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PART 1.  INTRODUCTION (based on my Registered Envelope article) 

 
I expect to see ñnew findsò (redundant, but that is what discoveries are dubbed in our philatelic 

parlance) in Hong Kong postal history.  Thatôs what makes it fun.  Thatôs why I collect it.  I 
donôt expect to see dramatic new finds in Hong Kong postal stationery, any more than I expect to 

see them in Hong Kong stamps.  I canôt recall the last time I saw something new, and really 
significant, in Hong Kong stamps.  Until 2003, the last significant ñnewò item I recall in Hong 

Kong postal stationery was the 20c KG V registered postal envelope with flap folding to the rear, 
and I was one of the discoverers of that.  And then in the Spring of 2003 along came the Hong 

Kong registered envelope with ñRò in oval at the top left, and ñFee Paidò at the bottom left, both 
in bright red ï not just one example, but eight used and one mint, of which I am aware.  Now 

how could something that amazingly different go unrecognized / unreported for so long? 
 

So when Andrew twisted my arm hard enough for me to agree to write an article for the HKPS 
journal, Hong Kong postal stationery new finds came to mind.  After I completed the original 

HKPS registration envelope article, I thought I should expand it beyond the constraints of that 
topic to encompass new finds and to include  updates to the earliest and latest dates that Col. 

Webb and others have recorded for the rest of the various types of Hong Kong postal stationery.  
This occurred not just because of the new ñRò in oval registered envelope finds documented in 

the predecessor article, but also because of a few ñnewò items that have come to hand in recent 
years that I hadnôt yet gotten around to reporting.  Donôt get your hopes up ï nothing as dramatic 

as the new registered envelope with ñRò in oval, but still interesting.  Also there are a couple of 
items that I would term ñfly speckò finds, if I was joshing one of my China-collecting friends 

about a find of similar magnitude in Chinese stamps.  Then again, rounded versus pointed flaps 
of KG V postal stationery envelopes could also be termed ñfly specks,ò but they are cataloged. 

 
Hong Kong postal stationery has been one of my collecting interests for many years, initially 

because it was a relatively inexpensive topic that bridged the gap between stamps and postal 
history.  Another attractive feature is that, with the exception of a handful of rare and expensive 

items, a Hong Kong postal stationery collection can be ñcompletedò (if youôre willing to settle 
for just one of each cataloged item) without having to mortgage the house.  Speaking of 

cataloged, that is another reason that I decided to do this article on Hong Kong postal stationery.  
Besides Webb, there are five other catalogs of, or including at least parts of, Hong Kong postal 

stationery.  And as with any publication, some errors have crept into each that need to be 
corrected for the record.  No disrespect is intended in pointing out the mistakes of those authors.  

It is just a matter of continuing to improve the body of philatelic knowledge for the benefit of 
contemporary and future collectors.  I assume mistakes will be found in this effort, and hope 

those who find them will let me know, and/or publish corrections of my goofs. 
 

As any of you who know me well are aware, Col. Webbôs penchant for Earliest Recorded Date 
(ERD) and Latest Recorded Date (LRD) rubbed off on me.  It adds another reason to continue 

the hunt.  From a postal history view point, ERD is of considerably more significance than LRD.  
The fact that someone found an old QV envelope laying around and used it in 1910 is really of 

little significance, but Col. Webb started it, so I will carry it on.  Similarly, modern philatelically 
contrived ñfirst day coversò commemorating the issue of a new aerogramme donôt do much for 

me, but they do serve to document the fact of the issue, and in a few cases they are the only such 
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record.  I used to chide one of my postal history mentors for creating paquebot covers.  His 
response was that if he had not, there would have been a number of such marks that never would 

have been documented.  This wise gentleman also had a favorite saying: ñFinds are where you 
find them.ò  How true.  A couple of the ñfindsò documented herein were lying undiscovered in 

my collection until I began the research for this article.  So thanks, Andrew, for twisting my arm. 
 

The pertinent information for these finds and the ERD / LRD information are summarized in 
tabular form.  Each table contains one of the five basic types of Hong Kong postal stationery: 

post cards, envelopes, registered envelopes, newspaper wrappers, and aerogrammes.  In cases of 
lengthy entries, more than one table has been included per postal stationery type, with a table 

generally including items issued during a single reign or set of reigns.  These tables appear at the 
beginning of each part or section of this article. 

  
Each table is generally in chronological order by issue date of the postal stationery items in that 

table.  This has resulted in some cases where the Webb and/or Schoenfeld catalog numbers, used 
for reference between the tables and the text, do not progress in strictly ascending numerical 

order.  However, the value of listing PS items contiguously with others issued at the same time 
seemed to outweigh this relatively minor inconvenience.  The text also includes illustrations of 

significant covers, and other related information.  Color renditions were not available for all of 
the illustrations, so some had to be scanned from black and white photocopies, not all of high 

quality, unfortunately.  You will see some figure numbers with alpha suffixes (e.g., Figure PC- 
1a).  In some cases these suffixes denote closely related aspects of a cover or covers, but in other 

cases they were employed simply to avoid renumbering the rest of the figures in that part of the 
article when I decided to include an additional figure after the draft was completed.   

 
Dr. Schoenfeld provided an update to the Hong Kong postal stationery information recorded by 

Col. Webb, Yang, Higgins & Gage, et. al., which is, in general, more complete and accurate, as 
would be expected of a later publication.  Although a few updates to Schoenfeldôs work are 

provided herein, it is, in my opinion, the best of any of the catalogs that address Hong Kong 
postal stationery.  Both Webb and Schoenfeld catalog numbers are listed for each item in the 

tables herein, where those catalog numbers exist.  Note that Dr. Schoenfeldôs catalog contains a 
cross-reference to issue numbers in other postal stationery catalogs.  Schoenfeld is sometimes 

abbreviated ñSch.ò herein.  Mr. Yangôs reference numbers are used for postal stationery items 
post-dating those cataloged by Schoenfeld.  ñNEWò finds are designated as such in the tables.   

