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POST-TRIANON HUNGARIAN SURVIVORS  

IN THE SUCCESSOR STATES 
 

by Alan Soble 

 

 As readers of my series “Obliterations” know well, Hungarian postal cancellers that were 

used throughout the Kingdom of Hungary continued to be used (as “survivors”) after the defeat 

of the Hapsburg Empire in late 1918. These provisional cancellers were used, in particular, in the 

territory lost by Hungary to the “successor states,” primarily the S.H.S. Kingdom, formed on 

December 1, 1918 (Jugoslavia),
1
 Romania (the Erdély and other portions), and Slovakia (which 

was welded with Carpatho-Ukraine and Hapsburgian Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia to form 

Czechoslovakia). If I were asked, first, “When were survivor cancellers initially used in 

Hungary’s successor territories”? I would reply with the incontrovertible answer: “Immediately, 

having no other cancellers to use.” Surely that answer also explains why, for a certain period of 

time after the war, these politically incorrect (“ideologically incongruous”) survivors continued 

to be used in the lost territories. Indigenous stamps, postal stationery, parcel cards, money-

transfer forms, registration labels, and cancellers had to be designed, printed, and manufactured. 

In light of the burdened post-war economies of these lands, Hungarian postal apparatus would 

continue, out of necessity, to be used. (In “The Slovakia Question” I suggested that the use of 

unobliterated survivors as provisionals in Slovakia went beyond the point of necessity.)
2
 If I 

were then asked, “How long were Hungarian survivors used in the successor states?” I would 

reply: “For an indeterminate length of time, depending on the circumstances of each lost territory 

or successor state.” The most accurate way to establish a year-limit on the use of survivors would 

be to examine representative hoards of stamps, post cards, and covers cancelled by survivors, 

thereby arriving empirically at an upper-year limit, e.g., 1921. Maybe months could be added to 

the years to get something like “November 1918 – July 1921.” We would expect these upper-

year dates to vary widely from country to country, unless each successor state was affected by 

one common event that caused the simultaneous termination of the use of Hungarian survivors. 

Imagine that these cancellers (like some contemporary computer software) had been engineered 

to self-destruct on September 9, 1919 (09/09/1919). With this upper limit, no successor territory 

would have used survivors as provisionals for more than roughly ten months. 

 One world-historical event that is a natural candidate for having determined a single or 

similar termination date for the use of survivors in the successor states is the signing, by the 

Hungarian delegation, of the Treaty of Trianon on June 4, 1920, which signing made final the 

new borders between what was left of the Kingdom of Hungary and Jugoslavia to the south, 

Romania to the east, and Slovakia to the north. The hypothesis, then, goes something like this. 

The successor states had good reasons to continue to use Hungarian cancellers instead of newly-

made indigenous cancellers, and these reasons were especially persuasive regarding contentious 

areas. Although it was known in advance of the signing what the borders would be, more-or-less, 

successor states reasonably believed that, pre-Trianon, restraint in the trashing of Hungarian 

survivors and in the upsurge of indigenous cancellers in contested areas was the path of wisdom. 

According to some fastidiously frugal postal spokespersons, there was insufficient guarantee that 

investing in indigenous cancellers was cost-effective, given post-war poverty; the contraptions 

might never taste ink, doomed to be auctioned as arcane collectibles on eBay a century later. But 
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this consideration is not an important part of the hypothesis; successor states were not so poor as 

to be altogether bereft of modified or indigenous cancellers ready and waiting for their properly-

timed debut; the successor states were sufficiently prepared so that at least some politically 

correct cancellers could go into service quickly after the signing of the Treaty. Instead, putting 

modified or indigenous cancellers into service too soon – which would have amounted to a pre-

affirmation of the final geographical features of new political entities (see note 19) – would 

express an arrogant nationalism engendering more international strain in the tumultuous and 

fragile context of post-war Central Europe. Because that context included the debate over the 

borders itself, for the “victors” to demonstrate publicly, through the use of cancellers, that they 

were assuming, pre-Treaty, that the debate was already over, would be politically insensitive, 

even if it was true that the borders were a fait accompli. It would also be socioethnically 

insensitive, stirring up antagonisms among the mixed populations of border areas. The tactful 

course was to allow the Hungarians to come to their senses, without additional provocation and 

annoyance, about the inevitability of the post-Trianon borders and the loss of population and 

land. Temporarily withholding modified or new indigenous cancellers, successor states meant to 

be respectfully postally quiet as the Hungarians concluded their movement through Kübler-

Ross’s first four psychological stages of “coping with tragedy,” eventually arriving at, or 

succumbing to, acceptance.
3
 Afterwards, there would be plenty of opportunity for chest-

pounding and the completion of the nationalization of the post. Perhaps the few obliterations of 

the crown of St. Stephen in Hungarian cancellers between the end of the war and the Treaty of 

Trianon can now be seen as resulting from bursts of impatience among the postal ranks, who felt 

that the formal resolution of the border question was being unduly delayed. 

 What is significant about this hypothesis is that it goes one big step beyond any of the 

arguments and theses that I laid out in my series of articles on the fate of post-war Hungarian 

cancellers. The hypothesis does so by proposing that the signing of the Treaty of Trianon by the 

Hungarian delegation on June 4, 1920 is a crucial event (a temporal fulcrum) for understanding 

the continued use and then abandonment of Hungarian survivors. To defend the hypothesis by 

observing that the use of indigenous cancellers increased and the use of Hungarian survivors 

decreased after the signing of the Treaty (which is obviously true) is to commit the post hoc 

propter hoc fallacy. The evidence supporting the hypothesis would have to be more detailed and 

direct than this mere correlation. My main purpose in this essay is to undermine the supposition 

that the signing of the Treaty had a substantial or any impact on the replacement of Hungarian 

survivors by indigenous cancellers. 

