in the date line. Duplex handstamps were produced according to Norton’s
design and used, on a trial basis, both at Troy (in 1859) and at New York City (in 1860-
62). Both the Troy and New York City handstamps were made for Norton by Edmund
Hoole of Mount Vernon, Westchester County, New York (later, of Brooklyn) [Bond, p. 61;
Graham, Chronicle 126, p. 110, and Chronicle 156, p. 264].

Bond reports that General John A. Dix, postmaster at New York, reacted to PMG
Holt’s order of July 23, 1860, by directing his “stamp maker” to attach a “blotter” to the
side of the regular handstamp in such a manner that the obliteration and the townmark
could be applied in a single stroke. On August 8, 1860, in a letter to First Assistant

Fig. 2a. Blotter attached to handstamp Fig. 2b. Duplex Handstamp manu-
enabled townmark and obliteration to be factured by Marcus P. Norton. This
applied with one stroke. supplanted device shown in Fig. 2a,

which evidently was an infringement
on Norton’s patent.

Figures 4a, b. Drawings to scale of duplex handstamps used at NYC in late 1860, repro-
duced from Arthur H. Bond'’s article (June 1963). Figure 4a [Bond's 2a] is from an experi-
mental duplex handstamp with attached obliterator/grid made by his own die-maker at
the order of General Dix, the PM of NYC. Figure 4b [Bond's 2b] possibly is from one of
the ten handstamps ordered for trial use by General Dix from Marcus P. Norton in August
1860.
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Postmaster General Horatio King, General Dix requested permission to adopt this type of
stamp [Bond, p. 60]. On August 10, he was informed by Acting First Assistant Postmaster
General St. John B.L. Skinner that this method “has not only been thought of before, but
has actually been patented,” and that this “arrangement . . . may . . . subject your office to
a heavy charge for its use, or perhaps to a lawsuit” [H.R. Exec. Doc. No. 27, 38th
Congress, 2nd Session, 1865, pp. 4,5]. On August 21, he wrote again reporting that he had
met with Marcus P. Norton and “requests permission to buy ten of Norton’s stamps of this
type,” which Bond believes must “have been furnished promptly, since an entirely differ-
ent strike is seen on September 4, 1860.” [Bond, p. 60] Bond illustrated strikes of two du-
plex handstamps (see Figures 4a and b) from New York City, the first (Bond’s Fig. 2a) evi-
dently from the device made by General Dix’s “stamp maker” [Bond, p. 60] and the sec-
ond (Bond’s Fig. 2b) possibly from one of those supplied by Marcus P. Norton [Bond, p.
61]. Dated covers from New York City confirm the sequential use of these two devices in
1860 and 1860-62.

Figure 5. Drawing to scale of the experimental Norton duplex handstamp with “side-
ways year date” used in the domestic division of the post office in NYC in January,
February and March 1861 (with a brief anomalous use in late January 1862). About twen-
ty to twenty-five covers bearing this postmark are recorded.

In early 1861, experimental Norton handstamps with the “sideways year date” (Fig-
ures 5-8) were in regular, but not exclusive, use in the New York City post office for a pe-
riod of about ten weeks (recorded usage January 17 through March 28, 1861). The “blot-
ter” in this duplex handstamp consists of a twelve-bar circular grid composed of fine lines,
markedly different from the grids in the duplex postmarks used at New York City in late
1860. Covers bearing these experimental Norton postmarks are quite scarce, but a suffi-
cient number has been seen to document this period of experimental usage quite clearly.
That the Norton device was in general use in the domestic division of the New York post
office is demonstrated by its use on the Canada mails which were handled, canceled and
dispatched by the domestic division. Three such covers are recorded: two to Nova Scotia
(see Figure 9), the third to Newfoundland (Figure 10). All other examples recorded are
from the ordinary inter-city domestic mails (Figures 6-8). Two Norton covers bearing ad-
hesives from the 1861 issue are known dated “JA 30/62.” These covers represent reuse of
the Norton postmark for a brief period (both are dated the same day) in late January 1862,
some nine months after the last previous recorded use [Chronicle 126, p. 111, Fig. 2]. The
stamps on these two letters were issued in late 1861, therefore the January usage on these
two covers is 1862.

The “blotter” or grid-killer of blades intended to cut the stamp would qualify the
Norton handstamp devices as “patent cancellations,” as they have come to be called in the
philatelic community, if the grid did in fact indent or cut the stamp paper. For more than
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Figure 6. An early use of the experimental Norton duplex handstamp with the 12-bar cir-
cular “blotter” clearly struck on 25 January 1861 on an envelope with a 3¢ 1857 paying
the normal inter-city rate to Boston, Mass. (Skinner Collection)
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Figure 7. Another example of the experimental Norton duplex handstamp struck 29 Jan-
uary 1861 on an inter-city letter to Springfield, Mass. Note that none of the duplex mark-
ings illustrated here show any evidence of a “dent” in the outer circle of the postmark.
(Skinner Collection)
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sixty years, this term “patent cancellations” has been applied to canceling devices which
cut, pierced, scraped or otherwise defaced the paper of the stamps to which the devices
were applied. This name or label for scarifying cancellations remains generally unsatisfac-
tory and equivocal, as by no means all cancelers made to deface stamps were patented de-
vices and many of those that were are difficult to identify with the individual patents
which were obtained by their manufacturers. Also, as in the Norton “blotters,” some
killers which were intended to cut or deface the stamps failed to do so effectively. Though
some early impressions of the Norton “blotters” appear to indent the stamp paper slightly,
no unequivocal examples have yet been seen by this writer. Thus, though the Norton hand-
stamps were patented at the United States Patent Office, the cancels themselves cannot be
termed “patent cancels” with confidence or firm conviction (by this writer).

Figure 8. A third example of the Norton duplex handstamp. The letter was addressed to
Wilbur, Ulster Co., New York, and was postmarked in February 1861. This cover is illus-
trated and described in Ashbrook’s One Cent book, vol. 2, p. 121. (Skinner Collection)

However, it should be noted that in 1985 the distinguished philatelist Thomas J.
Alexander restricted the definition of “patent cancels” to “only patented instruments that
damaged the stamps they cancelled [sic] in order to prevent their reuse.” Further, he stated
“[m]any patented handstamps that obliterated postage stamps did not physically damage
them in the process.” In the next sentence, he then accepted the “Troy instrument” as “a
true patent cancellation under our definition” based on “the specifications of the U.S.
patent that was granted to Norton” [Chronicle 126, p. 103], which states clearly that
“sharp edge projections on the face of the blotter . . . cut through the postage stamp . . .
thus preventing a second use of such postage stamp . . ..”

In the late 1970s, when Amos Eno and this writer were compiling their cancellation
volume, whether certain “patent cancels” actually cut the stamp paper was one of the diffi-
cult problems we encountered. Also, whether or not each of the defacing cancels listed and
illustrated as a “patent cancellation” had been patented became another major problem
when we were choosing and defining “Class” headings for the classification scheme
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Figure 9. A folded letter from New York to Halifax, Nova Scotia, postmarked at NYC with
the Norton handstamp on 5 February 1861 (the same date as Figure 8). It was dispatched
to Boston by the domestic division where it was placed on the Cunard Line steamship
Niagara for Halifax. The five cents U.S. postage was prepaid by a marginal imprint copy
of the 5¢ brown Type Il stamp of 1860. (Skinner Collection)
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Figure 10. A remarkable twice “cross-border” cover originating in Havana, Cuba; thus a
foreign cover placed in the domestic division mails at NYC for dispatch to Newfoundland
(a foreign destination) through Boston via the Cunard Line steamship America for coast-
wise transport to Newfoundland. The ten cents postage is prepaid by the 10¢ Type V of
1857 [issued 1859]. (Skinner Collection)
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adopted in United States Cancellations, 1845-1869. We did not want to rename the well-
established category “Patent Cancellations,” nor did we want to mislead or confuse our
readers. For lack of a better term, “Patent and Patent-like Cancellations” was selected as
the label for Class VIII. In the introductory text, we explained that only “[sJome of these
were patented at the United States Patent Office” and that “[t]he arrangement used here is
based upon that used by Fred R. Schmalzriedt, the pioneer student of patent cancella-
tions.” [Skinner-Eno, p. 16] Of course, all of the cancellations we listed in Class VIII cut
or deface the paper of the stamps to which they were applied. Thus, the heading selected
for Class VIII did not avoid “the question of deciding, for each item listed, whether exam-
ples exist on which the killer cut or otherwise mutilated the stamps [Graham, Chronicle
158, p. 107].”

The first and foremost student of “patent cancellations” was Fred R. Schmalzriedt of
Detroit, Michigan, who began forming his collection before 1930. He diligently sought out
and obtained many hundreds of stamps and covers which fit into this category, and thus
was able to amass a comprehensive holding of material which remains today the best col-
lection of its type ever assembled. In 1931-33, he wrote a series of articles [published in
the Collectors Club Philatelist, Vol. 10, pp. 33-50 (Jan. 1931), 121-35 (April 1931); Vol.
11, pp. 15-19 (Jan. 1932) and 91-92 (April 1933)] in which he listed and illustrated what
he termed “patent cancellations.” These notes were later revised and published as Article
13 of Delf Norona’s Cyclopedia of United States Postmarks and Postal History (1933;
reprinted 1975 by Quarterman). In the revision, the cancellations were organized, types
were designated and numbers were assigned.

Some time later, E.N. “Nort” Sampson acquired the Schmalzriedt collection intact
and continued to add material and identify new types and attributions to towns of use. In
1976, this collection was purchased by its present owner, who merged the
Schmalzriedt/Sampson collection with his own and continued the study of “patent and
patent-like cancellations.” Today, this five-volume collection still contains all of
Schmalzriedt’s original material together with the considerable additions which have ac-
crued over a period of more than sixty years. Nearly all of the known types are confirmed
by covers. All issues from the 1847s through the Bank Notes are included. Obviously, all
of the very early material (late 1840s, early 1850s) designated as examples of “patent can-
cellations” by Schmalzriedt was not in fact struck from devices patented at the U.S. Patent
Office; in every case, however, the blades or needles deeply indent or cut the paper. Quite
naturally, much of the most interesting material comprising “patent cancellations” is from
the 1860s (see listings in Skinner-Eno, pp. 249-59).