 
These tables include ERD and LRD, where they extend Webbôs and other records, and/or I was 

aware of such dates.  Many of these ERDôs / LRDôs are from my own collection, as denoted by 
ñLCSò in the Notes area of the tables (although most have since been sold along with other parts 

of my collection).  Others were recorded in HKSC Bulletin 268, or were gleaned from various 
other publications, which are also referenced in the notes, such as Mr. Proudôs 1991 record of 

postal stationery usage at the various Treaty Ports.  However, I make no claim that I have done 
anywhere near an exhaustive search for such information, as time and energy did not permit 

reviewing all of the auction catalogs in my 40 year accumulation.  Besides the record in the table 
notes about the source of the finds, ERDôs, and LRDôs, the notes also contain related information 

that I thought of significance and/or interest.  Updates (corrections) to other Hong Kong postal 
stationery catalogs are mentioned in the text, or in the table notes, where appropriate.   
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Another source for ERDôs / LRDôs was Ebay.  One only has to look at the tremendous increase 

in information on security markings published over the last few years by Philippe Orsetti and his 
associates to realize what an amazing research tool Ebay and other web resources have become.  

Speaking of which, Iôd like to thank Michel Houde, Web Master, and the HKSC for agreeing to 
publish this record of Hong Kong postal stationery finds and updates on the HKSC web site 

(http://www.hongkongstudycircle.com/index.html).  To make this article become a living 
document, as has been done for security markings, collectors will need to watch for and submit 

new information when they see it, and the web site record must be updated on a timely basis.  
However, Iôd prefer not to take on this maintenance effort myself, so I am hopeful that someone 

else with the time and energy to do so will step forward. 
 

In the interests of time and space, I only included the official Hong Kong aerogram issues, 
beginning with those that Col. Webb recorded in Section A of his Hong Kong Airmails booklet, 

from which his ERD / LRD cites were taken for the aerogram listings herein.  There are new 
finds and updates with the general British aerogram issues and unofficial types listed by Webb, 

as well, but they will have to wait for another article, and maybe for another writer.  Similarly, I 
did not include the post cards used during the WW II Japanese occupation of Hong Kong, nor the 

newer (Queen Elizabeth era) types of postage prepaid postcards, Christmas aerogrammes, etc.  
Besides the time and space constraints for this article, I have yet to see a non-philatelic usage of 

such items, and have seen very few FDCôs.  I find both of these observations quite surprising.   
 

 

Return to the Table of Contents 

. 

http://www.hongkongstudycircle.com/index.html
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PART 2.  POST CARDS 
 

 
U.P.U. regulations required that post cards (PC) be made available to the public, and Hong Kong 

complied, although somewhat belatedly.  Post Cards are probably the most collected item of 
Hong Kong postal stationery, and they are, correspondingly, the most well-studied.  The postal 

rates established by government authorities, generally within UPU guidelines, are the key to 
understanding when and what value stamps and postal stationery were issued.  However, while 

stamps and postal stationery are cataloged in great and generally correct detail, the same cannot 
be said, unfortunately, for complete and accurate publication of the rates upon which those 

philatelic issues are based.  A good example of this problem is provided in the KG VI section.   
 

The ñHong Kong Post Card Rates (Surface Mail)ò table provided by Dr. Schoenfeld in HKSCJ 
301 / 4 was used as the basis for an attempt to update the post card rates recorded by various 

authors over the years.  In a number of cases, it was necessary to consider extant examples in an 
effort to resolve the rate discrepancies between these authors.  Such efforts are discussed in the 

pertinent by-reign sections, and the resulting post card surface rates (see Crewe and Halewood 
for post card airmail rates) have been compiled into the following table: 
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a

Effective 

Date

Local, Br. 

Agencies

China,         

Macau

British 

Empire

Other 

Countries

Rate 

Reference
NotesNotes

1.4.1879 3 cents? 3 cents? 3 cents 3 cents  5c via Brindisi

18.2.1880 1 cents 1 cents - -  3c by any route

1.12.1894 - - - - 4 cents 4 cents GN 430  17.11.94 HK Gov. Gaz.

18.2.1918 1c in HK             

1-1/2c in TPs

1c to Macau         

1-1/2c to China *

- - - - Thorndike  * 1-1/2c: between TPs, 

TPs to China, Macau

1.10.1919 - - - - - - - -  * Proud, Sieh 

& Blackburn

 * S,M,T changed from  

China to UPU rates

c.1.2 to 

30.11.1922

- - - - - - - -  * Perrin, Sieh 

& Blackburn

 * 6c from Agencies to   

other countries 

1.10.22 - - - -  * - - - - PMG, Sieh & 

Blackburn

 * 2c from Agencies to 

China proper

15.1.1923 1 cent 1c to Macau            

2c to China *

- - - - Proud, Sieh 

& Blackburn

 TPs closed 30.11.22.       

* 2c reciprocal rate

1.4.1931 2 cents 2 cents 8 cents 8 cents 181/1931  Notice #s per Ashby

4.7.1935 - - - -  * - - - - Ashby, Sieh 

& Blackburn

 * S,M,T included in 

rates to China proper

1.6.1936 - - - - 10c/15c * 15 cents 438/1936  * 15c via Siberia to BE

1.9.1938 - - - - 10c - - 657/1938  Via Siberia rate ended

15.9.1941 - - 4 cents - - - - 1093/1941

1941 - 1945  Japanese rates

1.4.1946 - - - - - - - - Schoenfeld

1.4.1948 - - 5 cents 15 cents 20 cents - - 

1.4.1949 5 cents - - - - - - - - 

1.6.1952 - - - - - - 25 cents - - 

China, Macau, 

Taiwan: 1967

9.1967 - - * 10 cents - - - - - -  * 1.4.66 per Proud

1.7.1971 10 cents 15 cents 25 cents 30 cents Sch., Proud

1.4.1975 - - 20 cents * - - - - Proud  * Sch. - 20c: 1.1.76

1.1.1976 "No service" * 20 cents - - - - Schoenfeld, 

Proud

 * Local card rate as 

letter rate subsequently 

1.7.1976 20 cents - - X * 40 cents Schoenfeld  * Brit. Emp. rate ended

1.1.1980 - - 30 cents - - 60 cents * - -  * "Other" card rate as 

letter rate subsequently 

1.7.1981 - - 40 cents * - - $1.00 Sch., Proud  * Proud: 50c in error?