 I find myself having to deal with this issue here and now because some readers might 

have extrapolated from my philatelic resources (the data), or for themselves paraphrased my 

view of the postal history I exhibited, in such a way that I ended up being a proponent of the 

Treaty of Trianon hypothesis. For example, Lyman Caswell nearly attributes the hypothesis to 

me: “Soble noted that leftover Austrian and Hungarian postcards remained valid throughout 

Czechoslovakia through 1919, and that unaltered Hungarian canceling devices continued to be 

used in Slovakia until about the time of the Trianon Treaty, 4 June 1920.”
4
 The first independent 

clause is true. In the essay to which Caswell refers, I mentioned that leftover cards were valid for 

use after the war, but I was only repeating what I had read in another article.
5
 The second clause 

is false. I certainly asserted many times through the series of articles that Hungarian survivors 

were used in Slovakia after the war, but the central point was usually that few of these cancellers 

had been obliterated, in contrast to the colossal amount of the obliteration of Austrian cancellers 
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that occurred in the western (or Czech) part of the new country. (I have since uncovered my 3
rd

 

and 4
th

 examples of defaced crowns on Hungarian survivors used in Slovakia, both from 

Vágujhely, which unexpectedly looks like a cell of postal terrorism. See Figure 1.)
6 

I considered 

this difference to be so mysterious that I dubbed it, mimicking the style of Karl Marx, “The 

Slovakia Question.” But I have never specifically asserted that Hungarian survivors were used 

until “the time of the Trianon Treaty, 4 June 1920.” I did take one date to be worthy of mention: 

I revealed (true then, but false now) that my personal collection included, as the latest use of a 

Hungarian survivor in Slovakia, a Hradčany stamp that had been cancelled “Vilke” in June 1920, 

on the day [1?].
7
 True, there is temporal similarity between June [1?], 1920 and the date of the 

signing of the Treaty, but no where did I suggest that the date of this use was interestingly close 

to the date of the signing of the Treaty. That my own latest-dated survivor-cancel is dated close 

to June 4, 1920, is coincidental, not indicative of a causal role of Trianon in ending the tenure of 

Hungarian survivors in Slovakia. Maybe Caswell thought he was, by highlighting the date of the 

Treaty, improving my account of Hungarian survivors in Slovakia, for my sake. I resist this 

generosity. I now proceed to provide the evidence that makes the Trianon hypothesis weak. I will 

keep in mind that even if the hypothesis fails in general (i.e., hardly fits the other successor 

states), it might hold for the lone case of Slovakia. We shall see. In the meantime, ask yourself, 

throughout the coming slideshow, “Would moving the date of the signing of the Treaty of 

Trianon six months earlier or later have had any effect on the history of Hungarian survivors?” 

Figure 1. My third example of a damaged crown of St. Stephen on a Hungarian survivor canceller. This Hradčany 

was cancelled in Vágujhely (or Vágújhely, Nyitra county; in Slovakia, Nové Mesto nad Váhom) on [1]919 JUL 23 

(or 28). The fourth example is shown in note 6. 
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FIUME and CROATIA (S.H.S.) 

 My methodology involves three types of evidence. (E1) evidence is the use of Hungarian 

survivors that include the crown of St. Stephen well beyond June 4, 1920. The argument is that 

the length of time between the date of the signing of the Treaty and the date of these crown 

cancels shows that the signing did not have the causal power attributed to it by the Treaty 

hypothesis. (E2) evidence is the existence of cancels, bearing dates prior to the signing of the 

Treaty, made by cancellers that were entirely indigenous or substantially modified (e.g., the 

crown is missing). The logic I use is similar to “Mill’s Methods” (consult any introductory logic 

text). I will soon describe another sort of evidence on which I depend, type (E3). 

 A bit of (E1) evidence for Fiume is shown in Figure 2; some (E2) evidence in Figure 3. 

The cancel in Figure 2, bearing the date [1]920 OKT 22 (four months after Trianon), was made 

by an entirely unchanged Hungarian survivor: the crown is present and untouched, and the date 

format and time of day format (N4) are fully Hungarian. The cancel in Figure 3 (see also note 

10) was made by a greatly altered Hungarian survivor. It is dated 30 MAG [1]919, which is more 

than a year before Trianon. Important alterations in the cancel include the absence of the crown 

of St. Stephen; the date and time formats are no longer Hungarian; and the Hungarian “MÁJ” has 

been replaced by the Italian “MAG.” The month abbreviation change shows that these alterations 

in the cancellers were taken seriously. Other successor states were sloppy or unconcerned; they 

changed the date format but often didn’t bother to use an indigenous month abbreviation. 

 

Figure 2. [Left] Unchanged post-Trianon Hungarian survivor cancel on an indigenous Fiume stamp. 

Figure 3. [Right] Greatly modified pre-Trianon Hungarian cancel on an indigenous Fiume stamp. 
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 Some (E1) evidence for Croatia is shown in Figures 4, 5, 6, and 7, which display four 

Hungarian survivor cancels bearing post-Trianon dates: [1]920 JUL 26, [19]20 AUG 13, 18 JAN 

[19]21, and [1]921 JAN 14 (Figures 6 and 7 are the same cover). In all four, the crown remains 

and the date format is Hungarian (except maybe Figure 6). The cancellers shown in Figures 4 

and 7 were changed in only one way: the town names are Serbo-Croat instead of Hungarian.
8
 

 

Figure 4. [Left] An only slightly changed post-Trianon Hungarian survivor cancel on an indigenous S.H.S. 

Chainbreaker. “Dalj” is the Serbo-Croat name for the town (in Hungarian) “Dálya” (Magyar Neve, p. 121). It is in 

eastern Croatia, Verőcze county. 

Figure 5. [Center] Unchanged post-Trianon Hungarian survivor cancel on an indigenous S.H.S. Chainbreaker. 