In Chronicle 157 (Figures 7 and 8, pp. 40-41), Graham illustrates a cover front can-
celed at New York on 15 OCT 1862 with a “patent” killer described as having 12 cutter
blades. Further, he quotes Schmalzriedt (in Norona, Article 13, p. 9) as reporting “exam-
ples with 9, 10 or 12 blades”; this is incorrect. In 1933, Schmalzriedt reported three exam-
ples with 13, 9 or 10 blades [see Skinner-Eno: PN-A 1 (13), PN-A 2 (9); PN-A 3 (10)].
Subsequently, examples with 8 and 7 blades were identified [S-E: PN-A 4 (8) and PN-A 5
(7)]. Covers confirming all five types are in either the Schmalzriedt/Sampson or the Skin-
ner collection; all were used in October or November 1862 at New York City; all penetrate
and cut the paper of the stamps. The cover front illustrated by Graham is PN-A 1 and
would show 13 cutter blades if fully and squarely struck (see Figure 11). No 12-blade type
is known from New York City. The cover shown at the top of Graham’s Figure 9 and on
Figure 10 (p. 41) is another example of PN-A 1 (13 blades) which is incomplete because
of not having been squarely struck. The other cover in Graham’s Figure 9 appears to be
PN-A 2.

Extensive tests of duplex handstamps with cutting and piercing obliterators attached
to the double circle town marking were conducted at the New York City post office in the

Chronicle 163 / August 1994 / Vol. 46, No. 3 183



thirteen blades

——

—

PN-A 1 1862

New York,

New York
z?p(

Figure 11. A cover from New York City to Baltimore, Md., cancelled in October 1862 by
the NYC “Patent Cancellation” with thirteen cutter blades [S-E: PN-A 1], which clearly
cut the paper of the 3¢ postage stamp from the 1861 issue. (Skinner Collection)

last three months of 1862. In addition to the five types with cutter blades listed above, PN-
B 4 with at least 43 blunt needles arranged in a gridiron (see Figure 12) was used on Octo-
ber 25, and PN-D 4 with more than 90 paired needles arranged in a circular pattern was
used October 21-23, 1862. Numerous other penetrating killers are recorded from New
York City in 1862; most of these were existing cork cancels with single piercing needles
inserted within the design (see Skinner-Eno, p. 256, PN-G 13 and PN-G 6-8). This experi-
mental period is described—complete with references to the Norton duplex design—in a
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Figure 12. Another type of “Patent Cancellation” tested at NYC in October 1862 [S-E: PN-
B4]. The needles in this marking deeply cut into the stamp paper.

letter from Abram Wakeman, postmaster at New York, to Third Assistant Postmaster Gen-
eral A.N. Zevely at Washington, dated January 3, 1863. This letter describes the damage
caused by the cutter blades to the contents of the envelopes, and advises that a stamp with
an obliterator made of boxwood “promises well and can be made at a very trifling ex-
pense.” However, he expresses concern over “its liability to yield to the wear” which may
“prevent its general adoption.” This letter was published in 1865 [H.R. Exec. Doc. No. 27,
38th Congress, 2nd Session, p. 4, 5] and was photo-reproduced by Graham in 1993 in
Chronicle 157, p. 39. Further experiments with duplex postmarks set with cutting or de-
facing killers were conducted at New York City in 1863, 1866-68 and in the early 1870s
(documented in the Skinner collection).
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In Chronicle 158, pp. 105-06, Graham discusses the use of duplex “patent cancella-
tion” devices at Philadelphia which are similar to those used in New York City (see Figure
13). In Graham’s Figure 13 (p. 105), he illustrates two covers with round bar grid killers
[not “round cutter bars”]. The upper cover is equivocal. It is not a duplex device and the
bars clearly do not cut the stamp even though this killer does resemble the one which did
cut the stamps early in its usage. The lower cover does bear this latter duplex device, but it
was applied rather late in the year, long after the cutter bars had become dull and no longer
cut into the stamp paper. There are 12 cutter blades in this killer when fully struck (not 11
as Graham indicated). On page 106, Graham quotes Edward T. Harvey and misquotes
Tom Clarke (A Catalog of Philadelphia Postmarks, Part 1, p. 22) to support an erroneous
theory that the Philadelphia round killer did not cut the stamps. Clarke’s Type 104a is list-
ed as a “12-line ‘true experimental’” [not 11-line] used in early 1863; his “true experimen-
tal” designation would appear to be an acceptance that the bars cut the paper. Graham then
quotes Schmalzriedt’s discussion of Type A-6 (from Norona, Article 13, p. 9) as: “Un-
questionably attached. Earlier copies cut into stamps [sic], but later specimens appear as
ordinary cancels due probably to dulling or wearing.” The quotation is essentially accu-
rate, although it omits the dates Schmalzriedt provided (“Mar. 12-May, 1863”). However,
this seemingly clear and authoritative statement appears to be unconvincing to Graham.
Also, he discounted the unequivocal listing [PN-A 6] for this device in Skinner-Eno, as he
had misinterpreted the section heading (as discussed above). Although he quoted exten-
sively from J. David Baker (Bakers’ U.S. Classics, 1985, pp. 257-59), he omitted Baker’s
clearcut statement that: “Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, used a knife cancelling device con-
sisting of twelve blades, arranged in circular form, and attached to the town canceller [sic].
The earliest recorded use is March 21, 1863, and only uses during March, April and the
early part of May of 1863 seem to have been cut by the blades. They were never as sharp
as those used in New York City.”

PN-A 6 1861-63
Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania

=

Figure 13. An early usage of the Philadelphia “Patent Cancellation” with twelve cutter
blades [S-E: PN-A 6]. The blades cut the paper of the postage stamps during the months
of March, April and early May 1861; later usages do not cut as the blades had become
dull. Thus, PH-A 6 clearly is a true cutter cancellation. (Skinner Collection)
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This writer believes the evidence that the Philadelphia 12-bar duplex device actually
cut the stamp early in its use period to be overwhelming. There are several examples on
cover in the Schmalzriedt/Sampson collection and in the Skinner collection which show
PN-A 6 cutting the paper of the stamps. Each has 12 cutting blades and these covers are
dated during March and April 1863.

On page 106 of his Chronicle 158 article, Graham reproduces illustrations of six
stamps from Bakers’ U.S. Classics (pp. 257-59) which he identifies by the letters A
through F, and states: “It would appear that these identifications need confirmation, not
only as to town of use in some cases, but as to whether they are really patent killers in the
sense that they cut into the stamps.” This writer can assure our readers that each of these
six killers did in fact cut into the stamps when struck. Confirming examples for all six can
be examined in the Schmalzriedt/Sampson collection and the Skinner collection. Five of
the six are listed in Skinner-Eno, and a marking similar to the sixth is listed there also. The
identifications follow:

A—New York City [S-E: PN-A 5]. Baker was in error; this killer is not from
Philadelphia.

B—Philadelphia [S-E: PN-A 6]. This is the 12-bar duplex discussed above. Correctly
identified by Baker.

C—Town not confirmed [S-E: PH-H 19]. Baker states Charleston, S.C.; unlikely, since
Charleston was in the South and this stamp could not have been used there until
after the war (as correctly stated by Graham in Chronicle 158, p. 107).

D—Albany, New York [compare with S-E: PN-F 22]. This is similar to the Buffalo
killer, but is from Albany (confirmed on cover). Also confirmed by cover shown
in Graham’s Figure 17 (Chronicle 158, p. 110).

E—Albany, New York [S-E: PN-F 19]. Confirmed by several covers; correctly identi-
fied by Baker.

F—Fall River, Massachusetts [S-E: PN-B 2]. Correctly identified by Baker. Confirmed
on cover.

Apparently Graham failed to find his “C” and “F” items in Skinner-Eno (see Chron-
icle 158, p. 107); however, both are listed therein as patent devices. The towns of use are
confirmed by covers with exception of Graham’s Type “C.”

Graham seems to have considerable difficulty with Schmalzriedt’s findings.
Schmalzriedt stated [Norona, pp. 2 and 20] that the Albany, Buffalo and Rochester cancel-
ers probably were covered by the Norton Patent No. 37,175. Graham noted [p. 107] that
Patent No. 37,175 could be confused with Patent No. 38,175 because of the similarity of
the numbers. Agreed. Schmalzriedt had quoted from Norton’s specifications for Patent No.
37,175 describing “circular knives or cutters,” which Schmalzriedt compared with the
small cutting circles at the center of the killers used at the three named cities. Although
Schmalzriedt slightly edited and shortened the quoted text, comparison with the original
published patent specifications shows the quotation to be substantively accurate. The ac-
companying published illustrations for Norton’s handstamp design for which Patent No.
37,175 was issued clearly show “circular knives or cutters” as described in the accompa-
nying specifications (see Figure 14, below). Two circular cutter blades are labeled “e” and
“0” in Norton’s Fig. 2; in his Fig. 3, a frontal view, the two cutter blades are darkened and
form the outer and inner rings of a quartered target design, with three non-cutting inked
rings between the cutters. The inner circular cutter is nearly identical to the cutter ring in
the Albany, Buffalo and Rochester handstamps to which Schmalzriedt referred, differing
only in being entire rather than quartered as in the patent specifications. The drawings for
Patent No. 38,175 (see Graham, Chronicle 157, p. 43) do not resemble the patent can-
celling devices from these three cities. The comparison made 60 years ago by
Schmalzriedt appears to be correct.
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Figure 14. The drawings from Norton’s patent specifications for Patent No. 37,175. Note
the circular cutter blade at center which is quartered but otherwise closely resembles
the cutting circles in the “Patent Cancellations” from Albany, Buffalo and Rochester, N.Y.