1.7.1982 30 cents - - - - - - Schoenfeld

1.10.1983?* 40 cents 50 cents - - - - Proud  * Schoenfeld: 1.6.1985?

2.9.1985 50 cents 60 cents * - - $1.20 Sch., Proud  * China card rate as 

letter rate subsequently 

1.9.1988 60 cents 70 cents - - $1.30 Sch., Proud

1.4.1991 80 cents 90 cents - - $1.70 Sch., Proud

1.11.1993 $1.00 $1.20 - - $2.00 Sch., Proud

1.6.1995 $1.20 $1.50 - - $2.30 Proud  Schoenfeld: Not shown

Zone 1 * Zone 2 *  * See Proud page 254

2.9.1996 $1.30 $1.60 $2.30 $2.60 Sch., Proud

 

Table PC-1.  Hong Kong post card rates by surface mail 
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No major ñnewò post card types have been cataloged since Colonel Webbôs book was published.  
Although only two new post card subtypes are recorded herein, quite a number of earlier and 

later dates of usage have been identified than those recorded by Col. Webb, the HKSC and Mr. 
Proud.  Three of what I believe to be the most significant ERD advancements for QV post cards 

are illustrated in figures PC-1c, the 3c/16c on white card; PC-2, the 4c grey definitive; and PC-
3a, the 4c in red on 3c brown card.  Each of these ñfindsò has implications that serve to update 

previously held understandings of the postal history related to postal stationery.    
 

Although Dr. Schoenfeld recorded no ñnewò post cards beyond those Col. Webb cataloged, he 
gave catalog sub-numbers to some of the subtypes that Webb mentioned, but did not number.  

The only ñnewò (i.e., un-cataloged) post card subtypes recorded in this study are the use of two 
of the reply card types with ñREPLYò deleted,  which are illustrated in Figures PC-4b and c, and 

PC-5 below.  As previously stated in the introduction, the Japanese occupation post cards, and 
the newer types of general issue postage prepaid post cards are not addressed herein, except for 

the Queen Elizabeth official ñPostage paidò and ñOfficial Paidò cards. 
 

Due to the relatively large number of Hong Kong post cards, not all are specifically addressed 
herein.  Only those thought to be of sufficient significance from a HK postal stationery 

viewpoint, and/or which have other significant postal history features, have been discussed.  
Again, due to the relatively large number of Hong Kong post cards, the ERD / LRD and related 

information have been provided in separate tables for each reign, plus a table for the ñCHINAò 
overprint cards.  Information may be accessed by clicking below on the text section for the 

associated reign during which the post cards were issued.  The corresponding table generally 
appears at the beginning of each section. 

 

        Reign   Section   Table  
 
 

Queen Victoria   PC-A    PC-2  

King Edward    PC-B    PC-3  
King George V   PC-C    PC-4  

KGV ï ñCHINAò  PC-D    PC-5 

King George VI  PC-E    PC-6 
Postage & Official Paid PC-F 
 

 

Although Col. Webb cataloged the normal and reply cards as individual items, in most cases he 
recorded ERD / LRD information only as a composite for each normal and reply card set of 

cards of the same value.  He usually included any other varieties of the basic card in that set for 
which a composite ERD / LRD was provided.  An effort has been made to distinguish ERD / 

LRD information for each post card listed in the associated tables.  Webbôs ERD and LRD 
values are shown at the top of each of his sets within a table, and any earlier or later known dates 

for individual cataloged items are recorded below.  Since it is not possible to know to which 
specific cataloged item Webbôs composite ERD / LRD for the set applied, in some cases an ERD 

for a specific post card has been recorded that is slightly later than Webbôs composite ERD, or an 
LRD for a specific post card has been listed that is slightly earlier than Webbôs composite LRD.   



P a g e | 8 

 

Section PC-A.  Queen Victoria Post Cards 
 

Webb   

#

Sch.  

#

QV 

Issued Value & Format Early

Webb  

Early

Webb  

Late Late NotesNotes

1879 

P1 I-Ia 3c / 16c, with or without short "T"   

Yellow card   

1.4.79 4.2.80 26.5.82 25 used examples recorded by Spink, 2.2004, 

including LRD

P2 II-IIa 5c / 18c, with or without short "T" 

Blue card, "Via Brindisi & London" 

14.4.79 28.12.80 Webb ERD: Gibbons, 3.1988, lot 815 - from Ningpo: 

"N1" over-cancelled "S1"

P3 Ib-Ic 3c / 16c, with or without short "T," 

on white card with red printing

22.4.79 5.9.79 5.3.80 7.4.81                         

.                            

ERD: Spink, 2.2004, lot 128                                

LRD: "F1" - Zurich Asia, 11.2002, lot 1172,                

+ isolated 1882, 83, 85, and 1888 uses

P3 Id-Ie 3c / 16c, with or without short "T," 

on white card with blue printing, 

vs. intended 5c / 18c                                       
- - - - - - - - - - - -

Not recorded or seen used

P4 IIb-c 5c / 18c, with or without short "T," 

on white card with red printing,   

vs. intended 3c / 16c                                       

2.2.81

- - - - - -

Only known used example recorded by Gurevitch, 

pg. A157.  5c/18c with red printing not recorded 

used by Schoenfeld (nor 3c/16c with blue printing)

P4 IId-IIe 5c / 18c, with or without short "T," 

on white card with blue printing,            

"Via Brindisi & London"                 

7.5.79 15.7.79 1.80 2.2.81 ERD: Gurevitch pg. A149                                    

LRD: Gurevitch pg. A157 - To Java    

P5 III-IIIa THREE / 5c / 18c, white card, 

blue printing, w/ or w/o short "T,"                            