“Ruma” is the name of the town in both Hungarian and Serbo-Croat. I could not find it in Magyar Neve, but the 

1828 Hungarian Census locates the town in Szerém country, Serbian Vojvodina. 

Figure 6. [Right] A post-Trianon (1921) Hungarian survivor cancel, arriving strike, on an indigenous S.H.S. 

Chainbreaker. The town cancel is “Drežnik” (Grad), Croatia (see hu.wikipedia.org/wiki/Drežnik_Grad). The 1828 

Hungarian Census locates the town in Pozsega county. The outgoing strike is shown in Figure 7. 

 

Figure 7. An only slightly changed post-Trianon (1921) Hungarian cancel on an indigenous S.H.S. Chainbreaker. 
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Figure 8. [Top] An only slightly changed post-Trianon (1921) Hungarian cancel on indigenous S.H.S. stamps. 

Figure 9. [Bottom] Post-Trianon Hungarian survivor cancel on an indigenous S.H.S. King Alexander stamp of 

1921. Szentfülöp is Bački Gračas in Serbian Vojvodina. 
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Figure 10. An only slightly changed Hungarian cancel on a Hungarian tábori post card overprinted for provisional 

use in Croatian S.H.S. as a regular post card valued at 15 para. “Zemun” is the Serbo-Croat name for the Hungarian 

town Zimony, in Szerém county. 
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The 1921 date in Figures 6 and 7 is not anomalous, as the next three examples show 

(Figures 8, 9, and 10): [1]921 JAN 19, [19]21 APR 18, and [1]921 JAN 17. These cancels are 

late uses of Hungarian crown survivors, too late to fit easily with the Trianon hypothesis. The 

only changes made in these cancellers involved town names: instead of “Zágráb-Zagreb” we find 

just “Zagreb,” and instead of “Zimony-Zemun” we find only “Zemun.”
9
 Compare the two 

“Zagreb” cancellations in Figures 7 and 8 with the “Zagreb” cancel in note 8. The cancel shown 

in note 8 is earlier (June 25, 1920) and has been changed much more than the two later (by six 

months, January 1921) cancels. From the earlier cancel the iconic crown of St. Stephen has 

already been removed and the date format has been reversed, changes not made on the two 1921 

cancels. This “backward progression,” from earlier and more-changed cancels to later and less-

changed cancels, is not what we would expect on the Trianon hypothesis. Another example: see 

the “backward progression” from the Fiume cancel in Figure 3 to the cancel in Figure 2.
10

 There 

is something else to be noted about “Zagreb” cancels in general, a phenomenon that will be seen 

in Romania and Slovakia: in Zagreb, changed and unchanged (nationalized and not nationalized) 

cancellers existed and were used at the same time. Figures 2 and 3 suggest that the phenomenon 

also occurred in Fiume. 

The (E2) evidence for Croatia is, so far, lacking from my collection. Although I have 

acquired well over one hundred decent examples of Hungarian survivor cancels and femininely 

obliterated Austrian provisional cancels on early S.H.S. stamps, I have been unable to find, on 

Chainbreakers and the other earlies, pre-Trianon socked-on-the-nose or even reasonably partial 

cancels made by newly-made indigenous cancellers.
11

 There are bits and pieces of ambiguous 

bumps and grinds here and there, but nothing that is worth exhibiting and hence nothing that 

counts as (E2) evidence. Ljubljana cancels, because they originate in nonHungarian Slovenia, do 

not count as (E2) evidence. However, there is a parcel card, in this particular case of Croatian-

Bosnian heritage, that provides a third type of evidence that I’ll call “(E3).” Before we examine 

it, consider (in Figure 11) a typical femininely obliterated Austrian cancel. We have already seen 

these obliterations when discussing Bosnia
12

: the endonym (“Trbovlje,” in Slovenia) remains on 

the bottom of the cancel while the exonym (the German “Trifail”) or a Hapsburg military slogan 

has been excised from the top. The cancel bears the date [?].VI.20 (June 1920), so around the 

time of Trianon, feminine obliterations were still being used in Slovenia, as they were still being 

used in Bosnia and more widely throughout S.H.S. The point is that the nationalization of the 

canceller had not yet occurred in Austrian S.H.S. And if it had not yet occurred in Austrian 

S.H.S., it had not yet occurred in Hungarian S.H.S. Thus the continued use of femininely 

obliterated cancellers in S.H.S., beyond the date of Trianon, is evidence that the signing of the 

Treaty had no effect on the fate of Hungarian survivors in S.H.S. The fate of those survivors was 

tied, instead, to the later process of completing the nationalization of the post in S.H.S. Now 

examine Figure 12, the back side of a parcel card sent from Osijek, in Croatian (Slavonian) 

S.H.S., to Sarajevo, in Bosnian S.H.S. Both cancels, both provisionals, together constitute a 

“whole” piece of (E3) evidence.
13

 The outgoing cancel on the pair of attached Chainbreakers 

was made by a Hungarian survivor adorned with the crown of St. Stephen and the Hungarian 

date format; the only change is from an “Eszék-Osijek” bilingual town name to “Osijek” by 

itself. The date that the cancel bears is post-Trianon: [1]920 AUG 2. There is also a receiving 

strike produced by a femininely obliterated “Sarajevo” Austrian canceller (something like “K. 

UND K. MILIT POST” has been excised), bearing a post-Trianon date, two days later: 4.VIII.20 

(August 4, 1920). In August 1920, two kinds of provisional canceller were still being used; the 

nationalization of the canceller in S.H.S. has not yet begun. Hungarian survivor cancellers would 
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disappear only when the new country, the single successor state of both “indivisible” parts of the 

Empire, made the requisite effort toward nationalization – and when that happened had nothing 

to do with the date of the signing of the Treaty of Trianon. 

 

Figure 11. Femininely obliterated Slovenia cancel, bearing the ca. Trianon date [?].VI.[19]20, an example of the 

sluggishness of S.H.S. in nationalizing the post. 