Graham (Chronicle 159, p. 107) states:

The two markings shown as “D” and “E” were subject to some confusion in the
Schmalzriedt article, which may have carried over to the Baker columns. Schmalzriedt
suggested that the cancels with the cut round circles in the center came from devices
made under Norton’s Patent No. 37,175. This statement, made on page 2 of the intro-
duction to his article of 1933, seems quite misleading when considered in terms of the
illustrations of the devices as included in both Patents Nos. 37,175 (dated December
16, 1862) and 38,175 (dated April 14, 1863), the latter being an amended reissuance of
the first. . . . The drawing shown in Figure 12, Chronicle 157:43 (February 1993), has
no cutter of a shape that would have produced the type of '/: diameter cut circle as have
the Buffalo, Albany, Rochester and other markings of the same type.

This writer finds not Schmalzriedt but rather Graham confused. The patent cancella-
tions from Albany, Buffalo and Rochester were placed in use before Patent No. 38,175
was issued; thus, only Patent No. 37,175 could possibly be the one involved. The drawing
in Graham’s Fig. 12 is from Patent No. 38,175, which is the wrong one to match to the
specifications from Patent No. 37,175. Further, the long discussion on Patent No. 49,432,
issued in August 1865, has no relevance to the cancellations used in 1862 and early 1863.
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This writer agrees with the spirit of the last two paragraphs in Graham’s article in
Chronicle 158. However, it would seem that most of what is asked for in these two para-
graphs has already been done. The basic research has been accomplished, a large collec-
tion of covers has been assembled, and the category of “Patent Cancels” or “Patent and
Patent-Like Cancellations” [whichever term you prefer] has in fact been restricted to
killers which cut, pierce, scrape or otherwise deface the paper of the stamps to which these
devices are applied. One task remains—to compile all that has been learned into a compre-
hensive book on this fascinating subject.

In Chronicle 160 (pp. 243-53), Graham ably and at length reviewed the history of
the efforts by Norton and his assignees to collect compensation from the Post Office De-
partment for “use” of his invention. Some of the human interest, the personal opinions and
the emotional effects of the long-term disputes are included, but the article appears to im-
ply that the disputes and litigations ceased in 1881 with the decision against Norton er al.
in James vs. Campbell when the United States Supreme Court overturned the “victory” for
Norton’s assignees in the prior Circuit Court case, Campbell vs. James. In fact, efforts by
Norton, his assignees and their heirs to gain compensation continued for more than anoth-
er century—primarily through petitions to Congress for payment by means of a special
Act of Congress—and such notable individuals as President Franklin D. Roosevelt and
Robert F. Kennedy became players in the Norton saga. The major steps in the Norton story
from 1859-1982 are summarized in a chronological list (Appendix B).
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APPENDIX A
PARTIAL LIST OF PATENTS GRANTED TO OTHER INDIVIDUALS—1857-1877

No. 18249 - 22 September 1857, to T. J. W. Robertson.

A single handstamp: designed to produce a double circle postmark with rotatable
wheels for setting the month and day at the center; no year date was indicated.

No. 23307 - 22 March 1859, to Ezra Miller, of Janesville, Wisconsin.

A double postmarking device: designed with a handle, resembling a hammer,
with a townmark on one face and an obliterator on the other.

No. 38222 - 21 April 1863, to Samuel Ward Francis, of New York, New York.

A single obliterator: with a spring-operated rotating scarifier.

No. 40430 - 27 October 1863, to William Raynor, of Brooklyn, New York.

A single obliterator: mounted in a stationary frame, with male and female dies
producing an embossed circular postmark with two lateral punches penetrating
the paper of the stamp.

No. 45708 - 3 January 1865, to John W. Foster, of Washington, District of Columbia.

A single obliterator: a circular postmark with an integral annular cutter at center.

No. 50058 - 19 September 1865, to Charles S. Wells, of Chicopee, Massachusetts.

A single obliterator: with an improved spring-operated, rotating, circular cutter.

No. 89213 - 20 April 1869, to J. C. Gaston, of Cincinnati, Ohio.

A single obliterator: with a perforating blade and an adjustable ring to regulate
the depth of the cut or perforations.

No. 133435 - 26 November 1872, to John Goldsborough, of Philadelphia, Pennsylva-
nia.

A single obliterator: with vertical “rasp-like” serrated wheels placed such that
they rotate and tear the stamp when the handle is depressed.

No. 165308 - 6 July 1875, to David M. Cooper, of Georgetown, District of Columbia.
A single obliterator: with an improvement in the tubular encasement of the rotat-
ing scarifier designed to prevent it from cutting into the letter and to protect the
hand of the operator.

No. 175914 - 11 April 1876, to William H. Bowyer, of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, as-
signor to John J. Ridgway, Jr.
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A cancelling machine: with a treadle-activated revolving grinding-roller in con-
nection to a spring-board with a rubber feed-roller placed below the grinder.

No. 176075 - 11 April 1876, to Joseph J. Scholfield, of Salt Lake City, Utah Territory.

A duplex handstamp: with a series of sharp pins arranged in concentric circles
designed to scratch and cut the postage stamp upon contact.

No. 189000 - 27 March 1877, to John L. Wickers, of Chicago, Illinois.

A single handstamp: with a row of three circular cutters arranged between two
linear canceling pads which are inked to obliterate the stamp.

No. 189009 - 3 April 1877, to George F. Almy, of Delphos, Ohio, assignor of one-half

of his rights to H. M. Clark, of Toledo, Ohio.

An obliterator/handstamp device to which a postmark can be attached: with the
scarifer wheels or discs set into what is termed a “scarifer-regulator” which can
be adjusted for depth of penetration when rolled or oscillated against the
stamp(s).

No. 194884 - 4 September 1877, to George F. Almy, of Delphos, Ohio, assignor to

himself and H. M. Clark of Toledo, Ohio.

An obliterator/handstamp device to which a postmark can be attached: with an L-
shaped swinging arm bearing cutter teeth operating from a shifting fulcrum and
activated by a sliding plunger to cancel the stamp(s).

No. 195552 - 25 September 1877, to Walter D. Wesson, of Providence, Rhode Island.

An inked obliterator/handstamp which mutilates the stamp by tearing out a por-
tion so “that it cannot be restored.”

No. 196638 - 30 October 1877, to Anthony Daul, of Newark, New Jersey.

A duplex handstamp: with a central post in the obliterator designed to cause “ra-
dial ribs” [blades?] to rotate upon contact and tear or mutilate the stamp.

APPENDIX B
MARCUS P. NORTON AND HIS DUPLEX HANDSTAMPS

1857—22 Sept  T. J. W. Robertson obtains Patent No. 18249 for a handstamp/postmarking device

with rotatable type cylinders to set month and day.

1859—1Jan-Feb M. P. Norton invents and produces new type of handstamp for Troy, N.Y. [his

hometown], a duplex device with “blotter” [obliterator] attached to side of town-
mark and with rotatable date cylinders for setting month, day, and year in town
circle.

1859—22 Mar Ezra Miller, Janesville, Wisconsin, is granted Patent No. 23307 for a so-called

hammer stamp with townmark on one end and obliterator on other end of ham-
mer.

1859 —Mar-Apr Norton’s handstamp used on 3,000 letters at Troy, N.Y., post office (as stated in

his letter to First Ass’t PMG, 11 April 1859).

1859—3 May Marcus P. Norton files his patent application with U.S. Patent Office.
1859—4 May Horatio King, First Ass’t PMG, authorizes experimental use of Norton’s hand-

stamped marking for three months (4 May until 4 August 1859).

1859—1-10 June Model handstamp sent to U.S. Patent Office; model received by USPO on 14

June 1859.

1859 —August  Patent No. 25036 issued to Marcus P. Norton by U.S. Patent Office; claim for ro-

tatable type cylinders not granted.

1859—c. August Frederick G. Ransford, shoe manufacturer and realtor, Troy, N.Y., buys rights to

Patent No. 25036 from Marcus P. Norton, an attorney in Ransford’s real estate
office.

1859—PL&R Section 397, 1859 PL&R, reads “The use of the office dating or postmarking

stamp as a cancelling instrument is prohibited, unless it be used with black print-
ers’ ink and in such a manner as thoroughly to effect the object.” [Bond, p. 60]

1860 —23 July  PMG Joseph Holt issues supplementary regulation which repeals above clause of
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Sec. 397 and prohibits use of town or rate marks to cancel (obliterate) stamps,
stating that “a distinct canceller must be used”.
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1860—8 Aug

1860—10 Aug

1860—21 Aug

1861—mid-Jan

1862—14 Jan
1862—mid-Oct

1862—16 Dec
1863—3 Jan
1863—March
1863—April

1863—14 April
1863—
1864—9 Dec

1865—20/27 Jan

1865—Iate
1866—24 July
1867—
1867—
1868—Dec
1870—14 July
1870—
1870—
1871—25 Feb
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Gen. John A. Dix, NYC PM, orders his die maker to fashion a duplex handstamp
device by attaching a die with grid pattern to side of town circle on their regular
handstamp then in use; informs First Ass’t PMG of this in letter of this date.
Acting First Ass’t PMG St. John B. L. Skinner advises Gen. Dix that concept of
a duplex canceler had been patented by Norton and that NYPO duplex hand-
stamp device apparently infringed on Norton’s patent.

Norton meets with Gen. Dix, agrees to allow NYPO to continue using their du-
plex cancelers until Ass’t PMG can approve purchase of ten of Norton’s hand-
stamps. [At this time, Norton has his Troy CDS with him.]

Norton-manufactured handstamps introduced in domestic division of NYPO. Not
all clerks have them; short trial period for these experimental handstamps ends in
late March (recorded usage: 17 January to 28 March 1861).

Improved Patent No. 34184 granted to Norton.

Production of experimental duplex handstamps equipped with sharp cutting
blades or obliterators with needle-type punches, designed to physically damage
paper of postage stamps without injury to envelope. Used on trial basis for three
months at NYPO. (Believed that these tests were made with assistance and coop-
eration of Norton, who had patents pending with similar features.)

Improved Patent No. 37175 awarded to Norton.

Abram Wakeman, NYC PM, reports that experimental usage of Norton’s cutters
in combination handstamps was unsuccessful and recommends use of corks
alone as “thorough and less likely to damage envelope and contents.”