"Via Brindisi & London" struck out

7.1.80 1879 7.3.80 17.3.80 ERD: Ishikawa, Sotheby, 12.1980, lot 397; see text                                    

LRD: Gurevitch pg. A154, apparent correction of 

Webb 7.3.80, as Gurevitch recorded only 2 used

1880 

P6 1 1c green on buff card 3.4.80 22.11.80 28.5.03 11.2.05 ERD: Cavendish, 3.2003, lot 317 - "B/MACAO"    

LRD: PhilaChina, 5.2005, lot 977

P7 2 3c brown on buff card 3.3.80 9.8.80 2.8.94 12.12.94 ERD: Sussex collection; LRD: LCS

P8 3 4c grey on buff card                         

"Via Brindisi & London" usually 

struck out

16.2.80           3.1.96 17.10.99 11.5.03 ERD for 4c and all defintive PC's: LCS - From HK 

GPO to Brisbane GPO with PO sonnet on back                                        

LRD: Christie's, 11.95, x-lot 2571 - French Packhoi  

P10 5 1880? ONE CENT / 4c grey; "Via 

Brindisi - - - " usually struck out

5.4.81 16.8.81 24.3.94 1895 ERD: HKSC 268.  LRD: Bull, 9.1991, lot 1051               

See text re. possible 1880 vs. 1881 issue date  
 

Table PC-2a.  Hong Kong Queen Victoria post cards issued 1879 ï 1880, description and usage dates  
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Webb   

#

Sch.  

#

QV 

Issued Value & Format Early

Webb  

Early

Webb  

Late Late NotesNotes

1886

P9 4 ONE CENT / 3c brown 27.5.86 7.2.87 8.1.00 ERD: x-Kerr, but no photo; Proud - ERD: 6.7.86.  

See text re. 1886 issue date

1887 

P11 2a 3c brown on white card 23.6.87 5.1.88 23.7.94 12.12.94

18.2.95?

ERD: HKSC Newsletter 268                                 

12.12.94 LRD: LCS.  18.2.95 LRD: Proud - 

Questionable unless postage due or 2c stamp 

added, since rate raised to 4c on 1.12.94

1892/4 Reply cards issued 14.5.92 per Proud

P12 6 1892? 1c + 1c green pre-paid reply card 3.4.93 12.4.01 17.11.04 12.10.06 ERD: HKSC 268.  LRD: Cavendish, 10.2003, lot 302 

- from Hankow.  See text re. "1892?" issue date
P13 7 1892 3c + 3c brown pre-paid reply card 7?.7.92 3.5.93 - - - 16.4.96? ERD: LCS Ebay scan;    LRD: Proud: - Swatow          

Same note as for Sch. 2a re. 18.2.95 LRD

P14 1a 1894? 1c green on white card 13.4.94 28.9.95 4.12.95 ERD: HKSC 268.  See text re. 1892 vs. "1894?" 

issue1894/5

16.1.95 23.8.01

P15 8 4c red surcharge on 3c brown 

(Schoenfeld 2, 2a)

6.12.94 9.12.02 ERD: LCS - see text re. issue date                                

LRD: Zurich-Asia, 6.2003, lot 938

P16 9, 9x, 

9y

4c + 4c red on 3c + 3c reply card 

(Schoenfeld 7), unseparated (9), 

message (9x), or reply half (9y)

6.3.95 11.9.02 ERD: Gaertner, 2.2008, lot 521A; also 10.6.95 to 

Montenegro: EB250176660864                                

LRD: LCS - Ningpo

P16 Sch. 9 - Surcharge down to right       

(North West to South East)

14.3.99 8.3.00 Recorded by Webb, but only 2 used seen              

ERD: Gaertner, 2.2008, lot 14527                     

LRD: LCS - on REPLY half from Shanghai 

* *

Reply half of Schoenfeld 9 with 

"REPLY" deleted                                        

* Only recorded by Higgins&Gage

30.5.96

- - - - - -

17.12.96 ERD: LCS                                                             

LRD: EB 5562911294.  Also 7.8.96: Foochow - 

PhilaChina, 8.2003, lot 1308

P17 3a 4c grey on white card                    

"Via Brindisi . . . " usually deleted

6.5.95 14.5.95 3.12.01 11.9.02 ERD: LCS - based on dateline; cds 6.5 or 8.5                                        

LRD: Ningpo - Cavendish, 10.2003, lot 342          
 

Table PC-2b.  Hong Kong Queen Victoria post cards issued 1886 ï 1895, description and usage dates  
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Webb   

#

Sch.  

#

QV 

Issued Value & Format Early

Webb  

Early

Webb  

Late Late NotesNotes  
1900 9.4.00 30.4.06

P18     

P18a

10      

10x

4c + 4c black on 3c + 3c reply 

card (Schoenfeld 7), unseparated 

(10), message (10x), or reply half

13.2.00 ERD: Bull, 2.2004, lot 989 - Outward half of card to 

Germany, apparently posted on board, so cancelled 

on arrival at Singapore

P18 10y As Sch. # 10 - Reply half with 

"REPLY" deleted

18.4.00 3.02 
- - -

22.8.04 ERD: LCS                                                                

LRD: Cavendish, 3.2003, lot 151

P18            

P18a

Schoenfeld 10, 10x, 10y with 

black surcharge down to right

11.8.00 13.12.02 ERD: Philachina, 2.2004, lot 231 - REPLY deleted      

LRD: PhilaChina, 4.2004, lot 976 - Amoy/Shanghai    

P19 11       

11a

4c black surcharge over 4c red 

surcharge on 3c brown (Sch. 9) -                                            

Message or reply half of card

27.3.00 9.4.00 ERD: HKSC 268                                                     

LRD: Cavendish, 9.2004, lot 439 - sent by French 

paquebot to Turkey                                              

P19 Sch. 11, Red surcharge down to 

right (NW to SE)                                         

Both surcharges down to right

14.4.00         

.             