 

Figure 12. Parcel card exhibiting two post-Trianon provisional cancels, one a femininely obliterated Bosnia cancel, 

the other a Hungarian survivor, bearing the dates August 2 and 4, 1920, together an example of the absence of the 

nationalization of the post in S.H.S. 
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ROMANIA 

 There is abundant (E1) evidence for Romania; the use of Hungarian survivors continued 

well into 1922. Three examples of Hungarian cancels bearing post-Trianon dates on Romanian 

stamps are shown in Figures 13, 14, and 15: [?] FEB [1]921, [?]-[?]-[1]922, and [?] MÁR 

[1]922.
14

 In all three, the crown of St. Stephen and the Hungarian town names remain. Although 

the date format has been reversed, in Figure 15 the Hungarian date abbreviation (MÁR) remains. 

  

Figure 13. [Top left] Post-Trianon Hungarian survivor cancel from Aknasugtag (Máramaros county; Romanian: 

Ocna Şugatag). 

Figure 14. [Top right] Post-Trianon Hungarian survivor cancel from Brassó (Brassó county; Romanian: Braşov). 

Figure 15. [Bottom] Post-Trianon Hungarian survivor cancel from Bályok (Bihar county; Romanian: Balc). 
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 There is less, but not negligible, (E2) evidence for Romania; it can be a challenge to find 

pre-Trianon indigenous cancellers for the towns in the territory lost by Hungary to Romania as a 

result of the war. See Figure 16 for one example: an indigenous Romanian canceller produced a 

cancel with the Romanian (not Hungarian) town name and which bears a date in Romanian 

format, 21 AUG [1]919 (“AUG” is the postal month abbreviation for both Hungary and 

Romania). I have a handful of cancels, similar to the Figure 16 cancel, on Hungarian-overprinted 

stamps attached to blank pieces of paper. All bear the same date (like the S.H.S. example in note 

8). Clearly, they were favor cancelled. Nonetheless, the canceller had to exist. What we need are 

its nonphilatelic application. (E2) evidence, however, may be irrelevant. Romania is not really a 

“successor state,” but a country made larger during and after the war by absorption of Hungarian 

land. Romania already had a postal system, so there was no need to modify on-hand indigenous 

cancellers or manufacture new indigenous cancellers, except for the won territories. Comparing 

Figures 14 and 16 suggests two points made earlier: the “progression” from the cancel in Figure 

16 to the one in Figure 14 is “backward,” and for Brassó both older Hungarian cancellers and 

newer indigenous Romanian cancellers existed and were used at the same time.
15

 The puzzle 

about Hungarian survivors in Romania is that their use continued deeply into 1922. To make 

sense of this amazing fact is a real head-scratcher, but it gives us no reason to suppose that the 

signing of the Treaty of Trianon instigated the abandonment of Hungarian survivors. Indeed, it 

gives us reason to believe the opposite, that Trianon had no effect. 

 

Figure 16. Pre-Trianon use of an indigenous Romanian Braşov canceller. 

 

SLOVAKIA 

I have had a problem reproducing Czechoslovakian Hradčany stamps and their cancels, a 

problem that involves grayscale images but not color images. Figure 17 shows a cover sent from 
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the Bohemian town Dobruška (German, Gutenfeld) to Chemnitz in Saxony, Germany (renamed 

“Karl Marx Stadt” in 1953 and derenamed in 1990).
16

 The cancel bears the date 28 I [19]19. It 

was made, barely two to three months after the creation of Czechoslovakia in October/November 

1918, by a fundamentally Austrian canceller used as a Czechoslovakian provisional.
17

 (The 

creation of Czechoslovakia was accomplished formally by the Treaty of Versailles on June 28, 

1919.) The new country quickly had adhesives, the first version of the Hradčany, in late 1918. 

On the beautiful 5-color cover shown in Figure 17, rendered in grayscale and altered by 

brightness and contrast manipulations, the cancels can be seen on only two stamps. In a color 

image, or if you look right at the cover, all the cancels can be seen clearly or well enough. 

Something about the colors/inks often makes it difficult to get grayscale images in which the fine 

details of cancels are adequately visible.
18

 Having issued that warning, I return to our topic. 

 

Figure 17. A pre-Versailles Czech cover, dated January 28, 1919, franked with five denominations of the first 

Hradčany emission. 

 The (E1) evidence regarding Slovakia is strong but not overwhelming. There is a reason 

for this that will be revealed later. For now, examine Figures 18 (and 18a), 19, 20, 21, 22, and 

23. All these cancels were struck by Hungarian survivors used in Slovakia; they are ordered by 

increasing chronological distance from the signing of the Treaty: [1]920 JUN 4 (the day of the 

signing of the Treaty; an ordinary Hungarian survivor, cancel not even struck in red or blue ink); 

[1]920 JUN 8 (a few days later, still no fireworks; the cancel is a business-as-usual Hungarian 

survivor);
19

 [1]920 JUL 9 (a completely unaltered Hungarian survivor marches on, unperturbed; 

my June [1?], 1920 cancel is now irrelevant); 15 JUL [1]920 (an ancient Hungarian canceller, the 

beneficiary of modern postal medicine, refuses to kick the bucket); [1]920 AUG 13 (another 

completely unaltered Hungarian survivor, smacked on a block of imperforate Hradčanys); and, 
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begging the patience of the reader, [192]1 MÁR 20 (based partly on the identity of the cancel-

types exhibited in Figures 23 and 24). Not one crown of St. Stephen has been wounded, which 

defacement might be expected from post-Trianon jubilation. (The geriatric cancel in Figure 21 

even at its birth didn’t have a crown.) No one has fooled around with any Hungarian date format 

(except, possibly, in the Figure 23 cancel). Finally, the names of the towns and their spellings 

have remained Hungarian (there is, of course, uncertainty about the cancel in Figure 19): Bazin, 

Nemsó, Dobsina, Szakolcza (“Szakolca” in Magyar Neve, p. 106), and Nagypalugya. 