P.O.Dept. officially adopts duplex handstamp as standard; begins awarding con-
tracts to die makers and manufacturers to produce duplex handstamps for use by
postmasters.

Four-year contract was awarded to Fairbanks & Co., NYC, to manufacture 5,200
handstamps at $6.00 each; work subcontracted to Edmund Hoole (until late
1865).

Further improved Patent No. 38175 awarded to Norton. Re-issued 23 August
1864; again re-issued 3 August 1869.

PMG Dennison urges that payment be made to patent owners and urges the own-
er to allow continued use of the duplex handstamps.

Messrs. Shavor and Corse, assignees of Marcus P. Norton, formally request com-
pensation from U.S. government for use of Norton’s handstamp invention.

H.R. Exec. Doc. No. 27 published: reviews and documents Shavor and Corse
claims.

Benjamin Chambers, Jr., Washington, D.C., takes over subcontract to manufac-
ture handstamps.

Report from Committee on Post Office and Post Roads, 39th Congress, citing a
claim for $125,000 from the patentees.

Edmund Hoole, 167 William St., NYC, testifies that he [as subcontractor] made
the first Norton type handstamps for Troy in 1859 and for NYC in 1860 [Bond,
p.61; Graham, Chronicle 126, p. 110, and Chronicle 156, p. 264]. (It is known
that Hoole was involved in manufacture of NYC handstamps between approxi-
mately 1838 and 1865.)

PMG Randall calls for immediate and complete payment to owners of the
patents.

Shaver vs. U.S. Government. Gov’t claims that it had no contract and states that
Ransford and Shaver heirs therefore should redirect their claim against manufac-
turers. Recovery of $250,000 sought.

41st Congress of United States approves the use of the handstamps.

Norton files elaborate application for compensation from POD for use of his in-
vention.

Additional disputes arise regarding title to patent rights. Norton has 7 assignees
at this time.

Value of U.S. Government savings in manpower is assessed: amount of $500,000
for immediate payment considered very nominal.
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1871—

1872—15 May

1879-—4 Aug

1880—
188 1—January

1882—26 May

1887—1 August

1890—
1894—

1905—
1906—23 Feb

1911—Nov

1915—

1921—
1929—Oct

1929—

1940—

1945—

1962—

1965—

1976—August

1981—>5 Oct
1981—15 Dec

1982—27 Jan
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Decision rendered by Circuit Count, Northern District of New York, Judges Wall
and Nelson presiding: in favor of the Letter Patent dated August 23, 1863, recog-
nizing Marcus P. Norton as first inventor of that patent.

Committee on Post Office and Post Roads, 42d Congress, recommends referral
of matter to U.S. Court of Claims.

Christopher C. Campbell [assignee] vs. Thomas L. James [NYC PM], Case
2361, Circuit Court, Southern District of New York [or, Vermont (?), see Gra-
ham]; decides against James. At issue, the infringement of patents of 1869 and
the assignees; a long and tiring legal disputation; several such disputes contin-
ued.

Secombe vs. Campbell.

James vs. Campbell, U.S. Supreme Court reverses previous decision of Circuit
Court.

Campbell vs. Ward.

Frederick Ransford dies in his 73rd year.

Marcus P. Norton dies.

PMG Bissell asks that assignees be paid. Mrs. Frederick G. Ransford declines
$50,000. (Somewhat later, reported that Charity Ann Bansford was offered
$250,000; this may have been from a private source offering to buy her “rights”
to letters patent.)

Charity Ann Ransford is offered $2,200,000 [dies before she has chance to re-
spond].

Charity Ann Ransford dies at 11:10 a.m. in her 93rd year, at 511 Grand Street,
Troy, N.Y.

Charles Lewis retained to represent rightful heirs of Charity Ann Ransford; all
parties agree to their apportioned shares, as represented in document retaining
the attorney.

Senator Robert Wagner and George C. Lewis, attorney, met with Senate Postal
Committee.

Ransford heirs press non-payment of claim; informed Act of Congress required.
Charity Ann Ransford heirs agree to appoint Manufacturer’s National Bank of
Troy [now Marine Midland Bank] as administrator of estate.

G. Branald Mosley (1878-1946), Boston attorney, selected to handle the case for
the family. After a hard and bitter battle, on 10 January 1935, House passes bill
and forwards to Senate. After five terms in Post Offices and Post Roads Commit-
tee ... [see 1940]

the Bill (S755) comes out of Committee and is in “stack” to be voted on when
Mr. Lawrence Cook, Troy, N.Y., receives letter from President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt asking that the claim be set aside in response to War Effort.

War ends; the one surviving sister and one brother for several reasons unable to
pursue their claim.

Senator Robert F. Kennedy reviews case and states “an atrocity had been com-
mitted against this family by the United States Government’s failure to pay this
rightful claim.”

A widow, a granddaughter and a grandson of original heirs meet with an attorney
to review the history of case in a revived attempt to pursue the matter.
Bansford-Roberts-Cook Family Reunion held in Valley Falls, N.Y.; Attorney C.
Fred Schwarz, Troy, N.Y., retained as family attorney to pursue matter for the
[now 66] legal heirs.

Samuel J. Dinkel, Jr., Mansfield, Ohio [whose wife is the daughter of Lawrence
Cook], writes to Ohio Senator Howard M. Metzenbaum requesting assistance.
Senator Metzenbaum makes inquiry to U.S. Postal Service asking why legisla-
tion is needed to resolve claims.

USPS replies that they believe Congressional action necessary. O
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CONSIGN YOUR STAMPS TO CHRISTIE’S

United States: 1847 10c Black, unused block of six
From the Ryohei Ishikawa Collection
Pre-sale estimate: $350,000-400,000.
Sold at Christie’s New York, September 1993, for $464,500.

Christie’s holds regular stamp auctions in New York,
London, Ziirich, Hong Kong, Singapore and Melbourne.

For further information on buying or selling stamps at
Christie’s, please contact Colin Fraser and
Brian Bleckwenn in New York or David Parsons
and Jeftrey Schneider in London.

For catalogues of previous or upcoming auctions,
please telephone 800 395 6300 in the United States or
071 389 2677 in London.

’.(w»

502 Park Avenue I I b 8 King Street, St. James’s
New York, NY 10022 London SW1Y 6QT
Tel: (071) 839 9060

Tel: (212) 546 1087
sz:((zm)) 750 1602 ROBSON LOWE  Eux: (071) 389 2688
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SPECIAL PRINTINGS 1875-84

THE SPECIAL PRINTINGS OF THE 2¢, 3¢ AND 4¢

1874 NEWSPAPER AND PERIODICAL STAMPS
WILLIAM E. MOOZ

This is another in a series of articles which deal with the special printing program
begun in 1875 and terminated in 1884. The purpose of these articles is to bring together
data from several sources in a way that builds a story about these elusive stamps, and that
determines how many of the stamps there were, who printed them, when the printings
were made, and how the printings differ from each other.

This article focuses on the special printing of the 2¢, 3¢ and 4¢ Newspaper and Peri-
odical stamps of 1874,' commonly known as the 1875 issue. These stamps were printed
and available to the public at the same time as the regular issue was in use, although the
postal regulations in force at the time did not allow the legal ownership of Newspaper and
Periodical stamps.? Whether this fact was taken into account or not, we cannot say. How-
ever, while most of the stamps in this program had an initial printing of 10,000, only 5,000
of each of the stamps covered in this article were initially printed.

The 2¢ Stamp
The first printing of the 2¢ stamp was followed by a second, third and fourth printing
as the orders for the stamp exceeded what was available from the previous printings. The
records are available to us from the Bill Books, which show the following payments for
the printings:

Date Contractor Quantity
6/30/75 Continental Bank Note Company 5,000
12/31/75 Continental Bank Note Company 10,000
4/30/83 American Bank Note Company 5,000
5/31/84 American Bank Note Company 5,000
Total 25,000

These records are illustrated in Figures 1 through 4.

The total number of 2¢ stamps sold during the program may now be calculated by
subtracting the remainders from the 25,000 stamps purchased. Luff records that 5,486
stamps were unsold and destroyed on July 23, 1884,* which means that a total of 19,514
stamps were sold during the life of the program. Luff also identifies the four printings list-
ed above, and calculates the same number of stamps sold.

The sales of these stamps may be examined for the period from May 1879 to July
1882 by using the Press Copies of the Invoices.* These records yield the data shown in

'Note that I have designated these stamps as the issue of 1874, as they are referred to in the
Press Copies of the Invoices by the clerks of the 3rd Assistant Post Master General’s office. Luff
notes that these stamps were sent out to the postmasters on December 11, 1874, so they must have
been printed in 1874. The issue is popularly referred to by Luff, Scott, and the general stamp col-
lecting community as the issue of 1875, and I shall conform to this convention.

[nterested readers are referred to “1894 Newspaper Stamps Are Unlisted!,” The American
Philatelist, Vol. 103, No. 8 (August 1989), which describes this peculiar situation and its resolution
by the courts.

*John Luff, The Postage Stamps of the United States, Scott Stamp & Coin Co., Ltd., 1902, p.
361.

‘Records of the Post Office Department, Record Group 28, Press Copies of Invoices, 1879,
GSA, National Archives and Records Service, Washington, D. C.
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Figure 1. Bill Book record of June 30, 1875, for 2¢ through 4¢ N&P Special Printing
stamps delivered April-June 1875.
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Figure 2. Bill Book record of December 31, 1875, for [2¢ and 3¢] N&P Special Printing
stamps delivered October-December 1875.
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Figure 3. Bill Book record of April 30, 1883, for 5,000 2¢ N&P Special Printing stamps de-
livered by American Bank Note Company during April 1883.
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Figure 4. Bill Book record of May 31, 1884, for 2¢ and 4¢ N&P Special Printing stamps de-

livered by American Bank Note Company during May 1884.

Table 1, where the sales of single copies of the stamp are illustrated in cumulative fashion.
The sales in this three year period total 4,151 copies. The data shown in Table are plotted
in Figure 5; sales averaged about 1,380 copies per year during the period.