23.6.00

7.7.00 Surcharge from NW to SE not known to Webb.                              

14.4.00 and 7.7.00: Zurich Asia, 11.2002, lot 1102         

23.6.00: Hoiland (Denmark), 8.1997, lot 2736 

           NEW

Sch. 11a: 4c black over 4c red on 

3c brown - Reply half of card with 

"REPLY" deleted

31.3.00

- - - - - -

9.4.00 Only 2 known examples: ERD: Christies. 11.95, lot 

2485 - to Vienna.  LRD: HKPSJ 11 (2007) - local 

usage.  See text re. positions of surcharges

P22 14 Reply half of Sch. 6, 1c + 1c 

green with "REPLY" deleted

16.11.00 20.11.00 11.12.01 21.1.05 ERD: Ebay ...2968, 19.11.2003                               

LRD: EB9509226157 - Basel Mission on 1c stamp

1901 14.10.01 14.10.03

P20 12 4c carmine 5.10.01 Circa          

19.3.07

ERD: LCS                                                                 

LRD: LCS - Double ring Foochow BPO, Type G

P21 13 4c + 4c carmine reply card 1.7.07 LRD: LCS - With unseparated "Reply" deleted, only 

unused example seen; see next entry: "New"

           NEW

Reply half of Schoenfeld 13 with 

"REPLY" deleted

25.12.03

- - - - - -

27.1.04 Only 2 used examples seen:                               

ERD: Sun, 11.1998, lot 841 - to Japan                               

LRD: LCS - Via Siberia 1st period: only 11.03 - 2.04
 

 
Table PC-2c.  Hong Kong Queen Victoria post cards issued 1900 ï 1901, description and usage dates  
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Col. Webb stated that Hong Kong applied to London for stamped post cards in accordance with 
UPU requirements, but pending their arrival engaged the local Government printer, Noronha, to 

print provisional formula cards and surcharge existing stamps for application to those cards.  
Commodore Gurevitch made a case for both the surcharged stamps and post cards to which they 

were affixed having been produced in England, based on De La Rue essays.  In HKPSJ 6 Mr. 
Campion provided written evidence that the ñessaysò were actually specimens sent by the Hong 

Kong Postmaster to the Colonial Secretary, and thence forwarded via the Crown Agents to De La 
Rue, with their 29.4.79 specifications and order for the first definitive post cards.   

 
The initially issued provisional cards were printed in yellow for the route via Marseille, and in 

blue for the route via Brindisi, to assist in sorting.  Additionally, the blue cards bore the ñVia 
Brindisi & Londonò inscription, the two cents additional cost paying for transit via Brindisi, 

Italy.  The 3c surcharged on 16c stamps were intended to be affixed on the yellow cards, and the 
5c on 18c stamps were to be affixed on the blue cards, although the errant reversal is also 

cataloged.  Webb recorded a 1.4.79 first day of use of the 3c/16c on yellow card, but I have not 
seen it.  The earliest (5.4.79) 3c/16c on yellow PC recorded by Gurevitch, based on a source 

other than Webb, is illustrated in Figure PC-1a (lot 396 in Sothebyôs 12.1980 auction of Ryohei 
Ishikawaôs HK collection; 3c/16c stamp at bottom of figure is from another lot).  

 

 
 

Figure PC-1a.  5.4.79  -  Earliest use seen of 3c / 16c on yellow post card 

Webbôs 14.4.79 ERD for the 5c / 18c on blue card, which has not been advanced in the 40+ years 
since publication, is illustrated in Figure PC-1b.  The stamp on this card was cancelled ñN1ò at 
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the Ningpo origination Post Office (PO), and over-cancelled ñS1ò in transit at Shanghai.  The 
ñNingpoò date stamp with index ñCò is recorded 11.3.84 ï 9.12.99 by Webb, and not amended 

by Schoenfeld, although Webb illustrated a 26.1.81 example in his Plate 63.  Furthermore, Webb 
recorded the 5c/18c card shown below, but did not take note of its even earlier 14.4.79 ñNingpo / 

Cò c.d.s.  This card was offered as lot 815 in the 3.1988 Gibbons auction.      
 

 
 

Figure PC-1b.  14.4.79  -  Earliest known use of 5c / 18c on blue card 

 
Webb stated: ñExperience quickly showed that coloured cards, though easy to sort, were difficult 

to read, and three months later white cards were put on sale.ò  He recorded 15.7.79 as the earliest 
known use of the 5c/18c on white card with blue printing, and gave a 5.9.79 ERD for the 3c/16c 

on white card with red printing.  Gurevitch recorded the earliest known use of the 5c/18c on 
white card as 7.5.79, and listed a 9.5.79 ERD for the 3c/16c on white card.   

 
Two earlier usages of the 3c/16c on white card were offered by Spink in their 2.2004 auction: 

22.4.79 (lot 128), see Figure PC-1c, and 27.4.79 (lot 129), both of these less than one month after 
the initial issue of the 3c/16c on yellow card, vs. the three months stated by Webb.  The 22.4.79 

card message includes: ñwhite cards have been issued as they are not so expensive.ò  This 
implies that printing cost may have been more of a driver for the Hong Kong GPO to move very 

quickly from colored to white cards than legibility of the writing on the cards.   
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Figure PC-1c.  22.4.79  -  Earliest known use of 3c / 16c on white card 
 
However, the issue of these two significantly different sets of cards within such a short time 

appears quite unusual, and raises the question of whether both types really were produced by the 
same printer.  It would seem likely that a case could be made for the colored cards having been 

produced in Hong Kong as a ñstop gapò measure, followed by their replacement with the white 
cards when they were received from England.  Locally produced cards could have been required 

to satisfy the UPU requirement to issue post cards by 1.4.79, which was also the date when the 
new post card rates went into effect, along with the second set of UPU letter rates.  The issuance 

of two different sets of provisional cards, along with the variance in appearance of the colored 
vs. the white cards, tend to support this hypothesis.   