 

Figure 18. [Top] Hungarian survivor cancel on a Hradčany bearing the date [1]920 JUN 4, the day the Treaty of 

Trianon was signed. Bazin (Slovakian, Pezinok) was in Pozsony county.  

Figure 18a. [Bottom] Larger image of the [1]920 JUN 4 date in the Figure 18 cancel. 
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Figure 19. Hungarian survivor cancel dated [1]920 JUN 8 (post-Trianon) on a Hradčany. A dozen or so Hungarian 

town names in Slovakia begin with “Os” or “Osz.” See Magyar Neve, p. 103. 

 

Figure 20. Hungarian survivor cancel dated [1]920 JUL 9 (post-Trianon) on a Hradčany. Nemsó (Slovakian, 

Nemšová) was in Trencsén county. 



15 
 

 

Figure 21. [Left] Hungarian geriatric survivor cancel on a strip of imperforate Hardčanys, dated 15 JUL [1]920 

(post-Trianon). Dobsina (Slovakian, Dobšiná) was in Gömör és Kishont county. 

Figure 22. [Right] Hungarian survivor cancel on a block of imperforate Hradčanys, [1]920 AUG 13 (post-Trianon). 

Szakolcza (Slovakian, Skalica) was in Nyitra county. 

 

 

Figure 23. Hungarian survivor cancel on a Hradčany. Nagypalugya (Slovakian, Galovány/Paludza) was in Liptó 

county. I believe that the year date of the cancel is 1921. Look at the displacement of “MÁR” toward the right, not 

centered under the crown. That displacement leaves enough room in the left part of the bridge for “92,” making the 

year [1]921, but way too much space if the day number is on the left, beginning with either “1” or “2.” Compare this 

cancel with Figure 24. 
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Figure 24. Hungarian cancel of the type seen in Figure 23, which shows the amount of space occupied in the left 

part of the bridge by the year date. Gyönk is in Tolna county. The date is probably [1]910 JUN 12. 

 In contrast to S.H.S., a good amount of (E2) evidence for Slovakia exists (Slovakian, i.e., 

ex-Hungarian, towns that had new indigenous Czechoslovakian cancellers before Trianon). The 

reason for this difference from S.H.S. is that the Czech part of the new country, unlike S.H.S., 

was already using (but far from exclusively) some newly-made indigenous cancellers in 1919.
20

 I 

cover Košice first (Hungarian, Kassa; Abaúj-Torna county), then some small towns. Figures 25 

(and 25a), 26, and 27 show Košice cancels from new indigenous Czechoslovakian cancellers: the 

town name is Slovakian; the date format is Czechoslovakian; and the newly-incorporated country 

identifier “ČSP” appears on all three cancels. These Košice cancels bear the pre-Trianon dates 2 

XII [19]19, 22 I [19]20, and 20 III [19]20. The existence and use of new cancellers in Slovakia 

was not awaiting the signing of the Treaty. (Allow me some remarks about the postal item that 

bears the 2 XII [19]19 cancel [Figures 25 and 25a]. The card is franked with an attached pair of 

imperforate 10h Hradčanys. Because the internal post card rate at the time was 15h, the fee was 

overpaid by 5h. The post card was leftover Hungarian stock and was still valid for postal use [for 

another week or so, until 14 XII 1919]; under the Hradčany on the right there is a 8f Hungarian 

green crown indicium. That plus a 10h Hradčany would have overpaid the fee by only 3h [haléřů 

and fillér were equivalent]. Further, under the left Hradčany is a Hungarian 2f Magyar Kir. Posta 

Harvester. Hungarian stamps had not been valid in Slovakia since 28 II 1919, so the card had not 

been originally franked with a total of 10f. Maybe out of exasperation about the validity of the 

values, the sender or postal clerk slapped a pair of Hradčanys over both the valid crown indicium 

and the invalid Harvester. The problem was swept under a rug.) In Figure 28 another cancelled 

Hradčany is displayed, bearing the date [192]0 JAN 2, which date is between the dates of the two 

Košice cancels in Figure 25 and Figure 26. However, this cancel was not made by a newly-made 

indigenous canceller; it was struck by a completely unaltered Hungarian survivor. Thus, in 
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Košice as well as in Fiume, Zagreb, and Braşov, newly-made indigenous cancellers and old 

Hungarian survivors were used side by side. In these places, Trianon was irrelevant. 

 

Figure 25. [Top] Hungarian 8f post card covered over with Hradčanys, used in Košice on 2 XII [19]19 (pre-

Trianon). The cancel was struck by a new indigenous Czechoslovakian canceller. Figure 25a. [Bottom] Close-up 

view of the cancel and the stamps. The bottom of a 2f Magyar Kir. Posta Harvester sticks out below the Hradčany 

on the left.  
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Figure 26. [Left] New indigenous Košice cancel, 22 I 20 (pre-Trianon), on a parcel card (the tailing “VIII” is a time 

of day mark). 

Figure 27. [Right] New indigenous Košice cancel, 20 III 20 (pre-Trianon), on a Hradčany. 

 

Figure 28. “Kassa” cancel from an unaltered Hungarian survivor, dated [192]0 JAN 2, on a Hradčany. 

 Lest it be thought that only a large city such as Košice (or Bratislava) would be blessed 

by having newly-made indigenous cancellers before the signing of Trianon, while the boondocks 

would have to wait until the Czechoslovakian postal administration was booted into action by 

Trianon to distribute new cancellers to them, Figures 29 (and 29a), 30, and 31 show that small 

towns (or villages) had new cancellers, too, before Trianon, dated 5 III 20, 19 V 20, and 21 V 20. 