A better idea of the pace of the sales may be had by combining the information in
Table 1 and Figure 5 with the purchase data shown above. To do this, we make the as-
sumption that the order for additional stamps was not placed until it was fairly clear that
the existing supply would soon be depleted. This would imply that approximately 4,000 of
the first 5,000 stamps might have been sold by December 1875 (date of payment for the
second printing order), and that 14,000 stamps had been sold by April 1883. A review of
Table 1 shows that 3,890 stamps had been sold between May 1879 and April 1883, which
would imply that about 10,000 stamps had been sold prior to May 1879.

Taking this assumption as valid, we add 10,000 stamps to the total sales data in
Table 1 and Figure 5. Doing so suggests that about 18,000 stamps had then been sold by
May 1884, and this is the date at which the next shipment of 5,000 stamps was received.
This helps to verify the original assumption that perhaps about 10,000 stamps were sold
prior to the detailed records in the Press Copies. The combined data are plotted in Fig. 6.

The sales pattern shown in Fig. 6 echoes what we have seen in the sales pattern of
the 1865 5¢ Newspaper and Periodical reprint and the 1869 1¢ reissue, in that there was a
spurt of sales towards the end of the program. This suggests that the end had been an-
nounced, and that dealers were quick to stock up on stamps that would soon be unavail-
able to them from this source.

The printings are relatively easy to recognize and separate. The first printing is the
distinctive gray black color, and is on hard white paper (Figure 7). It is catalogued as Scott
PR33. The second printing is on the horizontally ribbed paper used by the Continental
Bank Note Company, which is the easiest way to recognize it (Figure 8). It is also cata-
logued as Scott PR33, horizontally ribbed paper. The third printing, by the American Bank
Note Company, is on their soft paper, and the color is intense black (Figure 9). It appears
in the catalogue as Scott PR80. It seems unlikely that any of the fourth printing was ever
sold. This last printing was of 5,000 stamps, and 5,486 stamps were destroyed. These
probably included the entire fourth printing.

Scott errs by not providing a separate catalogue identification for the second print-
ing, and by including it with the first printing. The second printing was presumably deliv-
ered in January 1876, and it should be so identified. Finally, Scott lists the number of
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Sales of Special printings of t?e 1874 Newspaper and Periodical Stamps
2 cent 3 cent 4 cent
Month | Copies sold |Total Sold opies sold| Total Sold Copies sold|Total Sold
Jun-79 15 15 100 100 13 13
Jul-79 1 16 15 115 0 13
| Aug-79 5 21 1 116 0 13
Sep-79 1 22 0 116 1 14
Oct-79 250 272 1 117 25 39
Nov-79 399 671 50 167 50 89
Dec-79 0 671 0 167 0 89
Jan-80 86 757 11 178 20 109
Feb-80 77 834 20 198 77 186
Mar-80 129 963 146 344 33 219
Apr-80 5 968 74 418 4 223
May-80 9 977 4 422 8 231
Jun-80 300 1277 8 430 1 232
Jul-80 60 1337 0 430 55 287
| Aug-80 5 1342 60 490 2 289
Sep-80 136 1478 4 494 24 313
Oct-80 51 1529 24 518 11 324
Nov-80 36 1565 11 529 16 340
Dec-80 255 1820 21 550 20 360
Jan-81 4 1824 40 590 1 361
Feb-81 522 2346 4 594 10 371
Mar-81 46 2392 113 707 29 400
Apr-81 30 2422 40 747 60 460
May-81 164 2586 10 757 54 514
Jun-81 30 2616 64 821 106 620
Jul-81 3 2619 118 939 3 623
| Aug-81 0 2619 2 941 1 624
Sep-81 834 3453 3 944 112 736
Oct-81 128 3581 196 1140 1 737
Nov-81 125 37086 2 1142 15 752
Dec-81 38 3744 25 1167 7 759
Jan-82 148 3892 30 1197 37 796
Feb-82 11 3903 45 1242 11 807
Mar-82 73 3976 11 1253 11 818
Apr-82 4 3980 69 1322 24 842
May-82 47 4027 4 1326 32 874
Jun-82 118 4145 37 1363 28 902
Jul-82 6 4151 7 1370 5 907
| Aug-82 0 4151 6 1376 0 907

Table 1 - Sales of Stamps
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Fig. 5 - Sales of 2¢ Newspaper and Periodical Stamp
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PR33 sold as 19,514 (which “may include the 1883 Re-issue”); as we have seen, the cor-
rect total number for the three printings is 19,514. Correct catalogue listings should be as
follows, using a numbering scheme which is not disruptive to the present numbers:

1875 SPECIAL PRINTING OF 1875 ISSUE
Produced by the Continental Bank Note Company
Perf. 12
Hard white paper, without gum

PR33 N4 2¢ gray black (5,000)
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Figure 7. 1875 Special Printing, 2¢ N&P, first
printing, gray black on hard white paper.
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Figure 8. 1875 Special Printing, 2¢ N&P, sec-
ond printing, gray black, horizontally ribbed
paper.

Figure 9. 1875 Special Printing, 2¢ N&P, third print-
ing, intense black on soft porous paper.
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1875 SPECIAL PRINTING OF 1875 ISSUE
Produced by the Continental Bank Note Company
Perf. 12
Horizontally ribbed paper, without gum

PR33a N4 2¢ gray black (10,000)

1883 SPECIAL PRINTING OF 1875 ISSUE
Produced by the American Bank Note Company
Perf. 12
Soft porous paper, without gum

PRS0 N4 2¢ intense black (4,514)

It is interesting to examine the catalogue values of these three stamps in comparison
to the number of them which were sold. Both the first and second printings are catalogued
at $100," yet there were twice as many of the ribbed paper second printing sold as the hard
paper first printing. The third printing catalogues $225,° yet there were 4,514 copies sold,
or just about 10% fewer than the first printing. One would ordinarily expect that the cata-
logue values would be in inverse proportion to the number of stamps sold, if all other
things were equal. However, in this case, the values presumably reflect the desirability of
the stamps in the eyes of collectors. If true, collectors clearly value the intense black third
printing on soft paper far more highly than either the first or second printings.

The 3¢ Stamp

Figures 1 and 2 also show the payments for the two deliveries of the 3¢ stamp: 5,000
in July 1875, and 10,000 in December 1875, for a total of 15,000 stamps. Luff reports that
8,048 stamps were destroyed,” which indicates that 6,952 stamps were sold. Of these, we
can say that 5,000 were from the first printing on hard white paper, and 1,952 were on the
horizontally ribbed paper used by Continental for the second printing of these stamps.

The sales of these stamps may be examined for the period from May 1879 to July
1882 by using the Press Copies of the Invoices.* These records yield the data shown in
Table 1, where the sales of single copies of the stamp are illustrated in cumulative fashion.
The sales in this three year period total 1,376 copies. The data shown in Table | are plot-
ted in Figure 10; sales averaged about 450 copies per year during the period. Most of these
were sold to stamp dealers.

It is somewhat more difficult to synthesize the sales pattern of the 3¢ stamp, because
the second printing was made at a time prior to the date at which we can use the data from
the Press Copies. However, again making the assumption that the second printing was
made to forestall exhausting the supply of stamps on hand, and assuming that about 5,000
stamps had been sold in total by May 1879, we can develop the chart shown in Figure 11
to illustrate the pattern of sales.

Identification of these two stamps is simple. The first printing is on hard white paper
(Figure 12), and the second printing is on horizontally ribbed paper (Figure 13). Scott does
not provide a catalog number differentiation between the two printings, which both appear
under PR34. The hard paper variety is listed with a value of $105, and the ribbed paper va-
riety is listed at $115.° This difference reflects the fact that the second printing is scarcer

*Scott 1994 Specialized Catalogue of United States Stamps, Scott Publishing Company, p.

*Ibid.

"Luff, p. 361

*Records of the Post Office Department, op. cit.
Scott, loc. cit.
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Fig. 10 - Sales of 3¢ N&P Stamp
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Fig. 11 - Total Sales of 3¢ N&P Stamp
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than the first, but the difference is not what one might expect from the difference in the
number sold. For every five sold of the first printing stamps, there were less than two of

the second printing. Another way of looking at it is that the second printing is more than
twice as scarce as the first.

The Scott catalogue listing of these two stamps should be more explicit in separating
them and in listing the number of stamps sold. A suggested listing is as follows:

1875 SPECIAL PRINTING OF 1875 ISSUE
Produced by the Continental Bank Note Company
Perf. 12
Hard white paper, without gum

PR34 N4 3¢ gray black (5,000)
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3¢ N&P,

Figure 12. 1875 Special Printing,

first printing,

hard white paper.

3¢ N&P,

Figure 13. 1875 Special Printing,

second printing, horizontally ribbed paper.
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1875 SPECIAL PRINTING OF 1875 ISSUE
Produced by the Continental Bank Note Company
Perf. 12
Horizontally ribbed paper, without gum

PR34a N4 3¢ gray black (1,952)

L J
-
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Figure 14. 1875 Special Printing, 4¢ N&P,
first printing, hard white paper.

The 4¢ Stamp

There were two printings of the 4¢ stamp, with payments made on 7/21/75 and
5/31/84. Each printing was of 5,000 stamps. Figure 1 shows the record of the payment for
the initial order of 5,000 stamps, and Figure 4 shows the record of the second 5,000
stamps. The first printing was printed on the hard white paper of the Continental Bank
Note Company; stamps are the gray black characteristic of this printing (Figure 14). The
second printing was by the American Bank Note Company, presumably on their soft pa-
per. Luff reported that there were 5,549" of these stamps destroyed at the end of the pro-
gram, and this leads to the conclusion that a total of 4,451 stamps were sold. We assume
that all 5,000 stamps from the American Bank Note printing were destroyed. Sales during

Luff, p. 361.
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Fig. 15 - Sales of 4¢ N&P Stamp
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the period covered by the Press Copies of the Invoices are shown in Table 1, and these are

plotted in Figure 15. Since we know that the total number sold was 4,451, we can synthe-

size the sales over the entire program as shown in Figure 16. This has been done by simply
“eyeballing” the known sales into a reasonable sales pattern.