 
In HKPSJ 7 Mr. Campion argued that ñ . . . had De La Rue produced the provisional cards, it is 

very unlikely that they would have used more than one type of card for each value.ò  This 
argument is consistent with the thought that the colored cards may have been produced in Hong 

Kong in order to meet the required issue date, and then the white cards were subsequently put on 
sale when they were received from England.  However, Campion reproduced a 16.9.79 letter 

from De La Rue to the Crown Agents in which De La Rue stated in part: 
 

ñIn place, however, of a border in the form of a twisted rope, as suggested in a sketch covered by 
the indent, we have substituted a Greek fret, for we found that the rope pattern did not come out 
well to so small a scale . . . ò   
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The ñsketchò bearing the twisted rope border referred to by De La Rue was the essay or 
specimen of the second type of provisional card; i.e., the smaller white card, the colored cards 

having a straight-line border, except for the ornament in the corners.  It would seem inconsistent, 
and not in keeping with the stature of De La Rue, for them to have produced the provisional 

white cards with twisted rope border, and then less than a year later taken exception to the use of 
that style of border for production of the definitive post cards.  Similarly, it seems unlikely that 

De La Rue would have produced the provisional cards with the wide Hong Kong coat of arms, 
and then have changed to the significantly narrower coat of arms depicted on the definitive cards.   

 
Commodore Gurevitch, in his response to Mr. Campion in HKPSJ 7, noted that the printerôs type 

used for ñUnion Postale Universelle . . . is exactly the sameò on the definitive cards (which were 
unquestionably produced by De La Rue), as on the provisional cards, with the exception of the 

larger first letter of each of those words on those cards.  He commented that ñIt is highly unlikely 
that the same type would have been available in both Hong Kong and at De La Rue.ò   

 
Commodore Gurevitch noted that abnormalities existed in both the printerôs type and the spacing 

of characters in all stamp surcharges produced by the Hong Kong Government printer, but he 
stated that ñthe spacing of the word óCENTSô is identical with all three overprintsò surcharged 

on the post card stamps.  He observed that such precision printing of the surcharges on the post 
card stamps ñis entirely consistent with the De La Rue work.ò   

 
If Gurevitchôs reasoning that the post card stamps were surcharged by De La Rue is accepted, 

along with Mr. Campionôs evidence and rationale that the provisional cards themselves were 
printed in Hong Kong, a most interesting compromise conclusion results, based on parts of the 

positions espoused by each of these two gentlemen.  Such a composite result would also help 
explain two of the other ñloose endsò in this puzzle.  Supply of the stamps from England, for 

subsequent application to the cards printed in Hong Kong, would seem to be more consistent 
with the recorded errant misapplication of the two stamp values to the wrong white cards (see 

next paragraph), than the alternative of the highly regarded De La Rue firm having committed 
such an error.  Similarly, the known existence of apparently mint examples of the surcharged 

stamps separate from the cards, also seems more likely if the stamps were sent separately to 
Hong Kong, than if they were applied to the cards in England.       

 
Webb noted that the formula on the 1879 provisional white cards, to which 3c/16c stamps were 

affixed, was printed in red or blue, and that the formula was printed in blue or red on the white 
cards affixed with 5c/18c stamps.  Schoenfeld recorded each of these as separate subtypes, but 

indicated that the white cards printed in blue (i.e., those cards bearing ñVia Brindisi & Londonò), 
intended for use with the 5c/18c adhesive stamps, but bearing 3c/16c stamps instead, and the 

white cards printed in red, intended for use with the 3c/16c adhesive stamps, but bearing 5c/18c 
stamps instead, were not known used.   

 
What I would consider as the most significant new post card find was recorded by Commodore 

Gurevitch in his outstanding 2001 treatise.  He recorded a single example, used on 2.2.81, of the 
5c/18c adhesive stamp on white card with red printing, instead of the 3c/16c intended for that 

card.  Unfortunately, an image of this amazing usage is not available.  Gurevitch listed no used 
examples of the white card printed in blue, intended for use with the 5c/18c adhesive stamp, but 
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bearing 3c/16c stamp instead.  A mint example of the latter was offered as lot 309 in the 12.2007 
PhilaChina auction. 

 
The 7.1.80 example of the 3c/5c/18c card, which is one of only three recorded usages of this rare 

PC, is illustrated in Figure PC-1d (lot 397 in Sothebyôs 12.1980 auction of Ishikawaôs HK).  
 

 
 

Figure PC-1d.  7.1.80 ï 1 of only 3 recorded uses of 3c / 5c / 18c post card 
 
Commander Gurevitch provided rationale for the remaining stock of 5c/18c cards having been 

surcharged ñTHREEò cents in late December 1879.  Col. Webb reported an 1879 use of this card 
to GB, without noting the day and month, but Gurevitch did not record that example.   Gurevitch 

recorded only two usages of the 3c/5c/18c card: 7.1.80 (page 271 and A153), and 17.3.80 (page 
A154).  It seems likely that Gurevitchôs 17.3.80 record is a correction of Webbôs 7.3.80 LRD, 

since the P&O Thibet did not depart HK until 10.3, but the French Ligne N Ava left HK on 
17.3.80, and much of the outgoing mail was typically dated the day of or the day before the 

departure of one of the mail steamers.   
 

The annual Hong Kong Post Office report for 1879 noted: ñPost cards for instance, which it is 
now obligatory for every Union country to issue, will probably never be much used in the East.ò  

That report showed sale of 3,584 3c cards and 1,721 5c cards in 1879, for a total of less than 
$200 revenue to the GPO.  Another table listed international dispatch of 2,970 post cards in 

1879, and local use of about 100 more cards.  There was no mention in the report of the switch 
from colored to white provisional post cards.  The two cent surcharge for the routing of post 

cards via Brindisi was eliminated in 1880, so the new definitive 3c cards issued in that year could 
be used to any UPU member country by any route.   
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Contrary to the pessimistic outlook for the sale of post cards in the 1879 Hong Kong Post Office 

report, the 1880 report indicates that the sale of 3c cards almost doubled to 6,429 from sales in 
1879, while 19,562 of the 1c cards, which were issued for local use in 1880, were also sold.  The 

1880 report notes: 
 

ñThe sale of post cards has exceeded all expectations.  They were introduced because it was 
obligatory to issue them, but it was not expected that more than a few dozen would be sold.  
Some difficulty was experienced in keeping pace with the demand.  At least two-thirds of those 
purchased, however, have gone to gratify the mania for Stamp-collecting, which seems to 
increase with the obstacles surrounding it.  It is difficult to make votaries of the great science of 
Philately understand that post offices exist for any other purposes than to supply them with every 
conceivable variety and shade of Postage stamp.ò 

 

Although that report referred specifically to supplying varieties and shades of stamps, it would 
seem to apply as well to the provisional post cards, and could account, at least in part, for the 

change from colored to white cards.  Since the varieties with short ñTò are extant in about the 
same quantity as those with normal ñT,ò no attempt has been made to break them out separately.  