Figure 32 shows another small-town Hungarian survivor cancel that bears the date [?] VI 20, a 

tad after Trianon. I believe that we have enough (E1) and (E2) evidence to conclude that the 

Trianon hypothesis applied to Slovakia (along with the other lost territories) is weak. It is made 

even weaker by taking into account Czechoslovakian (E3) evidence, to which I now turn. 
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Figure 29 [Left] and Figure 29a [Right]: Two exposures of a 5 III 20 (pre-Trianon) new indigenous cancel (town 

name is Slovakian; date format is Czechoslovakian; country identifier [only the “P” is visible] is in the bottom arc) 

on a Hradčany. The town is Čornok, also Černík (Magyar Neve, p. 86; Hungarian, Csornok, in Nyitra county).  

 

Figure 30. A pre-Trianon (date 19 V 20) new indigenous cancel (town name is Slovakian; date format is 

Czechoslovakian; country identifier is in the bottom arc) on a Hradčany. The town is Burský Svätý Mikuláš 

(Hungarian, Búrszentmiklós; in Pozsony county). The tailing “XI” in the cancel is a time of day mark. 
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Figure 31. A pre-Trianon (date 21 V 20) new indigenous cancel on a Hradčany used in Slovakia. The town is 

Slovenská Ľupča (Hungarian, Zólyomlipcse; in Zólyom county). 

 

Figure 32. A near-Trianon (date [?] VI 20) new indigenous Czechoslovakian cancel on a Hradčany used in the 

Slovakian town Bytčica (the “Byt” can be seen in a color image). The Hungarian name was “Biccsefalu”
21 

(in 

Trencsén county). 
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 I cannot display, as I did for S.H.S., a single item (a parcel card or money card) on which 

mixed post-Trianon cancels (one Austrian-obliterated Czech, one Slovak Hungarian survivor) 

can be found,
22

 but I can display “partial” pieces of (E3) evidence: the post-Trianon use of 

provisional Austrian obliterated cancellers (the German town name has been excised, leaving 

only the local endonym) in the western, Czech part of the country. Figures 33, 34, 35, 36, and 37 

show these Czech provisionals used on: 15 [or 25] VI 20, 25 VI 20, 17 VII 20, 20 IX 10 (a 

reversed date format), and 20 X 20. Note that two of these provisional cancels (Figures 33 and 

37) originated in Moravian Brno (German, Brünn), a large city; in Brno both new indigenous 

cancellers and old, femininely obliterated Austrian cancellers were being used at the same time, 

post-Trianon. Note also that another two provisionals (Figures 35, 36) originated in Bohemian 

Prague (Czech, Praha; German, Prag), the capital and largest city; even here newly-made 

indigenous cancellers and old, obliterated Austrian cancellers were being used at the same post-

Trianon time. So add Praha and Brno to the list of Košice, Fiume, Zagreb, and Braşov. Figure 34 

shows a femininely obliterated Austrian cancel from a small town, Moravian Ivančice (German, 

Eibenschütz), that bears a post-Trianon date. The point of this (E3) evidence, here as with 

S.H.S., is that the full nationalization of the canceller had not yet occurred in ex-Austrian 

Czechoslovakia. And if it had not yet occurred in ex-Austrian Czechoslovakia, it had not yet 

occurred in ex-Hungarian Czechoslovakia. The continued use of obliterated Austrian cancellers 

in Czechoslovakia, beyond the date of the Treaty of Trianon, is evidence that the signing of the 

Treaty did not influence the fate of Hungarian survivors. On analogy with Croatia and S.H.S., the 

fate of Hungarian survivors was tied to the nationalization of the post in Czechoslovakia. 

 

 

Figure 33. [Left] Post-Trianon ([?]5 VI 20) obliterated Austrian cancel on a Hradčany used in Moravia. “Brünn” has 

been excised from the canceller, which leaves a large empty space across from “Brno.” 

 Figure 34. [Right] Post-Trianon (25 VI 20) obliterated Austrian cancel on a Hradčany used in Moravia. 

“Eibenschütz” has been excised from the canceller, leaving an empty space across from “Ivančice.” 
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Figure 35. [Left] A post-Trianon (17 VII 20) obliterated Austrian Praha cancel on a Hradčany used in Bohemia. The 

empty space across from “Praha” resulted from the excision of “Prag.” 

 Figure 36. [Right] A post-Trianon (September 10, 1920) obliterated Austrian Praha cancel on a Hradčany used in 

Bohemia. The empty space across from “Praha” resulted from the excision of “Prag.” 

 

Figure 37. Post-Trianon (20 X 20) obliterated Austrian cancel on an “Agriculture and Science” issue (Scott) used in 

Moravia. “Brünn” has been excised from the canceller, which leaves an empty space across from “Brno.” 

 The Trianon hypothesis attempted to connect causally the abandonment of Hungarian 

survivor cancellers in Slovakia with a specific world-historical event, the signing of the Treaty of 

Trianon. That didn’t work out. There is an alternative single event, however, that might be 
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important, even if it wasn’t world-historical but a minor process. Seven distinct postal centers 

individually controlled the postal service in the welded-together new country from late 1918 

until May 1921: Praha (Bohemia), Brno (Moravia), Opava (Silesia), Pardubice (Bohemia), 

Košice (Kassa, Slovakia), Bratislava (Pozsony, Slovakia), and Užhorod (Ungvár, Carpatho-

Ukraine). The Slovakian cities Košice and Bratislava became postal centers in early 1919, 

moved to these towns from Žilina (Zsolna).
23

 Given this decentralization (or localization) of 

postal power, it is not too surprising that postal matters were handled differently in the various 

regions of the country and that the sharpest differences were between the western and the eastern 

regions.
24

 Several matters come to mind as possible areas of difference among the seven centers: 

the nature of the provisional cancellers used until new cancellers were manufactured; whether 

cancellers would be monolingual or bilingual; the placement or orientation of endonyms and 

exonyms; decorative details; and the time of release and the distribution of new indigenous 

cancellers. If the country’s postal system was finally unified and centralized in May, 1921, that 

would help explain why (E1) pieces of evidence are not more plentiful: the window of 

opportunity for the post-Trianon use of Hungarian survivors, from the Treaty of Trianon to May, 