There is the very interesting point that there were only 549 of these 4¢ stamps re-
maining on July 16, 1884. Replacement stamps had been ordered, and these were paid for
only two months earlier, on May 31, 1884. The order for replacement stock appears to
have been made when the number of stamps on hand was down to about 1,000. This ex-
ample of the 4¢ Newspaper and Periodical stamp lends validity to this general assumption,

and suggests that, at least on occasion, supplies on hand may have been even lower than
1,000 by the time orders were placed. O]

204 Chronicle 163 / August 1994 / Vol. 46, No. 3



We offer . . . e U.S., BNA & CSA Philatelic Literature
¢ Books, Auction Catalogs & Periodicals
* Out-of-print our specialty
¢ Over 900 titles in stock

and provide . . . e Same day order fulfillment
¢ Want lists searched and filled
¢ 100% satisfaction guaranteed

and buy . . . ¢ Immediate cash payment for complete
libraries, individual titles or remainders

- :9’0ur Knowledge Resource

Send $2.00 for our current literature list

JAMES E. LEE
P.O. DRAWER 250 - DEPT. BI
WHEELING, IL 60090-0250
(708)215-1231 FAX (708)215-7253

Gold PhiLITex 92
Gold and Reserve Grand, Oropex ’91

NORTH ATLANTIC NORTH ATLANTIC
MAIL SAILINGS ne
1840-75

by Walter Hubbard
and Richard F. Winter

Detailed information on con-
tract mail sailings in 31 chap-
ters. Listings and illustrations
of New York exchange office
markings. Five appendices. o

Hardbound; 430 pages; over 250 RICHARD F. WINTER
illustrations in text.

WALTER HUBBARD

$39.50 postpaid; please add $2 for foreign address.
Order: U.S.P.C.S., P.O. Box 445, Wheeling, IL 60090

Chronicle 163 / August 1994 / Vol. 46, No. 3

205




THE FOREIGN MAIL

RICHARD F. WINTER, Editor

“BY WEST INDIA STEAM PACKET”
COLIN TABEART

An account of the Royal Mail Steam Packet Company’s Branch Line from Havana
to Halifax, Nova Scotia, via Nassau, Savannah, Charleston, and New York in 1842,

Introduction

The Royal Mail Steam Packet Company, under contract to the British Admiralty,
opened its service from Falmouth to the Caribbean and Central America in January 1842.
The initial, very complex, schedule of routes and branches included a branch line between
Havana and Halifax, with calls at Nassau, Savannah, Charleston and New York in each di-
rection. A fine study of this branch line by Morris Ludington' appeared in 1985, dis-
cussing the route, ships, dates and various political difficulties for the four round-trip voy-
ages then known. So, the present reader may wonder, why this update? Further material
has been discovered recently, both in U.S. and U.K. archives, shedding new light on An-
glo-American postal relations, together with information on a fifth voyage northward hith-
erto unrecorded, which was deemed sufficient to warrant a revised treatment. For reason-
able completeness some of Ludington’s original work will have to be repeated: his kind-
ness in supplying copies of his work and in commenting on the first draft of this present
offering is much appreciated.

From accounts rendered by the British packet agent at New York,” postage of
£87.3.4d was collected for the four full voyages leaving that port. Letters to the U.K. or
British possessions were to be sent unpaid, so postage was collected by the British packet
agents in the U.S. only on letters to destinations deemed “foreign” by the British Post Of-
fice, at 1/- per '/>-ounce letter, or 2/- for the west coast of South America via Panama.’ As
a broad approximation, assuming that every foreign letter was a single, £87.3.4d repre-
sents about 1,740 letters to foreign places. Adding the unknown number to British destina-
tions, it would seem that something between two and three thousand letters were probably

'Morris H. Ludington, “The Royal Mail Steam Packet Service Between Havana and Halifax,
1842, the North America Route,” The Philatelist - P.J.G.B., September-October 1985, pp. 216-21.

*U.K. Post Office Archives, Post 29/31 Pkt 615T/1843.

‘U.K. Treasury Warrant dated 31 August 1841, effective 11 October 1841, and quoted in the
Instructions sent to Packet Agents, Post 29/29 Pkt 441S/1841. This was a British packet rate only;
additional charges were almost certainly raised by foreign post offices concerned on arrival.
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despatched from New York by this route. As of 1993, very few letters out of New York
have been seen, and only one into that port. Perhaps this article will flush a few more
out—the author would be delighted to see photocopies. Letters to, and from, the other two
ports were, presumably, even fewer: none have been seen.

Setting up the Service
James MacQueen, founder of the Royal Mail Steam Packet Company, submitted
printed proposals in 1839,* which included a map showing the branch line to North Ameri-
ca and the following table:

Distance Days

Havannah to New York by Savannah & Charleston 1200 6
New York to Halifax 520 3
Halifax to Havannah by New York &c, and Matanzas 1720 9

Stoppages at New York and Halifax 10

Total 3440 28
The proposals provided that:

These steamers, twice each month, will be so regulated that they will reach Ha-
vannah from New York before the outward steamer arrives from Jamaica, and will
leave Havannah for New York &c immediately after her arrival. The stoppages either at
Halifax or New York may be as above stated; because if the steamers perform the work
from the Havannah to the Havannah again within 30 days, they will always meet the ar-
rival at and departure from the Havannah, of the packets with the mails to and from Eu-
rope and the Colonies, and South America. They can take their coals for the voyage at
Halifax.

The complexity of the full scheme may be judged from the sketch map in Figure 1,
which shows the approved scheme as it opened.

On 20 March 1840, the Admiralty wrote to the Royal Mail Steam Packet Company
approving, amongst other things, the branch line to New York and Halifax.’ It seems al-
most inconceivable therefore that 21 months later, and less than a month before the service
was due to commence, the question of who would act as packet agents had still to be re-
solved, as the following extracts from a minute from the Foreign Office dated 22 Decem-
ber 1841°¢ show:

Memorandum on the Details of the Plan for Levying Postage at Foreign Ports,
under the Contract with the Royal Mail Steam Packet Co

The subject first discussed having been the places at which mails are to be deliv-
ered under the contract with the Royal Mail Steam Packet Company, we have taken
these places in the order mentioned in the Schedule enclosed in the letter from the Post
Office to the Foreign Office, dated 16 Oct 1841.

1st Havana. It being admitted on the part of the Post Office that Havana will be a
central point from whence various mails will have to be despatched, and that a consid-
erable duty will thus devolve on the individual who may act as packet agent, it was
stated on the part of the Foreign Office that the appointment of Her Majesty’s Consul to
act in that capacity would be attended with great inconvenience, and might be injurious
to the Post Office service. . . . At the same time, doubts have arisen whether the Havana
authorities will allow of such a special Appointment, and, indeed, whether

*U.K. Post Office Archives, Post 29/29 Pkt 441S/1841.
’Ibid.
°Ibid.

Chronicle 163 / August 1994 / Vol. 46, No. 3 207



IL61 "PYT M0 u0sqoy (D

N

I—*V!u\. o))

z/ (4
3:1&@7!@..3: A

M09

PAvUDw oy

wArong) vy

&

 3nyus 048,
FreosT N
by @7
i g
L
—
e dnoyapunn Y

N Y.

o109,
an..d..m,.v

o6 PLTRSLI NG R W

LLIE

ial routes, January 1842.

Chronicle 163 / August 1994 / Vol. 46, No. 3

onEruy gLiet
£ e Sy s
P nquvg o sowoly

29000y

* umiee, ™R e
e s S
wayvpoy “ounion kU\ Znay N;H)\‘
‘yanowqoy N /i
‘uoydweynog (hoD 3vruny
Wox Hany PuCD
kNnoz

"Z¥ 8L AYVNNYI S3LN0Y

SINW

005  ©00¥  0OE ooz 001 o

S3IANT LSIM JHL

s

Laa =
N.!.ﬂ\ T «ﬁ\(M“,UwM/J\II\

,\/ﬁ g Man NogH
nqop .mv E

gnivl

- nog

vprtaog
\
U dweyinos 'yinouo g “yefvy O |
m o2

mos

Figure 1. Royal Mail Steam Packet Company

208



those Authorities will allow the British Post Office agent to act for the British Post Of-
fice in the manner which is deemed requisite. It was agreed therefore, that as the Post
Office is about to send a surveyor to the West Indies, it would be desirable that officer
should proceed without loss of time to the Havana in order to obviate any difficulty that
may arise there; but that, in the mean time, Mr Turnbull, the present Consul, shall be
instructed to act temporarily as Packet Agent.

15th New Orleans. The Packet Agency at this port is at the present moment at-
tended with some inconvenience. The British Consul, Mr John Crawford, has been offi-
cially represented by Her Majesty’s Minister at Washington, to be “incorrigibly negli-
gent of his duties”, and, under the circumstances, he can scarcely be considered a fit
person to undertake the peculiar duties of Packet Agent. In other respects there is no
objection to the Consul acting in that capacity, and it is submitted that a competent per-
son should be appointed Consul and Packet Agent at New Orleans.

18, 19. 20. 21. Vera Cruz. New York, Savannah. Charleston. Agreed that Mr
Francis Giffa, Mr James Buchanan, Mr Edmund Molyneux, and Mr William Ogilby,
Her Majesty’s Consuls at the above places be appointed Packet Agents.

The remaining subjects for discussion being the Instructions to be given by the
Foreign Office and Post Office respectively to the British agents abroad, drafts of these
instructions have been prepared and are herewith submitted for approval.

Signed James Murray, Willm W Page.

Note the reservations about acceptance of the arrangements by the Havana authori-
ties. However, no one saw fit to state reservations at the way the United States might re-
spond to such an invasion of its home waters. There may have been diplomatic exchanges
between the two Governments, but I have not discovered any. Indeed, the tone and content
of James Buchanan’s letter to the U.S. Postmaster General on 14 February 1842, and the
reply (see later), suggest that no prior diplomatic activity had occurred. Incredible though
it may seem, it appears that the United Kingdom intended to establish a postal service
within the territorial waters of the United States without an exchange of diplomatic notes
and, indeed, without prior notice of any kind.