 
Apparently, the original 5c post card rate via Brindisi, a surcharge of 2c over the longer sea route 

to England, was to have been lowered to 4c, as Col. Webb noted that 4c cards were ordered for 
the Brindisi route, and one of the ñessaysò described by Gurevitch and Campion was manually 

changed from a 5c to a 4c rate.  The ñFE 16 / 80ò date of the four cent card (Schoenfeld 3) in 
Figure PC-2a is the earliest known use of any of the Hong Kong definitive postal cards.  The 

ñ16ò of ñFE 16 / 80ò date stamp is not certain, and has previously been reported as 19.2.80.  
However, the 16.2.80 date printed on the back of this card (see Figure PC-2b) corroborates the 

likelihood that the c.d.s is also 16.2 vs. 19.2.80.  Although Col. Webb stated that these 4c post 
cards were not received in Hong Kong until the Brindisi route surcharge was abolished on 

18.2.80, the date of the Figure PC-2a card conclusively demonstrates that it was available on or 
before 16.2.80.   
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Figure PC-2a.  16.2.80  -  Earliest known use of definitive post cards 
 
The UPU decision to make the post card rate among UPU countries 3c, regardless of the route, 

became effective on 18.2.80.  This obviated the need for a 4c post card, so the 4c cards, received 
only a few days before, almost immediately became obsolete.  Some stock of these obsolete 4c 

cards was used up in 1881 by surcharging them ñOne Centò for local use (Sch. 5).  Col. Webb 
stated, ñas far as we know the 4c postcard was not issued until 1884, (sic 1895) when the rate 

was changed to 4c.ò  Elsewhere he stated that the post card rate was raised from 3c to 4c about 
1.1.95.  At that time, the ñVia Brindisi and Londonò was struck out, and these 4c cards were 

again put into use.  The card illustrated in Figure PC-2a is not only the earliest known use of any 
of the definitive post cards, it is also the only known use of this 4c card prior to the rate increase 

to 4c almost 15 years later.  Col. Webb did not record use of this 4c card until 3.1.96, but I have 
(had) an 8.5.95 example, after increase of the rate from 3c to 4c. 
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Figure PC-2b.  Post Office sonnet on back of earliest definitive post card 
 

The definitive 1c green post cards for local and China use (Sch. 1), and the 3c brown for UPU 
destinations (Sch. 2), were received in Hong Kong at the same time as the 4c cards.  Although 

Webb did not record use of the 1c until 22.11.80, and the 3c until 9.8.80, these dates have since 
been advanced considerably closer to the issue date of these cards.  Unfortunately, Webbôs ERDs 

are misleadingly listed in the Yang catalog as if they were the actual issue dates.  The earliest 
known use of the 1c card is now 3.4.80, and the earliest known used 3c card is 3.3.80.     

 
The various catalogs of Hong Kong postal stationery state that both the ñONE CENTò on 3c 

brown (Sch. 4) and the ñONE CENTò on 4c grey (Sch. 5) provisional cards were issued in 1881, 
with the exception of Higgins and Gage, which notes issuance as ñ1881/86.ò  Webb recorded 

1881 as the earliest known use of the 1c/4c card, but Gurevitch illustrated a 1.10.80 HKPO 
notice on page 28 which states that the 1c/4c PC was issued in 1880.  Gurevitch noted various 

errors in that HKPO notice, but it is difficult to believe that an 1880 HKPO notice could have 
erroneously listed the issuance of the 1c/4c PC in 1880, if it was not actually issued until 1881.     

 
Col. Webb stated 1881 as the issue date of the ñONE CENTò surcharge on 3c brown post card, 

but he did not record its use until 1887.  Although usage of the 1c/3c card has been advanced to 
1886 herein, no usage date any nearer to 1881 has been found in the 40 plus years since Webbôs 

publication.  Gurevitch illustrated a 1.3.92 HKPO notice on page 30 stating that the 1c/3c PC 
was issued in 1886, which is validated by the cited empirical evidence.   
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Webb stated that 3c brown post cards were printed on white stock (Sch. 2a) in 1887, but he noted 

5.1.88 as his ERD.  The postal stationery survey in HKSC newsletter 268 moved Webbôs ERD 
up to 23.6.87.  As previously discussed, the 3c post card rate was raised to 4c on 1.12.94, but I 

have (had) a 12.12.94 3c card not marked postage due, indicating that there was a grace period.  
Mr. Proud recorded an 18.2.95 use of the 3c card, but this seems questionable, unless that card 

was postage due, or a 2c stamp was added to it. 
  

Webb recorded that 1c green cards were printed on white stock (Sch. 1a) ñabout the same timeò 
as the two part 1c and 3c reply cards (i.e., 1892).  The other catalogs of Hong Kong postal 

stationery show this 1c green on white card as issued in 1892, with the exception of Higgins and 
Gage, which does not catalog this as a separate issue (although it did so for the 3c brown on 

white card).  Notwithstanding the supposed 1892 issue date, Webb only recorded the 1c green on 
white card used in 1895.  The postal stationery survey in HKSC newsletter 268 moved the ERD 

up to 13.4.94, but again no earlier used example has been found in the nearly 20 intervening 
years.  It therefore seems reasonable to postulate that, while the 1c green card may or may not 

have been produced on white stock in 1892, it was not actually sold and used until 1894.   
 