1921, was slightly under a year. Indeed, according to this view we should not be able to find any 

Hungarian survivors used in Slovakian towns after May, 1921. That may be a thankless task, 

spending years searching for a July 1921 use of a Hungarian survivor, to churn up more trouble 

about Slovakian cancels. However, remembering the splendid August 1922 Brassó cancel should 

provide the required determination. Whether the May 1921 centralization of the Czechoslovakian 

postal administration sheds any light on the subsequent number and geographical distribution of 

bilingual Slovak-Hungarian cancellers is a question I am not ready to tackle. Nor do I see how 

the decentralization of the postal system prior to May 1921 sheds any light on the scarcity of 

Slovakian crown-obliterated Hungarian survivors in the period 1918-1921, although it might 

make comprehensible the flood of femininely (and masculinely) obliterated Austrian cancellers 

in ex-Austrian Czechoslovakia.
25 

NOTES 

1. I am not convinced that it is wrong to use the name “Jugoslavia” for the first decade after the end of the war. True, 

the inscription “Jugoslavija” cannot be found on adhesives until the King Alexander definitives of 1931. The two 

examples shown here are the pink, 1.50 dinar, Scott 67. The official renaming of “S.H.S.” to the “Kingdom of 

Jugoslavia” took place on January 6, 1929. However, also shown here is “Jugoslavija” in the handwritten return 

address on the back of an envelope whose stamps were cancelled July 5, 1920 in Osijek and sent to Idaho. The 

“Slavonija” in the return address is the large eastern portion of Croatia, not the “Slovenia” that was northwest of 

Croatia and, as was Bosnia to the south of Croatia, an Austrian territory. The town “Virovitica” (Hungarian 

“Verőcze”) was located in Slavonian Croatia. The cancel is not bilingual but bitransliterate (the same name is 

rendered in two alphabets), and is dated 27.III.34 (March 27, 1934). 
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2. Alan Soble, “Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 6): Final Words, with Special Reference to ‘The Slovakia 

Question’,” The News of Hungarian Philately 42:2 (April-June 2011), pp. 14-37. 

3. The stages: Denial, Anger, Bargaining, Depression, and Acceptance. See Elisabeth Kübler-Ross, On Death and 

Dying (1969), about which there is an enormous amount of literature. 

4. Lyman R. Caswell, “A Hungarian Money Order Form Used in Slovakia,” The News of Hungarian Philately 

42:3 (July-September 2011), pp. 22-23. The passage I quote is on p. 22. 

5. The article to which Caswell refers is “Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 6).” My statement about leftover 

cards is on page 25 of that article; I send the reader via note 86 to Zdenék Kvasnička, “Stamps, Postal Stationery and 

Cancels of Austria-Hungary in Czechoslovakia,” Czechoslovak Specialist, issues dated November, 1952, and 

March, 1953. 

6. The first two examples are shown in Figure 94 (Pozsony) and Figure 95 (Verbó) of my “Obliterations and Their 

Absence (Part 4): Elaborations, Emendations, Extensions,” The News of Hungarian Philately 41:4 (October-

December, 2010), pp. 3-24. The fourth example, shown here, also bears a Vágujhely strike, [19]19 SEP 19. This 

town is not far from Verbó. 

 

7. See “Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 6),” p. 22 and Figure 156. 

8. The “Zagreb” specimen shown here was favor cancelled. I have a bunch of these Chainbreakers, all on translucent 

paper, cancelled in red ink, and bearing the same post-Trianon date: 25 JUN [1]920. The foundational canceller is 

Hungarian, but the crown is removed, the date format is reversed, and the town name is not Hungarian. (“JUN” is 

not Serbo-Croat.) What is the significance of June 25, 1920? Looking backwards: the Coronation of Maria Theresa 

took place on June 25, 1741. Looking forward (with astounding prescience): Croatia issued its declaration of 

independence on June 25, 1991. (I have seen this red cancel, same date, used on an apparently genuine cover.) 
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9. For “Zágráb-Zagreb” across the top of the cancel, see Figure 66 in “Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 4)”; 

for “Zimony-Zemun” see Figure 41 (inset) in my “Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 3): Elaborations, 

Emendations, Extensions,” The News of Hungarian Philately 41:3 (July-September, 2010), pp. 2-17. Here is a 

bilingual with “Zimony” at the top and “Zemun” at the bottom, dated [19]00 SEP 21: 

 

10. Here is another example of the greatly modified Fiume cancel shown in Figure 3 (no crown of St. Stephen; 

reversed, nonHungarian date format; indigenous month abbreviation), dated 18 MAG [1]919: 
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11. Here is a 12.VI.[19]22 example of a cancellation from a newly-made indigenous S.H.S. canceller. The town 

name across the top is “Sombor,” rendered in Cyrillic (the Hungarian name is “Zombor”). This is the type of cancel 

needed pre-Trianon for (E2) evidence. (See Appendix 1 for a possible example.) 

 

12. In “Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 4).” 

13. Another example of a “whole” (E3) postal item for S.H.S. is the “Brcko-Zagreb” parcel card, Figure 62 in 

“Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 4).” In my terminology, “partial” (E3) pieces of evidence are post-Trianon 

feminine obliterations of Austrian cancellers by themselves. “Partials” are just as good as evidence as “wholes”; 

“partials” are only not as dramatic as “wholes.” 

14. For two other striking examples, see the Arad January 3, 1922 cancel in Figure 138, “Obliterations and Their 

Absence (Part 6),” and the Brassó August 28, 1922 cancel in Figures 52-54, “Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 

3).” 