On 31 December 1841, the Foreign Office advised the Postmaster General of the
content of instructions to British consuls, which were to be forwarded by the mail of the
next day:

To HM Consuls at: St lago de Cuba, La Guayra, Puerto Cabello, Carthagena, Santa
Martha, Panama, New Orleans, Tampico, Vera Cruz, New York, Savannah, Charleston,
Maracaibo.

Sir,

I am directed by the Earl of Aberdeen’ to acquaint you that the vessels of the
Royal Mail Steam Packet Company will commence running with HM’s mails, from
this country on the 1st of January next, according to the scheme (of which a copy is
herewith annexed) qualified by the Lords of the Admiralty (in a letter of which a copy
is also annexed) [letter of Dec 13 1841]. It has been decided by HM’s Govt, that at each
port at which mails are to be embarked and landed, those mails shall, if possible, pass
through the hands of British agents, who are to act as agents of the General Post Office,
London. I am directed by Lord Aberdeen to desire that you will act as Packet Agent at
......... and I enclose to you the accompanying printed Instructions from the Post Office
for your guidance in this matter. You will, as Packet Agent, receive further directions
from the Secretary of the Post Office and Lord Aberdeen desires that you will corre-
spond with that Officer in regard to the Packet Agency, and act in conformity with any
orders with which he may furnish you in your capacity of Packet Agent. You will be
careful not to interfere with any local Post Office Regulations. No such interference is
contemplated in the proposed arrangements which must, of course, be subject to

’George H. Gordon, 4th Earl of Aberdeen, U.K. Foreign Secretary from 1841 to 1846 and
subsequently Prime Minister.
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the Post Office regulations already existing at foreign places. All that HM’s Govt re-
quire is that the mails be delivered by the Admiralty Agent in charge of such mails to
the British Post Office agent at the port of debarcation; who will deal with such mails
according to his instructions; and that no letters be put on board the packets, excepting
such as are delivered by the British Post Office agent at the port of embarcation, to the
Admiralty agent on board the mail packets: and that, where letters sent from the port of
embarcation are destined for foreign intermediate ports, that is for any foreign ports in-
cluded in the before mentioned scheme, the postage at the rate ordered in the Post Of-
fice instructions, is to be prepaid to the British Post Office agent before such letters can
be forwarded by him.

GPO Notice No. 49 of 1841, published in December, announced the new service to
the British public. Amongst the details was the following statement:

The Steam Packets will also touch at NEW ORLEANS, SAVANNAH,
CHARLESTON, NEW YORK, and HALIFAX, NOVA SCOTIA; but no Letters or
Newspapers will be forwarded from the United Kingdom for those places, unless spe-
cially addressed, “By West India Steam Packet”.

In January 1842, the U.K. Post Office sent five pages of printed instructions to the
various persons authorized to act as packet agents, most of whom were British Consuls for
the specific ports. These included a declaration, to be signed by the Agent and any ser-
vants, and returned—those of the New York Consul and Packet Agent, James Buchanan,
his son Robert, and employee John McManus survive.® The Instructions also required each
Agent to collect postage on letters to foreign destinations, but not on those to the U.K., or
to British possessions or colonies, and required that the service be advertised. The New
York Commercial Advertiser of 28 January 1842 ran an article, presumably at the behest
of James Buchanan, the bulk of which follows:

The establishment of British steam packets, embracing the West India, the Gulph
of Mexico, including the places set forth in the following list, is one of the most impor-
tant commercial movements of the present day. The facilities which will thus be offered
will prove of infinite service. There will be a steam packet twice a month from Havana
to Halifax, calling and delivering letters at Savannah, Charleston, and New York; and
so arranged as to meet the Cunard Line from Boston to Halifax, and returning to Ha-
vana, will convey letters to all ports of the West Indies, South America &c. By the
packet which has arrived, we understand Mr Buchanan, Her Majesty’s Consul, has
been appointed Her Majesty’s Packet Agent for New York. We further learn that an ar-
rangement will be made by Mr Buchanan that letters to any part of the world may be
forwarded from New York - a facility not at present afforded.

The following list exhibits the places which the arrangement embraces. The Roy-
al Mail Steam Post Office packets will, on no account, carry any merchandise, but be
confined solely to letters, passengers, and bullion. [List of destinations then follows].

Letters for the Pacific will be liable to the rate of two shillings sterling per half
ounce.

* A mail for the Pacific will be made up at Jamaica and forwarded to Chagres,
from which place it will be sent on by the agent to Panama.

Letters for all parts of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick must be charged on the
Deputy Postmaster General at Halifax; those for Canada and Newfoundland must be
sent to Halifax as “Forward on Halifax”.

The column concluded with a timetable showing a 30-day round trip from Havana
and back to that port.

*U.K. Post Office Archives, Post 29/31 Pkt 615T/1843, op. cit.
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The New York Sun carried a similar piece the next day, whilst the New Orleans Bee
carried an advertisement inserted by Mr. Crawford, the British Consul, announcing the
service, destinations and rates, which first appeared on 10 February 1842 and continued
each day for one month. The tone of all these pieces was approving, although it has to be
said that they were probably all inspired by the local consuls.

Relationships with the United States
Despite the favorable reception in the newspapers James Buchanan was clearly un-
easy. He first wrote to the U.S. Secretary of the Treasury, Walter Forward, but not receiv-
ing a definitive reply he then journeyed especially to Washington to discuss the situation
with the U.S. Postmaster General, Charles A. Wickliffe, whom he addressed on 14 Febru-
ary 1842° as follows:

Mr Buchanan, Her Majesty’s Consul at New York, in connexion with his con-
sular duties, having been appointed Her Majesty’s packet agent, upon the 15th day of
January last had the honour to address a letter to the Hon W Forward, Secretary at
Washington, as to her Majesty’s packets carrying passengers and letters from one port
in the United States to another port therein, to which Mr Secretary Forward was
pleased, upon the 9th February, instant, to reply, “there was no provision in the laws
forbidding the conveyance of passengers by such vessel, strictly avoiding the carriage
of merchandise;” and was pleased to add, “that portion of the inquiry relating to con-
veyance of letters he had referred to the Postmaster General,” who has not yet honored
Mr Buchanan with an answer.

Mr Buchanan is aware the laws of the United States prohibit the conveyance of
letters where a post route is established; yet he is nevertheless desirous of having a
clear understanding as to the prevention of passengers carrying letters, although no
charge for doing so should be made by such passengers, as thereby the revenue of the
United States Post Office would suffer; and, being aware Her Majesty’s Government
would not sanction any act which would infringe upon or interfere with the laws of the
United States, he deems it proper to come from New York, to wait upon the Postmaster
General, previous to the arrival of the steam packets, so that the line of duty may be
clearly defined, and no ground be laid by any act of Her Majesty’s agents conducting
the business in the ports of the United States.

Measures for Consideration

If at all allowable, upon what terms may letters be conveyed on board those royal
mail packets, from one port in the United States to another?

As it is proposed Her Majesty’s agents shall take pre-payment of all letters ad-
dressed to foreign ports, in all parts of the world, query—Would it be considered any
infringement of the laws of the United States, that Her Majesty’s Consul, for instance,
at Philadelphia, should receive such letters and such pre-payment, and thereupon for-
ward same, by private conveyance, to Her Majesty’s agent at New York, to be forward-
ed to such foreign ports, such consul or agent at Philadelphia receiving two cents, or
any other sum for each, for such agency?

The like as to Her Majesty’s postmasters in Canada forwarding letters for foreign
ports to the agent at New York. These queries are put, though, as to quantity, of little
importance; but an earnest desire not to infringe the laws leads Mr Buchanan to submit
the matter, and will feel honoured by offering personal explanation, while he is anxious
to return immediately to New York.

°U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Executive Document 161, 27th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, pp. 5-6.

(to be continued)
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THE COVER CORNER

SCOTT GALLAGHER, Editor

ANSWERS TO PROBLEM COVERS IN ISSUE 162

Figure 1 shows a small complete cover from Germany to the U.S. in 1857 with all
markings on the front. A thorough analysis was received from Allan Radin, who writes:

The cover shown in Figure 4, p. 142 (Chronicle 162) is a transit letter in the
British open mail and as such had to be delivered to the British Post Office free of ac-
counting charges beyond Great Britain. This means the letter could not be sent either
fully prepaid or wholly unpaid.

Figure 1. Germany to U.S. cover, 1857, with numbers “13/s,” “19,” “24” and “26¢.”

The cover originated in Berlin and went into the Anglo-Prussian Closed Mail.
The red “P” in circle indicates prepayment of the postage to Great Britain. The
manuscript markings at lower left are not “1%/s” but are “f”” (for franco), and show divi-
sion of the single rate postage of 7 silbergroschen (4 for the German-Austrian Postal
Union, 3'/> plus '/» for Belgian transit, and 3 for British internal postage). It should be
noted that the marking “franco” indicates prepayment to the farthest point to which
prepayment could be made—not necessarily to ultimate destination.

From Great Britain the letter went into the U.S.-British Treaty Mail as wholly
unpaid. The “19” in black with “CENTS” in arc below the numeral is the customary
debit to the U.S. for 3¢ internal postage plus 16¢ sea postage. (See Hargest, History of
Letter Post Communication . . ., p. 29, Figure 11). The British debit for sea postage
shows conveyance by British packet. Hubbard and Winter’s virtually indispensable ref-
erence shows the Cunard liner Africa left Liverpool on 7 March and arrived at New
York 24 March 1857, where the black “24” was affixed—single rate British Treaty
Mail postage due.

I can do no better than guess the significance of the “26” in pencil. There was
probably a 2¢ charge for delivery.
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It is interesting to note that this letter could have been sent in the (U.S.) Prussian
Closed Mail, either fully prepaid to destination for 13 silbergroschen (practically equiv-
alent to 30¢) or wholly unpaid at the 30¢ rate. In this case, between sender and ad-
dressee, a total of 7 silbergroschen, equivalent to 16.2¢ plus 24¢, was expended for
postage.