Even the stated 1892 issue date of the two part 1c + 1c reply card (Sch. 6) is suspect, since it is 
not recorded used until 1901 by Webb, and moved up to 1893 in HKSC newsletter 268.  The 

1.3.92 HKPO notice illustrated by Gurevitch on page 30 records issuance of the 3c + 3c reply 
card in 1892, but makes no mention of the 1c + 1c reply card.  This indicates that the 1c + 1c 

reply card was not issued until later in 1892 than the 1.3.92 HKPO notice, or perhaps not until 
1893, as suggested by the empirical evidence. 

 
Webb recorded only a single date of use of the 3c + 3c reply card (Sch. 7): 3.5.93, but HKSC 

newsletter 268 advanced that to 27.7.92.  I have an Ebay scan of an even earlier example: circa 
7.7.92, the day not legible in the scan.  This card was addressed to the ñDirector of Post & 

Telegraph, Salatiga, Ned - Indie,ò and received a Singapore transit c.d.s. of 12.7.92.  Mr. Kirkôs 
Vol. 2 shows that the P&O Rohilla departed HK on 7.7 and reached Singapore on 12.7.92, so she 

most likely carried this card.     
 

Col. Webb stated on page 158: ñAbout 1 January 1895, the postal rate to Europe (sic: postal card 
rate to all UPU countries outside of Asia) changed from 3c to 4c, and the stock of 3c was 

surcharged in redò (Sch. 8).  The other catalogs of Hong Kong postal stationery show this 4c 
provisional card as having been issued in 1895, with two exceptions.  Higgins and Gage notes 

issuance of this and the associated two part reply card as ñ1894/95.ò  For many years I claimed a 
3.1.95 4c / 3c card as the earliest known use of this rate, but Mr. Proud, in his Treaty Ports book, 

listed a 12.12.94 ERD for a 4c / 3c card sent from Shanghai. 
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Figure PC-3a.  6.12.94 - Earliest known ñ4 CENTSò in red on 3c brown post card 
 
I recently acquired the 4c/3c example illustrated in Figure PC-3a which, although it cannot be 

dated by the partial Hong Kong c.d.s., is seen to be 6.12.94 from the senderôs date line.  This date 
is confirmed by the 6.1.95 German arrival date-stamp, since the time by steamship from China to 

Europe was typically around 30 days at this period.  However, the fact that I also had a 3c card 
dated 12.12.94, and had seen a 4.12.94 card sent from Hankow to Luxemburg (PhilaChina, 

9.2007, lot 411), raised doubts.  Perhaps the sender had acquired and used the 4c/3c card on 
6.12.94, before the post card rate was actually increased to 4c.  Technology finally came to the 

rescue by means of the Hong Kong University on-line database of official government notices 
and reports.  The Figure PC-3b notice is conclusive evidence that the QV 3c post card rate was 

increased to 4c on 1.12.94, vs. 1.1.95. 
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                           (Note:  Table of rates to non-Union places not copied) 

 
 

Copied from: http://sunzi1.lib.hku.hk/hkgro/view/g1894/645874.pdf 
 

Figure PC-3b.  Government notice: 3c post card rate raised to 4c effective 1.12.94 
 
The various catalogs state that Hong Kong first issued pre-paid reply cards in 1892, with the 
exception of Higgins & Gage, which shows ñ1892/3.ò  Proud records a definitive 14.5.92 as the 

issue date for both the 1c + 1c and 3c + 3c reply cards.  Col. Webb noted that the word ñREPLYò 
was deleted from some of the QV 1c green and 4c black on 3c brown reply-paid cards, so that 

they could be used as a ñnormal card.ò  This deletion was done by hand with a broad (in varying 
degrees) brush stroke in black ink.  Three examples have come on the market within the recent 

past of ñREPLYò having been deleted from the 4c red on 3c brown reply-paid cards.  Higgins & 
Gage is the only catalog to have recorded this variety.  The 30.5.96 ñREPLYò deleted example 

illustrated in Figure PC-4a is the earliest seen on the 4c red on 3c brown card.  No earlier 
ñREPLYò deleted example has been found on the 1c + 1c green nor the un-surcharged 3c + 3c 

brown reply cards. 
 

http://sunzi1.lib.hku.hk/hkgro/view/g1894/645874.pdf
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Figure PC-4a.  30.5.96 - Earliest known ñREPLYò deleted post card 
 

Although Webbôs statement that the 4c black surcharge was applied to obsolete stocks of the QV 
3c brown post card can be interpreted to the effect that this surcharge was applied to both normal 

and reply cards, he did not catalog the 4c surcharge on the normal 3c card.  In like manner, both 
Higgins & Gage (H&G) and Schoenfeld recorded the 4c black surcharge only on the 3c brown 

reply cards.  However, Yang and Castiglione catalog the 4c black surcharge on 3c brown in both 
the standard (Yang P13) and reply paid card (Yang P14) configurations.  Yang P13 incorrectly 

references P7, the 1c on 3c brown, as the base 3c card for the 4c black surcharge, whereas the 
reference should be to P5, the un-surcharged 3c brown card.  Castiglione quoted a price for the 

4c black surcharge on 3c brown standard card in used condition, but provided no example.  The 
basic 4c / 3c card has not been seen used. 

 
Both Webb and Schoenfeld cataloged the un-separated (intact) reply cards, as well as the 

individual message half and reply half of the complete two-part cards.  Since the rationale for 
doing so is not clear, the un-separated message, and reply half cards have been combined into 

single listings for all three major card types: 4c red on 3c brown (Sch. 9), 4c black on 3c brown 
(Sch. 10), and 4c black on 4c red on 3c brown (Sch. 11).  Conversely, cards with ñReplyò deleted 

are separately listed herein, since such alteration represented a clear intent to change the usage of 
the ñReplyò cards.   

 
The various catalogs record a ñ4 Centsò black surcharge applied on separated halves of the ñ4 

Centsò red surcharge on 3c brown two part reply cards.  Webb's 9.4.00 ERD for the 4c black on 
3c brown reply cards was offered as lot 439 in the 9.2004 Cavendish auction, and again as lot 