15. For more on Romania, see Section III of “Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 3).” 

16. I once remarked that town, street, and other geographical name changes are a type of the obliteration of history, 

engaged in by both the good guys and the bad guys. See “Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 3),” p. 8 (bottom), 

but especially notes 41 and 44. I will deal with this phenomenon at length (as it occurred in Hungary and other 

Eastern Bloc countries) in an article tentatively entitled “A Tale of Ten Cities” (a deliberate and appropriate allusion 

to Dickens). 

17. Compare this cancel with earlier Austrian cancels used in Bohemia, as reproduced by Petr Gebauer in “Basic 

Types of Czech Postmarks Since 1900,” www.stampdomain.com/country/czech/display.htm. The Dobruška cancel 

is, apart from the language, his German “Wallern, BHM” cancel. 

18. I have had this problem with two image programs, one simple and older (LView Pro Image Processor, v. 2.0), 

the other newer and more sophisticated (PhotoPad Image Editor, v. 2.21). The task of finding software (if any) 

powerful enough to solve this problem should be carried out. I have also not systematically studied the colors, tints, 

hues, etc., that present the least and the most difficulty, and the nature of the inks constituting the cancel. That task, 

too, remains to be done. I wonder if members of the Society for Czechoslovak Philately know something about this. 

(Figure 17 is displayed in color in Appendix 2.) 

19. Nothing special happened among the Czechoslovakian emissions of 1920, unless the large Masaryk and the 

Chainbreakers count as celebrating Trianon. Hungary, too, was philatelically quiet (and dull) in the mid-1920s. Only 

Romania proudly acknowledged philatelically, but in 1919 (pre-Trianon), the acquisition of territory. See the 

overprinted issues Romania Scott 245-247. Figure 8 of “Obliterations and Their Absence: The Prolonged Fate of 

Post-WWI Hungarian Postmarks (Part 1)” (The News of Hungarian Philately 40:1 [January-March, 2009], pp. 17-

32), displays a Scott 246 ironically socked by a Körösbanya plus crown of St. Stephen survivor. Such is the fruit of 

the pre-affirmation of Trianon (even if the pre-affirmation turned out to be right). 

http://phist.webpark.cz/pmks/index.htm
http://phist.webpark.cz/pmks/index.htm
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20. For example (out of legions), this Bohemian Prachatice (German, Prachatitz) 2.XII.[19]19 cancel. Note that the 

caron (the diacritic) on the “Č” in the country identifier is inside the “C,” not on top of it. 

21. Be careful how you spell “Biccsefalu” (“Bicsefalu” is wrong). The “ccs” in “Biccsefalu” is (nowadays) a 

contraction of “cscs.” (Similarly, “hosszú” is a contraction of “hoszszú” and “szisszen” is, gladly, a contraction of 

“sziszszen.”) Examine this cropped cover. It’s franked with what at first glance seems to be a leftover Hungarian 

Harvester and a leftover Austrian Imperial Crown. (I came across the image on an online philatelic auction site, 

filatelie-klim.com. After screen-capturing the image on January 1, 2012, I have been unable to find it again. Was it 

sold? What I discovered during a long search for it is that “Bicscsefalu” Hungarian cancels on cover or piece are 

expensive. The minimum bid on a different online auction site for an otherwise unimpressive “Bicscsefalu” cover 

was 1200 €. Members: search your collections for this cancel. You might possess a gem.) The town name on the 

displayed cancel, struck by an unaltered Hungarian survivor used in Slovakia, is “Bicscsefalu” – without the 

contraction. This cover, dated [1]919 JAN 3, is remarkable in several ways. First, leftover Austrian stamps were 

valid for use in the Czech (ex-Austrian) part of the new country. But were these Austrian stamps valid in Slovakia, 

where they had never before been used? Even if they were valid, it is doubtful that many were so used. Second, the 

Hungarian Harvester is not from leftover stock. The stamp is Scott 179, Magyar Katalógus 276, inscribed “Magyar 

Posta,” released January 1919. How did this stamp make its way to Biccsefalu in Trencsén county, at the 
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northeastern peak of Slovakia? And how did it manage to be used as early as January 3, 1919? (The 10f Harvester is 

red; it appears as orange in my screen-captured image of the web site’s image.) 

22. I have seven parcel cards, all with outgoing Hungarian survivor strikes (with crowns) on Hardčanys, and arrival 

strikes made by femininely obliterated Austrian cancellers. All seven items, however, are dated pre-Trianon, so do 

not count as pieces of (E3) evidence. 

23. Census of Territorial Post Offices by Zdenék Kvasnička (1968), translated by Mark Wilson (Scottsdale, 

Arizona: Knihtisk [publisher], 2008), p. 299. The Census is available at www.czechoslovakphilately.org/pdf/ 

polist.pdf. Notice that I am again begging off discussing the fate of Hungarian survivors in Carpatho-Ukraine and in 

Burgenland/Őrvidék, for lack of material. If any reader has philatelic resources for these areas and would like to 

share with me (images only), please write: ags38@drexel.edu. 

24. In “Obliterations and Their Absence (Part 6),” p. 25, I argued that concerning matters postal, the west vs. east 

geographical-ethnic divide was like the 1867 division of the Hapsburg Empire postal service into two separate postal 

administrations, one for the Austrian lands and territories and one for the Kingdom of Hungary. 

25. I am grateful to our editor Csaba Kohalmi, who contributed in many ways, tangible and intangible, to this essay. 

 

Appendix 1: See note 11. Shown here is an apparently indigenous “Belgrade” bilingual S.H.S. cancel, dated 20-V-

20. But this example does not quite count as an indigenous S.H.S. cancel: it was struck by a “leftover” Serbian 

canceller (a survivor) on “leftover” Serbian stamps, not newly-printed S.H.S. stamps. We might assume that the 

Serbian stamps were temporarily still valid for postage (but as late as May 20, 1920?), as Austrian and Hungarian 

stamps were temporarily still valid for postage in Czechoslovakia in 1919. 
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Appendix 2: The Figure 17 cover displayed in color (see note 18). 

 