After inception of the Prussian Closed Mail letters to or from places it served,
British open mail letters to such are not common. In addition to the reason obvious in
the preceding paragraph, letters in the PCM were faster because the necessity for open-
ing mail bags and marking letters was obviated.

The astute reader will notice that the British collected their internal postage
twice—once under the Anglo-Prussian Closed Mail Treaty and once under the U.S.-
British Postal Treaty. This was their usual practice. See Hargest, loc. cit., p. 38, first
paragraph, left hand column.

One responder, who will not be identified yet, surmised that the “26” was the 26th
Infantry Regiment of New York. This wild conjecture is being checked; but I agree with
Allan Radin that it was 26¢ collected from the recipient.

Figure 2. Hamburg-Cadiz cover, July 1842, marked “5R” and “ESTADOS UNIDOS.”

Figure 2 shows a folded letter to Spain in 1842. No news from the submitter, Anto-
nio Torres. He’s had a busy half-year, fishing with me in Puerto Rico as well as getting
married. An answer was received from Dr. Yamil Kouri of Boston, who writes:

“Malaga” on the upper left corner is the name of the ship that carried the letter.
The handstamp “ESTADOS UNIDOS” was applied at Cadiz in Southern Spain from
about 1838 to 1851 to letters from the U.S. However, in this case, the marking was un-
doubtedly applied by mistake. During this period the post office at Cadiz handled an
enormous volume of mail and had over a dozen different handstamps to apply to in-
coming mail. I have in my collection several other examples of incoming and foreign
mail markings that have clearly been used erroneously (even on domestic mail originat-
ing in Cadiz.)

With a transit time of twenty days it is impossible and illogical that this letter
could have gone from Hamburg to the U.S. and back to Cadiz. Five reales was the sin-
gle letter rate for letters from the U.S. and most of the Americas except Mexico.
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The letter, written in English, concerns a shipment of butter, and the sender was J.D.
Lauenburg, which sounds German. However, it has been suggested that this letter came
from Hamburg, New York, near Buffalo, and not Hamburg, Germany, on the river Elbe.
The notion of shipping butter from Lake Erie to Spain seems remote. It is probable that the
clerk at Cadiz made a mistake, and the letter did not come from the U.S.

PROBLEM COVER FOR THIS ISSUE

Figure 3 shows our latest problem cover, sent from Mayaguez to Cabo Rojo in 1899.
Both towns are on the coast of SW Puerto Rico. Appreciative of Jaime Gough’s answer in
the last issue, and admiring of the development of his award-winning exhibit of postage
dues, we are using this cover. It bears three 2¢ U.S. postage due stamps overprinted “POR-
TO RICO” and pen canceled, and “6 cts” in red crayon. There is nothing on the back. At
the bottom on the front is “I.B.M.” in blue, the meaning of which is not known. If denot-
ing a previous owner, the initials are not familiar to any Puerto Rico collectors who have
seen this unusual cover. It is unusual due to the 6¢ rate, and if an explanatory answer is re-
ceived it will be a pleasant surprise. Very few covers are known from this Spanish-Ameri-
can War period in Puerto Rico with a 6¢, or 3¢, rate.

Figure 3. 1899 Mayaguez-Cabo Rojo, Puerto Rico, cover, 6¢ postage due.

Please send your answers and suggestions to the P.O. Box or FAX to (513) 563-6287
within two weeks of receiving your Chronicle.

As I’ve previously written, new problem items are needed. Send a copy first, and if
usable, photography can be arranged. l

Chronicle 163 / August 1994 / Vol. 46, No. 3 215



ADVERTISER INDEX

POl BaNSET:: risusssmmussssssesmssnmessesoosssacs oo ot i i it i e s s s S S S E S b mmemeene 174
CRIiStie’s RODSON LLOWE .......viiiiiiiiieeiieeceie ettt et ettt eaeesa e b e e s s e ese e st e enseeaeeanen 193
GUIAO CTAVETT 1vviivieieeieie ettt e oottt a st et sas s e s e s b e s e nsertetseaseaseseeneea e s s e as e s enee e eneeaes 168
William AL FOX AUCHONS, INC.uuuriiieieeeiee oo ettt et e et eeeseaeeeaeeseessteeneeeeeeseteseseneeesaneesaseeesenans 146
RigHAtd C. Frajolas TG s s s s s o s 0 AR T PV st v 145
Leonard H. HAartmanm ..........ooiiiiiiiiiiiice ittt et sttt et eeae e sneeneenas 174
EAWATA HINES.....ooiiuiieiieiic ettt ettt ae et e e eae st sat e et eeae e s entseae s e e st s enaesaneesenesaneas 212
Ivy, Shreve & Mader Philatelic Auctions, INC. ......c.ccceviviiiiiieiiniiicniee e 159
VICOT B. KTIEVINS 1teiiiiiiiiii ittt ettt et e ettt e et e e e e sese st eseaeeeneeeteenneean 148
JAMES EL LLEE 1ottt ettt et et e et e e e et eeaeeanes 205
Andrew Levitt, Philatelic CONSUITANT ..........ocoviiiiiiiiiee et e e et e s ae e ee e e eane s 160
L5530 .74 1T ) s LR U SR 216
Jack E. MOIeSWOTrth, INC. ...ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e Inside Front Cover
Robert A. Siegel Auction Galleries, INC. ....cooiiiiiriiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 150
Taylor Made T COMPAIY: ssomsmssosomss s aiismiieimitss s s tsaessessssnersasssasasosesstssssssassassnes nasesmrensmsmss 206
U.S. Stamps-& Postal HiStORY «smsmsmmovssmsmmsmmessmsssmmassmepamisn Inside Back Cover
Raymond H. Weill CO......cocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiici e e Back Cover
USPCS Publications

Letters Of GOIA ..ottt 167

North Atlantic Mail Sailings 1840-75 .....ccccooiiioeioiiiiieieie e 205

CLASSIFIED

WANTED: Common stampless covers in Lo-w POWER
large quantities. U.S. only. Write with descrip-

tion. Don Nicoson. P.O. Box 2495, Phoenix, Mlcroscope
AZ 85002. (166)

STATE DEPT, U.S. Consular, pre-1800
Penalty covers, cards wanted. Buy, trade for
hi-value U.S., foreign postal history. Ravi R.
Vora, 707 Misty Lea Lane, Houston, TX
77090. (166)

WANTED: Cross border U.S. mail to Canada
from Black Rock, NY, Rochester, NY, New
York, NY, Ogdensburgh, NY, Franklin, VT,
Swanton, VT, Highgate, VT, Calais, ME, Sault

Measuring
Distance

Ste. Marie, MI. Must have plain embossed arc :'.::“"
U STATES marking, not foliate. Send xerox Vet
to: David Semsrott, 2615 Briar Valley Ct., St. Normal

Louis, Missouri 63122. o0

YUKON, Alaska and Hawaii covers wanted Position

to 1959. Also buy Hawaiian stamps with town
cancels off cover and fancy cancels and fort

cancels on U.S. officials. Steve Sims, 1769 6X, Edmund Scientific Co., with
Wickersham Drive, Anchorage, AK 99507. 10X+20X+30X attachments and calibration
(166) reference reticule. An excellent microscope.
YOUR AD HERE FOR 50¢ A LINE. $500 from:

Send payment to: Richard M. Wrona, P.O. LEN J. MASON, 1833 Donald Circle,

Box 7631, McLain, VA 22106-7631. Next

Boise, ID 83706-3122.
Deadline: October 5.
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It's Finally Here!

One of the most eagerly anticipated
books of the decade!

U.S. DOMESTIC POSTAL RATES,
1872-1993

By Henry W. Beecher
and Anthony S. Wawrukiewicz

The #1 “must have” book ever published for
the collector of United States covers and postal
history, this is the famous “Beecher Book” that's
been the talk of philatelists for years. And USS&PH
is publishing it in a Limited Edition in April, 1994.

The first book in history to offer a total, com-
plete compilation of the U.S. domestic postal rates
which have been in effect throughout the U.S,, its
territories, and possessions from June 8, 1872, to
the present. The concept of this book was the brain-
child of the late Henry W. Beecher, the hobby's re-
nowned authority on America's postal rates, and a

This is one of the most essential reference books
ever released in philately...and the highest standards
of the printing arts will be used.

To be published in a lavishly illustrated, 240-page
edition, U.S. Domestic Postal Rates, 1872-1993 will
contain deep background information on America's
mail rates, over 300 photos of unusual covers show-
ing the various rates, and dozens of easy-to-read rate
tables. Plus full-color covers!

To be published in a limited edition, the book is
offered to you now so you will be assured of having
a copy. After its release this April, it will not be

tribute to his memory. re-published again for five years.

Available in beautiful hard or soft cover editions

Full color covers, over 300 excellent illustrations, dozens of rate tables and
detailed descriptive text. This book is a monument in philatelic publishing history.

$29.95 softbound, $39.95 Hardbound (plus shipping)

Return with your check to:

U.S. STAMPS & Postal History
10660 Barkley Lane
Shawnee-Mission, Kansas 66212-1861

The First of Many!

The Beecher/Wawrukiewicz
rates book is only the first of
USS&PH's book publishing pro-
gram. Following soon will be the
completely revised edtion of Randy
Neil's authoritative Philatelic
Exhibitor's Handbook. Watch for

Please send me copy(ies) of the ___ Softbound ($29.95 plus $3.50 ship-
ping) ___ Hardbound edition ($39.95 plus $3.50 shipping) of U.S. DOMESTIC
POSTAL RATES, 1872-1993. My check is enclosed or charge to my credit card.

its impending release in the fall of
ADDRESS: 1994.
CITY: STATE: ZIP: U.S. S
Credit Card: __VISA __MasterCard No. & Fostal History
Expire Date: Publishers for
United States Philately

|
|
I
|
|
|
NAME: :
|
|
|
|
|
NOTE: Publication Release: April 1994 l
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